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INTRODUCTION.

Paul.

‘WaEN Paul and the other apostles were called to enter upon
their important duties, the world was in a deplorable and yet
most interesting state. Both Heathenism and Judaism were in
the last stages of decay. The polytheism of the Greeks and
Romans had been carried to such an extent as to shock the
common sense of mankind, and to lead the more intelligent
among them openly to reject and ridicule it. This scepticism
had already extended itself to the mass of the people, and be-
come almost universal. As the transition from infidelity to
superstition is certain, and generally immediate, all classes of
the people were disposed to confide in dreams, enchantments,
and other miserable substitutes for religion. The two reigning
systems of philosophy, the Stoic and Platonic, were alike in-
sufficient to satisfy the agitated minds of men. The former
sternly repressed the best natural feelings of the soul, incul-
cating nothing but a blind resignation to the unalterable course
of things, and promising nothing beyond an unconscious exist-
ence hereafter. The latter regarded all religions as but different
forms of expressing the same general truths, and represented
the whole mythological system as an allegory, as incomprehen-
sible to the common people as the pages of a book to those who
cannot read. This system promised more than it could accom-
plish. It excited feelings which it could not satisfy, and thus
contributed to produce that general ferment which existed at
this period. Among the Jews, generally, the state of things
was hardly much better. They had, indeed, the form of true
religion, but were, in a great measure destitute of its spirit.
The Pharisees were contented with the form; the Sadducees
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were sceptics; the Essenes were enthusiasts and mystics. Such
being the state of the world, men were led to feel the need of
some surer guide than either reason or tradition, and some bet-
ter foundation of confidence than either heathen philosophers
or Jewish sects could afford. Hence, when the glorious gospel
was revealed, thousands of hearts, in all parts of the world,
were prepared by the grace of God to exclaim, This is all our
desire and all our salvation.

The history of the apostle Paul shows that he was prepared
to act in such a state of society. In the first place, he was born
and probably educated in part at Tarsus, the capital of Cilicia;
a city almost on a level with Athens and Alexandria for its
literary zeal and advantages. In one respect, it is said by an-
cient writers to have been superior to either of them. In the
other cities mentioned, the majority of students were strangers,
but in Tarsus they were the inhabitants themselves.* That
Paul passed the early part of his life here is probable, because the
trade which he was taught, in accordance with the custom of
the Jews, was one peculiarly common in Cilicia. From the
hair of the goats, with which that province abounded, a rough
cloth was made, which was much used in the manufacture of
tents. The knowledge which the apostle manifests of the
Greek authors, 1 Cor. 15: 33. Tit. 1: 12, would also lead us to
suppose that he had received at least part of his education in a
Grecian city. Many of his characteristics, as a writer, lead to
the same conclusion. He pursues far more than any other of
the sacred writers of purely Jewish education, the logical
method in presenting truth. There is almost always a re-
gular concatenation in his discourses, evincing the sponta-
neous exercise of a disciplined mind, even when not carrying
out a previous plan. His epistles, therefore, are far more
logical than ordinary letters, without the formality of regular
dissertations. Another characteristic of his manner is, that in
discussing any question, he always presents the ultimate princi-
ple on which the decision depends. These and similar charac-
teristics of this apostle are commonly, and probably with justice,
ascribed partly to his turn of mind and partly to his early edu-
cation. We learn from the scriptures themselves, that the

* Strabo, Lib. 14, ch. 5.
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Holy Spirit, in employing men as his instruments in conveying
truth, did not change their mental habits; he did not make Jews
write like Greeks, or force all into the same mould. Each
retained his own peculiarities of style and manner, and, there-
fore, whatever is peculiar in each, is to be referred, not to his
inspiration, but to his original character and culture. While
the circumstances just referred to, render it probable that the
apostle’s habits of mind were in some measure influenced by
his birth and early edueation in Tarsus, there are others (such
as the general character of his style) which show that his resi-
dence there could not have been long, and that his education
was not thoroughly Grecian. We learn from himself that he
was principally educated at Jerusalem, being brought up, as he
says, at the feet of Gamaliel (Acts 22: 3). This is the second
circumstance in the providential preparation of the apostle for
his work, which is worthy of notice. As Luther was educated
in a Catholic seminary, and thoroughly instructed in the scho-
lastic theology of which he was to be the great opposer, so the
apostle Paul was initiated into all the doctrines and modes of
reasoning of the Jews, with whom his principal controversy
was to be carried on. The early adversaries of the gospel were
all Jews. Even in the heathen cities they were so numerous,
that it was through them and their proselytes that the church in
such places was founded. We find, therefore, that in almost all
his epistles, the apostle contends with Jewish errorists, the cor-
rupters of the gospel by means of Jewish doctrines. Paul, the
most extensively useful of all the apostles, was thus a thoroughly
educated man; a man educated with a special view to the work
which he was called to perform. We find, therefore, in this, as
in most similar cases, that God effects his purposes by those in-
struments which he has, in the ordinary course of his providence,
specially fitted for their accomplishment. In the third place, Paul
was converted without the intervention of human instrumen-
tality, and was taught the gospel by immediate revelation. «I
certify you, brethren,”” he says to the Galatians, ¢ that the gospel
which was preached of me, was not after man. For I neither
received it of man, neither was I taught it, but by the revelation
of Jesus Christ.”” These circumstances are important, as he
was thus placed completely on a level with the other apostles.
He had seen the Lord Jesus, and could, therefore, be one of
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the witnesses of his resurrection; he was able to claim the au-
thority of an original inspired teacher and messenger of God.
It is obvious that he laid great stress upon this point, from the
frequency with which he refers to it. He was thus furnished
not only with the advantages of his early education, but with
the authority and power of an apostle of Jesus Christ.

His natural character was ardent, energetic, uncompromising
and severe. How his extravagance and violence were subdued
by the gll'ace of God is abundantly evident from the moderation,
mildness, tenderness and conciliation manifested in all his epis-
tles. Absorbed in the one object of glorifying Christ, he was
ready to submit to any thing, and to yield any thing necessary
for this purpose. He no longer insisted that others should
think and act just as he did; so that they obeyed Christ, he was
satisfied, and he willingly conformed to their prejudices and
tolerated their errors, so far as the cause of truth and righteous-
ness allowed. By his early education, by his miraculous con-
version and inspiration, by his natural disposition, and by the
abundant grace of God was this apostle fitted for his work, and
sustained under his multiplied and arduous labours.

Origin and Condition of the Church at Rome.

One of the providential circumstances which most effectually
contributed to the early propagation of Christianity, was the
dispersion of the Jews among surrounding nations. They were
widely scattered through the East, Egypt, Syria, Asia Minor,
Greece and Italy, especially at Rome. As they were per-
mitted, throughout the wide extent of the Roman Empire, to
worship God according to the traditions of their fathers, syna-
gogues were every where established in the midst of the hea-
then. The apostles, being Jews, had thus every where a ready
access to the people. The synagogues furnished a convenient
place for regular assemblies, without attracting the attention
or exciting the suspicion of the civil authorities. In these
assemblies they were sure of meeting not only Jews, but the
heathen also, and precisely the class of heathen best prepared
for the reception of the gospel. The infinite superiority of the
pure theism of the Old Testament scriptures to any form of re-
ligion known to the ancients, could not fail to attract and con-
vince multitudes among the pagans, wherever the Jewish worship
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was established. Such persons became either proselytes gr ¢ de-
vout,” that is, worshippers of the true God. Being free from
the inveterate national and religious prejudices of the Jews, and
at the same time convinced of the falsehood of polytheism, they
were the most susceptible of all the early hearers of the gospel.
It was by converts from among this class of persons, that the
churches in all the heathen cities were in a great measure
founded. There is abundant evidence that the Jews were very
numerous at Rome, and that the class of proselytes or devout
persons among the Romans was also very large. Philo says
(Legatio in Caium, p. 1041, ed. Frankf.) that Augustus had
assigned the Jews a large district beyond the Tiber for their
residence. He accounts for their being so numerous from the
fact that the captives arried thither by Pompey were liberated
by their masters, who found it inconvenient to have servants
who adhered so strictly to a religion which forbade constant
and familiar intercourse with the heathen. Dion Cassius (Lib.
60, c. 6) mentions that the Jews were so numerous at Rome
that Claudius was at first afraid to banish them, but contented
himself with forbidding their assembling together. That he
afterwards, on account of the tumults which they occasioned,
did banish them from the city, is mentioned by Suetonius
(Vita Claudii, e. 25), and by Luke, Acts 18: 2. That the Jews
on the death of Claudius returned to Rome, is evident from the
fact that Suetonius and Dion Cassius speak of their being very
numerous under the following reigns; and also from the con-
tents of this epistle, especially the salutations in ch. 16, ad-
dressed to Jewish Christians.

That the establishment of the Jewish worship at Rome had
produced considerable effect on the Romans, is clear from the
statements of the heathen writers themselves. Ovid speaks of
the synagogues as places of fashionable resort; Juvenal (Satire
14), ridicules his countrymen for becoming Jews;* and Tacitus

* Quidam sortiti metuentem sabbata patrem,
Nil praeter nubes, coeli numen adorant:
Nec distare putant humana carne saillam,
Qua pater abstinuit, mox et pracputia ponunt.
Romanas autem soliti contemnere leges,
Judaicum ediscunt, et servant, ac metuunt jus,
Tradidit arcano quodcunque volumine Moees, &c.
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(Hist. Lib. 5, ch. 5*) refers to the presents sent by Roman
proselytes to Jerusalem. The way was thus prepared for the
early reception and rapid extension of Christianity in the im-
perial city. When the gospel was first introduced there, or by
whom the introduction was effected, is unknown. Such was
the constant intercourse between Rome and the provinces, that
it is not surprising that some of the numerous converts to
Christianity made in Judea, Asia Minor and Greece, should at
an early period find their way to the capital. It is not impossi-
ble that many, who had enjoyed the personal ministry of Christ,
and believed in his doctrines, might have removed or returned
to Rome, and been the first to teach the gospel in that city.
Still less improbable is it, that among the multitudes present at
Jerusalem at the day of Pentecost, among whom were ¢ stran-
gers of Rome, Jews and proselytes,”” there were some who
carried back the knowledge of the gospel. That the introdue-
tion of Christianity occurred at an early period may be inferred
not only from the probabilities just referred to, but from other
circumstances. When Paul wrote this epistle, the faith of the
Romans was spoken of throughout the world, which would
seem to imply that the church had already been long established.
Aquila and Priscilla, who left Rome on account of the decree of
Claudius banishing the Jews, were probably Christians before
their departure; nothing at least is said of their having been
converted by the apostle. He found them at Corinth, and being
of the same trade, he abode with them, and on his departure
took them with him into Syria.

The tradition of some of the ancient fathers that Peter was
the founder of the church at Rome is inconsistent with the
statements given in the Acts of the apostles. Irenaeus (Haeres.
IIL 1) says, that ¢ Matthew wrote his gospel, while Peter and
Paul were in Rome preaching the gospel and founding the
church there.” And Eusebius (Chron. ad ann. 2 Claudii) says,
“Peter having founded the church at Antioch, departed for
Rome, preaching the gospel.”” Both these statements are incor-
rect. Peter did not found the church at Antioeh, nor did he
and Paul preach together at Rome. That Peter was not at
Rome prior to Paul’s visit appears from the entire silence of

* Pessimus quisque, spretis religionibus patriis, tributa et stipes illuc congerebat,
unde auctae Judacorum res.



INTRODUCTION. 9

this epistle on the subject; and from no mention being made
of the fact in any of the letters written from Rome by Paul
during his imprisonment. The tradition that Peter ever was at
Rome rests on very uncertain authority. It is first mentioned
by Dionysiys of Corinth in the latter half of the second century,
~ and from that time it seems to have been generally received.
The account is in itself improbable, as Peter’s field of labour
was in the east, about Babylon; and as the statement of Diony-
sius is full of inaccuracies. He makes Peter and Paul the
founders of the church at Corinth, and makes the same assertion
regarding the church at Rome, neither of which is true. He
also says that Paul and Peter suffered martyrdom at the same
time at Rome, which, from the silence of Paul respecting Peter
during his last imprisonment, is in the highest degree improba-
ble.* History, therefore, has left us ignorant of the time when
this church was founded, and the persons by whom the work
was effected.

The condition of the congregation may be inferred from the
circumstances already mentioned, and from the drift of the
apostle’s letter. As the Jews and proselytes were very nume-
rous at Rome, the early converts, as might be expected, were
from both these classes. The latter, however, seem greatly
to have predominated, because we find no such evidence of a
tendency to Judaism, as is supposed in the Epistle to the Gala-
tians. Paul no where seems to apprehend that the church at
Rome would apostatize as the Galatian Christians had already
done. And in chapters 14 and 15, his exhortations imply that
the Gentile party were more in danger of oppressing the
Jewish, than the reverse. Paul, therefore, writes to them as
Gentiles (ch. 1: 13),and claims, in virtue of his office asapostle
of the Gentiles, the right to address them with all freedom and
authority (15: 16). The congregation, however, was not com-
posed exclusively of this class; many converts, originally Jews,
were included in their numbers, and those belonging to the
other class were more or less under the influence of Jewish
opinions. The apostle, therefore, in this, as in all his other epis-
tles addressed to congregations similarly situated, refutes those
doctrines of the Jews which were inconsistent with the gospel,

* 8ee Eichhorn’s Einleitung, Vol. 3, p. 203, and Neander's Geschichte der
Pflanzung, &c. p. 456.

2
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and answers those objections, which they and those under their
influence were accustomed to urge against it. These different
elements of the early churches were almost always in conflict,
both as to points of doctrine and discipline. The Jews insisted,
to a greater or less extent, on their peculiar privileges and cus-
toms, and the Gentiles disregarded, and at times despised the
scruples and prejudices of their weaker brethren. The opiniohs
of the Jews particularly controverted in this epistle are, 1. That
connexion with Abraham by natural descent and by the bond
of circumcision, together with the observance of the law, is
sufficient to secure the favour of God. 2. That the blessings of
the Messiah’s reign were to be confined to Jews and those who
would consent to become proselytes. 3. That subjection to
heathen magistrates was inconsistent with the dignity of the
people of God, and with their duty to the Messiah as king.
There are clear indications in other parts of scripture, as well
as in their own writings, that the Jews placed their chief de-
pendence upon the covenant of God with Abraham, and the
peculiar rites and ordinances connected with it. Our Saviour,
when speaking to the Jews, tells them, “ Say not, we have .
Abraham to our father; for I say unto you, that God is able of
these stones to raise up children unto Abraham,” (Luke 3: 8).
It is clearly implied in this passage, that the Jews supposed,
that to have Abraham as their father was sufficient to secure the
favour of God. The Rabbins taught that God had promised
Abraham that his descendants, though wicked, should be saved
on account of his merit. Justin Martyr mentions this as the
ground of confidence of the Jews in his day. “ Your Rabbins,”
he says, “deceive themselves and us in supposing that the
kingdom of heaven is prepared for all those who are the natural
seed of Abraham, even though they be sinners and unbelievers.*’
(Dialogue with Trypho.) They were accustomed to say,
“ Great is the virtue of circumcision; no circumecised person
enters hell.” And one of their standing maxims was, « All
Israel hath part in eternal life.”’*

The second leading error of the Jews was a natural result of

* See Raymundi Martini Pugio Fidel, P. ITI. Disc. 3, c. 16. Pococke’s Miscella-
nea, p. 172, 227. Witsii Miscellanea, P, II. p. 653. Michaelis Introduction to
the N. T. vol. 3, p. 93.
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the one just referred to. -If salvation was secured by con-
nexion with Abraham, then none who were not united to their
great ancestor could be saved. There is no opinion of the Jews
more conspicuous in the sacred writings, than that they were
greatly superior to the Gentiles, that the theocracy and all its
blessings belonged to them, and that others could attain even
an inferior station in the kingdom of the Messiah only by be-
coming Jews.

The indisposition of the Jews to submit to heathen magis-
trates arose partly from their high ideas of their own digpnity,
and their contempt for other nations, partly from their erro-
neous opinions of the nature of the Messiah’s kingdom, and
partly, no doubt, from the peculiar hardships and oppressions
to which they were exposed. The prevalence of this indispo-
sition among them is proved by its being a matter of discussion
whether it was even lawful to pay tribute to Caesar; by their
assertion that, as Abraham’s seed, they were never in bondage
to any man; and by their constant tumults and rebellions, which
led first to their banishment from Rome, and, finally, to the
utter destruction of their city. The circumstances of the
church at Rome, composed of both Jewish and Gentile con-
verts; surrounded by Jews who still insisted on the necessity
of circumcision, of legal obedience, and of connexion with the
family of Abraham in order to salvation; and disposed on many
points to differ among themselves, sufficiently account for the
character of this epistle.

.

Time and place of its composition.

There are no sufficient data for fixing accurately and certainly
the chronology of the life and writings of the apostle Paul. It
is, therefore, in most cases, only by a comparison of various
circumstances that an approximation to the date of the principal
events of his life can be made. With regard to this epistle, it
is plain, from its contents, that it was written just as Paul was
about to set out on his last journey to Jerusalem. In the 15th
chapter he says, that the Christians of Macedonia and Achaia
had made a collection for the poor saints in Jerusalem, and that
he was on the eve of his departure for that city (v. 25). This
same journey is mentioned in Acts 20, and occurred most pro-
bably in the spring (see Acts 20: 16) of the year 58 or 59.
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This date best suits the account of his long imprisonment, first
at Cesarea and then at Rome, of four years, and his probable
liberation in 62 or 63. His subsequent labours and second im-
prisonment would fill up the intervening period of two or three
years to the date of his martyrdom, towards the close of the
reign of Nero. That this epistle was written from Corinth
appears from the special recommendation of Phebe, a deacon-
ess of the neighbouring church, who was probably the bearer
of the letter (ch. 16: 1); from the salutations of Erastus and
Gaius, both residents of Corinth, to the Romans (ch. 16: 23);
compare 2 Tim. 4: 20, and 1 Cor. 1: 14; and from the account
given in Acts 20: 2, 3, of Paul’s journey through Macedonia into
Greece, before his departure for Jerusalem, for the purpose of
carrying the contributions of the churches for the poor in that
city.

Authenticity of the Epistle.

That this epistle was written by the apostle Paul, admits of
no reasonable doubt. 1. It, in the first place, purports to be his.
It bears his signature, and speaks throughout in his name. 2. It
has uniformly been recognised as his. From the apostolic age
to the present time, it has been referred to and quoted by a
regular series of authors, and recognised as of divine authority
in all the churches. It would be requisite, in order to disprove
its authenticity, to account satisfactorily for these facts, on the
supposition of the epistle being spurious. The passages in the
early writers, in which this epistle is alluded to or cited, are very
. numerous, and may be seen in Lardner’s Credibility, Vol. IL
3. The internal evidence is no less decisive in its favour. (@) In
the first place, it is evidently the production of a Jew, familiar
with the Hebrew text and the Septuagint version of the Old Tes-
tament, because the language and style are such as no one, not
thus circumstanced, could adopt; and because the whole letter
evinces such an intimate acquaintance with Jewish opinions and
prejudices. (&) It agrees perfectly in style and manner with
the other epistles of this apostle. (¢) It is, in the truth and im-
portance of its doctrines and in the elevation and purity of its
sentiments, immeasurably superior to any uninspired produc-
tion of the age in which it appeared. A comparison of the
genuine apostolic writings with the spurious productions of the
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first and second centuries, affords one of the strongest collateral
evidences of the authenticity and inspiration of the former.
(d) The incidental or undesigned coincidences, as to matters of
fact, between this epistle and other parts of the New Testament,
are such as to afford the clearest evidence of its having proceed-
ed from the pen of the apostle. Compare Rom. 15: 25—31,
with Acts 20: 2, 3. 24: 17. 1 Cor. 16: 1—4. 2 Cor. 8: 1—4.
9: 2. Rom. 16: 21—23 with Acts 20: 4. Rom. 16: 3, et seqq.
with Acts 18: 2, 18—26. 1 Cor. 16: 19, &c. (see Paley’s Horae
Paulinae). 4. Besides these positive proofs, there is the im-
portant negative consideration, that there are no grounds for
questioning its authenticity. There are no discrepances be-
tween this and other sacred writings; no counter testimony
among the early fathers; no historical or eritical difficulties
which must be solved before it can be recognised as the work
of Paul. There is, therefore, no hook in the bible, and there
is no ancient book in the world, of which the authenticity is
more certain than that of this epistle.

Analysis of the Epistle.

The epistle consists of three parts. The first which includes
the first eight chapters, is occupied in the discussion of the
doctrine of justification and its consequences. The second, em-
bracing chapters 9, 10, 11, treats of the calling of the Gentiles,
the rejection and future conversion of the Jews. The third
consists of- practical exhortations, and salutations to the Chris-
tians at Rome.

Tur rirsT PART the apostle commences by saluting the
Roman Christians, commending them for their faith, and ex-
pressing his desire to see them, and his readiness to preach the
gospel at Rome. This readiness was founded on the conviction
that the gospel revealed the only method by which men can
be saved, viz. by faith in Jesus Christ, and this method is
equally applicable to all mankind, Gentiles as well as Jews, ch.
1: 1—17. Paul thus introduces the two leading topics of the
epistle.

In order to establish his doctrine respecting justification, he
first proves that the Gentiles cannot be justified by their own
works, ch. 1: 18—39; and then establishes the same position
in reference to the Jews, ch. 2. 3: 1—20. Having thus shown
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that the method of justification by works was unavailable for
sinners, he unfolds that method which is taught in the gospel,
ch. 3: 21—31. The truth and excellence of this method he
confirms in chs. 4th and 5th. The obvious objection to the
doctrine of gratuitous acceptance, that it must lead to the indul-
gence of sin, is answered, and the true design and operation of
the law are exhibited in chs. 6th and 7th; and the complete
security of all who confide in Christ is beautifully unfolded in
chapter 8. :

In arguing against the Gentiles, Paul assumes the principle
that God will punish sin, ch, 1: 18, and then proves that they
are justly chargeable both with impiety and immorality, be-
cause, though they possessed a competent knowledge of God,
they did not worship him, but turned unto idols, and gave
themselves up to all kinds of iniquity, ch. 1: 19—32.

He commences his argument with the Jews by expanding the
general principle of the divine justice, and especially insisting
on God’s impartiality by showing that he will judge all men,
Jews and Gentiles, according to their works, and according to
the light they severally enjoyed, ch. 2: 1—16. He shows
that the Jews, when tried by these rules, are as justly
and certainly exposed to condemnation as the Gentiles, ch.
2: 17—29.

The peculiar privileges of the Jews afford no ground of hope
that they will escape being judged on the same principles with
other men, and when thus judged, they are found to be guilty
before God. All men, therefore, are, as the scriptures abun-
dantly teach, under condemnation, and, consequently, cannot be
justified by their own works, ch. 3: 1—=20.

The gospel proposes the only method by which God will
justify men; a method which is entirely gratuitous; the condi-
tion of which is faith; which is founded on the redemption of
Christ; which reconciles the justice and mercy of God, hum-
bles man, lays the foundation for an universal religion, and es-
tablishes the law, ch. 3: 21—31.

The truth of this doctrine is evinced from the example of
Abraham, the testimory of David, the nature of the covenant
made with Abraham and his seed, and from the nature of the
law. He proposes the conduct of Abraham as an example and
encouragement to Christians, ch. 4: 1—25,



INTRODUCTION. 15

Justification by faith in Christ secures peace with God, pre-
sent joy and the assurance of eternal life, ch. 5: 1—11. The
method, therefore, by which God proposes to save sinners, is
analogous to that by which they were first brought under con-
demnation. As on account of the offence of one, sentence
has passed on all men to condemnation; so on account of the
righteousness of one, all are justified, ch. 5: 12—=21.

The doctrine of the gratuitous justification of sinners cannot
lead to the indulgence of sin, because such is the nature of union
with Christ,and suchthe object for which he died, that all who re-
ceive the benefitsof his death,experience the sanctifyinginfluence
of his life, ch. 6: 1—11. Besides, the objection in question is
founded on a misapprehension of the effect and design of the
law, and of the nature of sanctification. Deliverance from the
bondage of the law and from a legal spirit is essential to holi-
ness. When the Christian is delivered from this bondage, he
becomes the servant of God, and is brought under an influence
which effectually secures his obedience, ch. 6: 12—23.

As, therefore, a woman, in order to be married to a second
husband, must first be freed from her former one, so the Chris-
tian, in order to be united to Christ and to bring forth fruit unto
God, must first be freed from the law, ch. 7: 1—é6.

This necessity of deliverance from the law, does not arise
from the fact that the law is evil, but from the nature of the
case. The law is but the authoritative declaration of duty;
which cannot alter the state of the sinner’s heart. Its real
operation is to produce the conviction of sin (vs. 7—13), and,
in the renewed mind, to excite approbation and complacency
in the excellence which it exhibits, but it cannot effectually
secure the destruction of sin. This can only be done by the
grace of God in Jesus Christ, ch. 7: 7—25. .

Those who are in Christ, therefore, are perfectly safe. They
are freed from the law; they have the indwelling of the life-
giving Spirit; they are the children of God; they are chosen,
called and justified according to the divine purpose; and they
are the objects of the unchanging love of God, ch. 8: 1—39.

THE sEcoND PART of the epistle relates to the persons to
whom the blessings of Christ’s kingdom may properly be offer-
ed, and the purposes of God respecting the Jews. In entering
upon this subject, the apostle, after assuring his kindred of his
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affection, establishes the position that God has not bound him-
self to regard as his children all the natural descendants of
Abraham, but is at perfect liberty to choose whom he will
to be heirs of his kingdom. The right of God to have mercy
on whom he will have mercy, he proves from the declarations of
scripture and from the dispensations of his providence. He
shows that this doctrine of the divine sovereignty is not in-
consistent with the divine character or man’s responsibility,
because God simply chooses from among the undeserving whom
he will as the objects of his mercy, and leaves others to the just
recompense of their sins, ch. 9: 1—24.

God accordingly predicted of old that he would call the
Gentiles and reject the Jews. The rejection of the Jews was
on accqunt of their unbelief, ch. 9: 25—33. 10: 1—5. The
two methods of justification are then contrasted, for the purpose
of showing that the legal method is impracticable, but that the
method proposed in the gospel is simple and easy, and adapted
to all men. It should, therefore, agreeably to the revealed pur-
pose of God, be preached to all men, ch. 10: 6—21.

The rejection of the Jews is not total; many of that genera-
tion were brought into the church, who were of the election of
grace, ch. 11: 1—10. Neither is this rejection final. There is
to be a future and general conversion of the Jews to Christ, and
thus all Israel shall be saved, ch. 11: 11—36.

THE THIRD or practical part of the epistle, consists of direc-
tions, first, as to the general duties of Christians in their various
relations to God, ch. 12; secondly, as to their political or civil
duties, ch. 13; and, thirdly, as to their ecclesiastical duties, or
those duties which they owe to each other as members of the
church, ch. 14. 15: 1—13.

The epistle concludes with some account of Paul’s labours
and purposes, ch. 15: 14—33, and with the usual salutations,
ch. 16.



COMMENTARY ON THE ROMANS.

CHAPTER 1.

Contents. ‘

THais chapter consists of two parts. The first extends to the
close of v. 17, and contains the general introduction to the epis-
tle. The second commences with v. 18, and extends to the
close of the chapter : it contains the argument of the apostle to
prove that the declaration contained in vs. 16, 17, that justi-
fication can only be obtained by faith, is true with regard to
the heathen.

CHAP. 1: 1—17.
Analysis.

Tais section consists of two parts. The first, from v. 1 to 7
inclusive, is a salutatory address; the second, from v. 8 to 17,
is the introduction to the epistle. Paul commences by an-
nouncing himself as a divinely commissioned teacher, set apart
to the preaching of the gospel, v. 1. Of this gospel, he says,
1. That it was promised, and of course partially exhibited in
the Old Testament, v. 2. 2. That its great subject was Jesus
Christ, v. 3. Of Christ he says, that he was, as to his human
nature, the Son of David; but as to his divine nature, the Son
of God, vs. 3, 4. From this divine person he had received
his office as an apostle. The object of this office was to bring
men to believe the gospel ; and it contemplated all nations as
the field of its labour, v. 5. Of course the Romans were includ-
ed, v. 6. To the Roman Christians, therefore, he wishes grace
and peace, v. 7. Thus far the salutation.

Having shown in what character, and by what right he ad-
dressed them, the apostle introduces the subject of his letter by

3
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expressing to them his respect and affection. He thanks God
not only that they believed, but that their faith was universally
known and talked of, v. 9. As an evidence of his concern for
them, he mentions, 1. That he prayed for them constantly, v. 9.
2. That he longed to see them, vs. 10,11. 3. That this wish to
see them arose from a desire to do them good, and to reap some
fruit of his ministry among them, as well as among other Gen-
tiles, vs. 12, 13. Because he was under obligation to preach to
all men, wise and unwise, he was therefore ready to preach
even at Rome, vs. 14, 15. This readiness to preach arose from
the high estimate he entertained of the gospel. And his rever-
ence for the gospel was founded not on its excellent system of
morals merely, but on its efficacy in saving all who believe,
whether Jews or Gentiles, v. 16. This efficacy of the gospel
arises from its teaching the true method of justification, that is,
. the method of justification by faith, v. 17. It will be perceived
how naturally and skilfully the apostle introduces the two great
subjects of the epistle—the method of salvation, and the persons
to whom it may properly be offered.

Commentary.

(¥) Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apos-
tle, separated unto the gospel of God. Paul. Jewish, as
other oriental names were generally significant. Thus Saul
means the demanded, or asked for. These names were very
frequently changed, on the occurrence of any remarkable event
in the life of those who bore them; as in the case of Abraham and
Jacob, Gen. 17: 5. 32: 28. This was especially the case when
the individual was advanced to some new office or dignity,
Gen. 41: 45. Dan. 1: 6, 7. Hence a new name is sometimes
equivalent to a new dignity, Apoc. 3: 17. As Paul seems to
have received this name shortly after he entered on his duties
as an apostle, it is often supposed, and not improbably, that it
was on account of this call that his name was changed. Thus
Simon, when chosen to be an apostle, was called Cephas or
Peter, John 1: 42. Matt. 10: 2. Since, however, it was very
common for those Jews who associated much with foreigners
to have two names, one Jewish and the other Greek or Roman;
sometimes entirely distinct, as Hillel and Pollio; sometimes
nearly related, as Silas and Silvanus, it is perhaps more proba-
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ble that the apostle was called Saul among the Jews, and Paul
among the heathen. As he was the apostle of the Gentiles,
and all his epistles, except that to the Hebrews, were addressed
to churches founded among the heathen, it is not wonderful
that he constantly called himself Paul instead of Saul. He
styles himself a servant of Jesus Christ. This term is often
used to express the relation in which, under the New Testa-
ment, the apostles stood to Christ, as in Gal. 1: 10. Phil. 1: 1.
&ec., as in the Old Testament the phrase servant of God ex-
presses the relation in which any one employed in his special
service stood to God, Jos. 24: 29. Numb. 12: 7. Judges 2: 8, &e.
&ec. It is therefore a general official designation.

Called an apostle. The word, rendered called, means also
chosen, appointed, see v. 6 and 7 of this chapter. 1 Cor. 1: 1
and 24. Rom. 8: 28. compare Isaiah 48: 2. “ Hearken unto
me, O Jacob and Israel my called,” i. e. my chosen. 51: 2.
42: 6. In the epistles of the New Testament this word is
rarely if ever used in reference to one externally called or in-
vited to any office or blessing, but uniformly expresses the idea
of an effectual calling, or of a selection and appointment. Paul
begins many of his epistles by claiming to be thus divinely
commissioned as an apostle, because his appointment was differ-
ent from that of the other apostles, and its validity had frequent-
ly been called in question.

The term apostie or messenger, with few exceptions, is ap-
plied exclusively to those thirteen individuals appointed by
Jesus Christ to deliver to men the message of salvation, to au-
thenticate that message by signs and wonders, Heb. 3: 4, and
especially by their testimony as eye witnesses of the resurrec-
tion of Christ, Acts 1: 22. 2: 32. 3: 15, 1 Cor. 15: 15; and to
organize the Christian church by the appointment of officers
and the general ordering of its affairs. It was therefore neces-
sary that an apostle should have seen Christ after he arose from
the dead, 1 Cor. 9: 1.

Separated unto the gospel of God. The word rendered
separated expresses the idea both of selection and appointment,
Levit. 20: 24,26. Acts 13: 2. Gal. 1: 15. Paul was chosen and
set apart to preach the gospel of God, that is, the gospel of which .
God is the author. '

(2) Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the
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holy scriptures. It was peculiarly pertinent to the apostle’s
object to state, that the gospel which he taught was not a new
doctrine, much less inconsistent with writings which his read-
ers knew to be of divine authority. This idea he therefore
frequently repeats in reference to the method of salvation, ch. 3:
21. 10: 11, &ec.; the rejection of the Jews, ch. 9: 27, 33. 10: 20,
21; and the calling of the Gentiles, ch. 9: 25. 10: 19, &c. see
Luke 24: 44. John 12: 16. Acts 10: 43.

(8, 4) Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, &ec.
This verse is to' be connected with the last clause of the first,
and states the grand subject of that gospel which Paul was
appointed to preach. That subject which includes all others,
is the Son of God. Having mentioned the name, Paul imme-
diately declares the nature of this exalted personage. The
passage which follows is therefore peculiarly interesting, as
giving a clear exhibition of the apostle’s view of the character
of Christ, and the import of the phrase Son of God.

There are three leading interpretations of this passage. 1.
According to the first, the meaning is, ‘Jesus Christ was, as to
his human nature, the Son of David ; but he was clearly de-
monstrated to be, as to his divine nature, the Son of God, by
the resurrection from the dead.” 2. According to the second,
the passage means, ‘Christ was, in his state of humiliation, the
Son of David, but was constituted the Son of God in his state
of exaltation, by the resurrection from the dead; or, after his
resurrection.’” 8. According to the third, ¢Christ was the Son
of David, as to his human nature, but was declared to be the
Son of God, agreeably to the scriptures, by the resurrection
from the dead.’

The first of these interpretations is recommended by the
following considerations. 1. The sense which it assigns to
the several clauses may be justified by usage, and is required
by the context. This will appear from the examination of
each, as they occur. Which was made of the seed of David
according to the flesh. Was made, i. e. was born, see the
same sense of the word here used, Gal. 4: 4. John 8: 41.
1 Peter 3: 6. The phrase according to the flesh, may, con-
sidered by itself, be very variously explained. As the word
Jlesh, apart from its literal and obvious meaning, is very fre-
quently used for men, as in the phrases all flesh, no flesh, &e.;
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80 it is used for human nature, and commonly, when employed
in reference to men, for the nature of man, considered in itself,
as apart from the Spirit of God, and therefore, with the asso-
ciated ideas of weakness and corruption. Hence, in the phrases
“to be born of the flesh,”” John 3: 6; “to be in the flesh,”
Rom. 8: 7; “to live after the flesh,”” Rom. 8: 17; “the works
of the flesh,”” Gal. 5: 17; and in others of the same kind, the
word expresses the idea of human nature considered as corrupt.
But these accessary ideas are of course excluded, when the
word is used in reference to Christ, as in the phrases “has come
in the flesh,’’ 1 John 4: 2; “was manifest in the flesh,”” 1 Tim.
3: 16; “became flesh,” John 1: 14, &c. In all these cases,
it stands for human nature, as such, not merely for the body
or visible part of man, nor for his external condition or circum-
stances, but for all that Christ, who was made like unto his
brethren, yet without sin, had in common with other men. So
in this passage, and the parallel one, ch. 9: 5, as to the flesh,
means in as far as he was a man, or as to his human nature.
This interpretation is therefore according to usage, and the
natural sense of the word. It is secondly required by the context.
In what sense was Christ the son of David, or descended from
the family of David, but as he was a man, or as to his human
nature? Thirdly, the antithesis requires this interpretation, as
2o the one nature he was the Son of David; as fo the other the
Son of God. And fourthly, the passage in ch. 9: 5, in which it
is said, that Christ was, @s Zo the flesh, as a man, descended
from the Israelites, confirms this interpretation. «4nd declared
to be the Son of God with power. That the word rendered
declared has, in this case, that meaning, may be argued, 1. From
its etymology. It comes from a word signifying a Zimit or
boundary, and literally means fo set limits to, to define, and
such, in usage, is its frequent signification. 7o define is nearly
related both to appointing,or to naming, declaring,exhibiting
a person or thing in its true nature. In the New Testament,
indeed the word, as in common Greek, is used generally to
express the former idea, viz. that of constituting, or appointing;
but the sense which our version gives it is in many cases
involved in the other, Acts 10: 42. 17: 31. 2. The Greek
commentators, Chrysostom and Theodoret, both so explain the
word. So does the Syriac version. 3. This explanation
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supposes the word to be used in a popular and general sense,
but does not assign to it a new meaning. It signifies, says
Morus, in common life, I confirm, I cause it to be certain.
So that the expression of the apostle means, “it is confirmed
or rendered certain that Jesus is the Son of God.”” 8. Reference
may be made to that familiar biblical usage, according to which
words are used declaratively. Thus, to make guilty, is to pro-
nounce to be guilty; to make just, is to pronounce to be just;
to make unclean, is to declare to be unclean. Hence, admitting
that the' words literally mean, ‘made the Son of God by the
resurrection from the dead,” they may, with the strictest
regard to usage, be interpreted, exhibited as made, declared
to be.* 4. The necessity of the place requires this interpre-
tation ; because it is not true that Christ was made the Son of
God by his resurrection, since he was such before that event.
5. The passage, unless thus explained, is inconsistent with other
declarations of the sacred writers, Acts 1: 22, &c., which speak
of Christ’s resurrection as the evidence of what he was, but
not as making him either Son or King._

The words with power may either be connected adjectively
with the preceding phrase, and the meaning be, ‘the powerful
Son of Godj’ or, which is preferable, adverbially with the
word declared, ‘he was powerfully, i. e. clearly declared to be
the Son of God.” As when the sun shines out in his power,
he is seen and felt in all his glory, so Christ, when he arose
from the dead was recognized at once as the Son of God.

According to the spirit of holiness. That these words can
properly be interpreted of the divine nature of Christ, may be
argued, 1. Because the tprm spiri¢ is obviously applicable to
the nature of God, and the word Aoliness, which here qualifies
it adjectively, expresses every thing in God, which is the
foundation of reverence. It therefore exalts the idea expressed
by spirit. ¢According to that spiritual essence in Christ,
which is worthy of the highest reverence.” 2. The divine

* The great majority of commentators, however various their views of the other
parts of this passage, and of its generul meaning, agree in explaining SpirSéveog
declared, exhibited. Besides the older commentators, see Korpk, who translates
Declaratus per resurrectionem filius Dei. Frarr, Fir Gottes Sohn, kriftig
erklirt wurde. “As Son of God, was powerfully declared.” Twuoruck, Jst nun
offenbar worden als Gottes Sohn. * Is now manifested as the SBon of God.”
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nature in Christ is elsewhere called Spirit, Heb. 9: 14, « If the
bloed of bulls and of goats, sanctifieth to the purifying of the
flesh; how much more shall the blood of Christ, who, with an
eternal Spirit, offered himself without spot unto God.”” That
“is, ¢if the blood of animals was of any avail, how much more
efficacious must be the sacrifice of Christ, who was possessed of
a divine nature.” In our version this passage is rendered
through, instead of with an eternal Spirit; but this does not so
well suit the context, nor give so good a sense. The same
preposition is often rendered witk, Rom. 2: 27. “with the
letter,”” “with circumcision,” i. e. having these things, see
WahPs Clavis. In 1 Tim. 3: 16, “ God was manifest in the
flesh; justified in the Spirit,”” the meaning probably is, the
fact that God was incarnate was proved, and his claims vindi-
cated by the divine nature, which exhibited its power and glory
in so many ways, in the words and works of Christ. In
1 Peter 3: 18, Christ is said to have been put to death as to
the flesh, but to have remained alive as Zo the Spirit, by which
Spirit he preached to the spirits in prison. If this preaching
refers to the times before the flood, then does Sp:iri¢ here also
mean the divine nature of Christ. 3. The antithesis obviously
demands this interpretation—as to ¢ke flesh, Christ was the Son
of David, as to the Spirit, the Son of God: if the flesh means

* his human, the Spirit must mean his divine nature. 4. It is
confirmed by a comparison with ch. 9: 5. there the two natures
of Christ are also brought into view and contrasted; as to the
flesh he was an Israelite, but as to his higher nature he is God
ower all and blessed forever. So.the latter clause of that pas-
sage answers the latter elause of this; to be the Son of God, is
equivalent with being God over all.

By the resurrection from the dead. That is, the resurrec-
tion of Christ was the great decisive evidence that he was the
Son of God; it was the public acknowledgement of God of the
validity of all the claims which Christ had made. Hence the
apostles were appointed as witnesses of that fact, Acts 1: 22.
see on v. 1. This, of course, does not at all imply- that the res-
urrection of Christ in itself was any proof that he was the Son
of God, any further than it was a proof that he was all that he
had claimed to be, and as, in its attending circumstances, it was
a display of his divine power. He had power to lay down his
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life, and he had power to take it again. This clause is some-
times rendered ¢ affer the resurrection from the dead.”” The
preposition used in the Greek admits of either rendering; but
the former is best suited -to the context, and more in accordance
with the manner in which Paul speaks elsewhere of the resur-
rection. See the passages cited above.

The first argument then in favour of the interpretation of
this passage which has just been given, is, that the sense which
it assigns to all the clauscs may be justified, and is reqnired by
the context. 2. A second argument is derived from the struc-
ture of the passage. As remarked above, when speaking of a
particular clause, there is evidently an antithesis between the
two clauses, as to the flesh, and as to the Spirit. In the one
view, Christ is the Son of David; as to the other, the Son of
God. 3. It is accordant with what is elsewhere taught of the
Sonship of Christ, John 5: 17. 10: 30—33. Heb. 1: 4—8.
4, This interpretation should be adopted, because the others are
pressed with serious, if not fatal objections. The second inter-
pretation mentioned above makes the passage mean, ¢ Christ
was, as to his low condition, the Son of David; but was made
the Son of God, as to his exalted state, by the resurrection from
the dead.” To this it may be objected, 1. That it assumes an
unusual, and, in such a phrase as son as to the flesh, an unex-
ampled sense of the word flesk. 2. To make the words accord-
ing to the spirit of heliness, mean according to his exalted
or pneumatic condition, violates all usage. No passage can be
found in which the word so rendered means ezalted state. It
is difficult to see how it can have this sense. Reference is
made to 1 Tim. 3: 16. Heb. 9: 14. 1 Peter 3: 18, in support of
this interpretation.- Let the reader consult these passages, and
see if they bear out this exposition. 3. It affirms that Christ
was made the Son of God by or after his resurrection. This
is not correet, whatever sense be given to the term Son of God.
Christ was the Messiah, and King before, as well as after his
resurrection. 4. The resurrection is spoken of as the proof of
Christ’s various glories, but not as his advancement to Sonship.
The third interpretation differs from the first only by explaining
the clause according, or, as to the Spirit of holiness, to mean,
agreeably to the scriptures, i. e. to the declarations of the
Holy Spirit. This however is liable to two objections. 1. It
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is not the apostle’s manner of referring to the scriptures. He
generally says, ‘as it is written,” ‘according to the scriptures,’
&ec. 2. It is entirely inconsistent with the antithesis: as Zo the
Sesh, and as to the Spirit must correspond; if the former
means ‘as to his human nature,” the latter cannot mean
¢according to the seriptures.’

The reason for dwelling at such length on this passage, is its
great importance in the decision of the question, why Christ is
called the Son of God? What is the import of that appellation ?
Does it express his dignity as Mediatorial King, or his intimate
connexion with God as an object of his affection ? or does it imply
that he is of the same nature with God, partaker of his essence
and attributes? Is the ground of its application the eternal
relation between the first and second persons of the Trinity?
These are important questions. The term Son is used in
scripture to express such a variety of relations that nothing
certain can be inferred from the mere force of this word. It
expresses the relation of derivation, dependence, possession,
likeness, intimate connexion, &c., in very various modifications.
It is therefore used in a multitude of phrases foreign to the
idiom of our language; as, son of five hundred years; sons
of Belial, or worthlessness; son of death, of hunger, of destruc-
tion, &ec.; sons of the kingdom; sons of the bride chamber;
&e. &c. As, however, this is a very marked distinction kept
up in the scriptures between the phrase Son of God in the
singular, and Sons of God in the plural, it is evident that little
light can be derived from the mere general use of the word
Son, as to the precise import of the former of these phrases.
The term Son of God is used in reference to Jesus Christ
alone, except where, for an obvious reason, it is applied to
Adam, as being produced by the immediate power of God.
There is therefore a reason why Christ is called the Son of
God, which applies to no other being in the universe. That
this reason is not his royal dignity, appears, 1. Because the
term, if expressive of mere exaltation or power, would not be
so exclusively applied to Christ, but be given to other royal
persons. 2. Because it is very nearly a gratuitous assumption,
that kings in the Old Testament are called sons of God on
account of their office. The passages referred to are the fol-
lowing: Ps. 2: 7, which, as it refers to Christ, can prove nothing

4 |
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as to this point. Ps. 82: 6, where princes are called “sons of
the Most High,”” which, however, may mean merely, they are
highly favoured of God, treated as sons. 2 Sam. 7: 14, “I will
be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son,’’ means, as
applied to Solomon, nothing more than ‘I will regard and
treat him as a father does a son.” Ps. 89: 27, I will make
him my first-born,” i. e. ¢ I will treat him with peculiar favour.’
It is therefore very far from being a familiar usage of the bible
to call kings sons of God, on account of their exaltation or
dignity; much less can it be assumed as the prominent, if not
the only ground for designating Christ the Son of God.

If there is nothing in the usage of the term Son, or of the
phrase sons of God, which can fix definitely the meaning of
the appellation now in question, we must advert to those cases
in which either the ground of the appellation is distinctly
stated, or its true import explained. These cases are of course
comparatively few. Christ is called Jesus in a multitude of
instances, but the reason of his being so called is stated in bat
one or two. In like manner he is very frequently called the
Son of God, but why he is so called we can learn only from the
few cases just referred to. In this passage, for example, (Rom.
1: 8, 4) it seems to be definitely asserted, that Christ is the
Son of God as to his divine nature; and of course the ground
of his being so called, must be the relation between that nature
and the eternal Father. In John 5: 17, Christ calls God his
Father in such a way as to imply that he is equal with God.
This is the interpretation which his hearers put upon his
words, and one which Christ himself confirmed. The same is
the case in John 10: 30—39, where Christ declares himself to
be the Son of God in such a sense that he and the Father are
one. In John 1: 14, the glory of Christ, which proved him to
be God, is said to be his glory as the only begotten Son of the
Father, compare v. 18. In Hebrews 1: 4—7, it is argued,’in
effect, that because Christ is ealled Son, he is God; higher than
the angels, and worthy of their worship. These and other
passages prove that Christ is called the Son of God, because he
is of the same nature with the Father, and sustains to him a
mysterious relation, as God, which lays the foundation for the
appellation. When Christ calls himself the Son of God, he
claims equality with God; and when he is so called by the

_——



ROMANS 1: 1—17 27

sacred writers, this equality is ascribed to him. It is not at all
necessary, in order to make out the correctness of this remark,
to show that, in every instance, reference is had to his divine
nature. Is it necessary to prove that the appellation Son of
man has uniformly reference to his human nature, in order to
show that it properly implies that Christ is a man? These,
and all other designations of Christ, no matter what their origin
or import, are frequently used to designate his person. Hence
the Son is said to give life, to judge, to be put to death, to be
ignorant of the day of judgment, to be subject to the Father,
&c. In all these cases no reference is had to the import of the
term Son, or to the original ground of its application. It is
merely a personal designation. In like manner, CArist is said
to be God; to have died upon the cross; to have arisen from
the dead, &c. The Son of man is said not to have where he
may lay his head; to be in heaven, &c. The fact, therefore,
that the term Son is often applied to designate the person of
Christ, even when the immediate reference is to his human
nature, cannot prove that the original ground of its application
is not his relation, as God, to the Father; or that its application
does not involve the assumption or ascription of equality with
God.

Most of the passages, therefore, which give us any definite
information on the nature of the Sonship of Christ, or of the
reason of his being called the Son of God, show that the term
8on implies a participation in the divine nature, and an ineffable
relation between the first and second persons of the Trinity.
Even if there were others, which assigned a different reason for
his being so called, it would only prove that the import of the
term, and the grounds of its application were manifold, and not
that Christ was not the Son of God, as to his divine nature.
The passage in Luke 1: 35, seems to assign the miraculous
conception of Christ as a reason for his being called the Son of
God. This may be admitted, and all that has been said as to
his being a Son in a sense which involves equality with God,
be still correct. Those who give this sense to Luke 1: 35,
still say, that the principal reason for his being called the Son
of God is his exaltation as King. The declaration of the angel
to the Virgin Mary, may, however, be understood as implying
not merely that the human nature of Christ was to be miracu~
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lously conceived, but also that the divine Being was to come
into personal union with that nature, and hence that holy thing,
which should be born of her, should be called, i. e. recognized
as divine.

Acts 13: 33, is often referred to as proving that Christ is
called the Son of God on account of his resurrection. The
passage is as follows. “God hath fulfilled the same (the
promise made to the fathers) unto us their children, in that he
hath raised up Jesus again; as it is also written in the second
Psalm, thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee.”” On
this passage it may be remarked, 1. Admitting our version of
it to be correct, the inference drawn from it does not necessarily
follow. If the second Psalm v. 7, means ¢ Thou art my Son,
this day have I declared or exhibited thee as such;’ then it is
perfectly pertinent to the apostle’s object, because he appeals to
the fact of Christ’s resurrection as a proof that God had recog-
nized or exhibited him as his Son: which is precisely what is
elsewhere taught when the resurrection is said to be a proof of
the Sonship of the Redeemer. But, 2. Our version of Acts
13: 33, is, in all probability, incorrect. The word rendered Ae
hath raised up (Jesus) again, means merely ke hath raised up.
Whether it refers to a raising up from the dead, or to a calling
into existence, or to a certain office, depends upon the context.
Acts 3: 22,%a prophet like unto me will God raise up,”’ see
Matt. 22: 24. Acts 2: 30. “Of the fruit of his loins he would
raise up Christ,”” Acts 7: 18, &c. The insertion of the word
again, in our translation, alters the sense, and is altogether
arbitrary. The meaning probably is, ‘we declare unto you glad
tidings, how the promise made unto the fathers (the promise
referred to in v. 23, that God would raise up a Saviour), God
hath fulfilled unto us, in that he hath raised up Jesus.” There is
no allusion to the resurrection. The promise referred to was
not that Christ should rise from the dead, but that a Saviour
should appear; and of this, the second Psalm is a clear prediction.
In v. 34, Paul, having announced the glad tidings that a Saviour
had come, introduces another subject, ¢ But that he hath raised
him from the dead, (as he had asserted in v. 30) he saith on
this wise, &c.;”” and then quotes Ps. 16th, in proof that his
rising from the dead had been predicted. Hence, v. 33, and its
quotation from Ps. 2d, have no reference to the resurrection,



ROMANS 1: 117, 29

and of course can prove nothing as to the nature of Christ’s
Sonship.*

(5) By whom we have received grace and apostleship,
&c. Having in the preceding verses set forth the character of
Jesus Christ, as at once the Son of David and the Son of God,
Paul says it was from him, and not from any inferior source,
that he has received his authority. This point he often insists
upon, Gal. 1: 1.1 Cor. 1: 1, &c. The word grace means favour,
kindness, and is often metonymically used for any gift proceed-
ing from kindness, especially unmerited kindness. Hence all
the gifts of the Spirit are graces, unmerited favours. The
greatest of God’s gifts, after that of his Son, is the influence of
the Holy Ghost; this, therefore, in the bible, and in common
life, is called, by way of eminence, grace. The word may be
8o understood here, and include all those influeuces of the Holy
Spirit by which Paul was furnished for his work. The two
words grace and apostleship may however be taken together,
and mean ¢ the grace or favour of being an apostle;’ but the for-
mer explanation is to be preferred.

For obedience to the faith among all nations, for his
name. Literally unto obedience of the faith. This expresses
the design or object for which the office of apostle was conferred
upon Paul. It was that all nations might be made obedient.
Similar modes of expression are frequent, “ Baptism unto re-
pentance,” i. e. that men might repent; ¢ unto salvation,”” that
they might be saved, &c. It is doubtful whether the word
Jaith is to be understood here as in Gal. 1: 23, “He preacheth
the faith, which he once destroyed;” and frequently elsewhere,
for the object of faith, or for the exercise of belief. Either
gives a good sense; according to the former, the meaning is,
¢that all nations should be obedient to the gospel;’ according
to the latter, ‘that they should yield that obedience which consists
in faith,” Bengel unites the two. The former is the most com-
mon explanation, see Acts 6: 7. «#mong all nations is most
naturally connected with the immediately preceding clause,

* 8eo on this subject, besides the older theologians, such as De Moor in his
Commentarius Exegeticus on Marx’s Compend; K~xare’s Theology, translated
by Mr. Woods; Korre’s Second Excursus to his Commentary on Galatians;
Prorzssor Stuant’s Letters to Dr. Miller; Dr. Miziza’s Letters to Professor
Stuart; and the Biblical Repertory for 1829, p. 420—456,
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¢ that obedience might be promoted among all nations.” They
may,however, be referred to the former clause, ¢ we have received
the apostleship among all nations.” The words for his name
are still more doubtful as to their connexion. Some join them
with the middle clause, ¢ for obedience of faith in his name,’
see Acts 26: 18. But this the words will hardly bear. Others
connect them with the first clause, ¢ apostleship in his name,’
2 Cor. 5: 20. Others again, and more naturally, to the whole
preceding clause. ¢ Paul was an apostle that all nations might
be obedient to the honour of Jesus Christ;’ that is, so that his
name may be known.*

(6) Among whom are ye also the called of Jesus Christ.
If the gospel contemplated all nations as the field of its opera-
tion, the Romans of course were not to be excluded. They,
i. e. the persons addressed, were of the number of those who
had become obedient to the faith. 7Zhe called of Jesus Christ
means those who are effectually called, not invited merely, but
made actually partakers of the blessings to which they are
called. The word called is often, therefore, as in the first verse,
equivalent with ckosen, see the passages cited on that verse. In
1 Cor. 1: 24, Christ is said to be a stumbling block to one class
of men, and foolishness to another; “ but to those that are called,
the power of God, &c.;”” where the called cannot mean those
who receive the external call merely: but those who are effect-
ually called. Rev. 17: 14, “those who are with him are called,
and chosen, and faithful,’’ see, too, the frequent use of different
forms of the verb signifying fo call, Rom. 8: 30; “them he also
called,’”” Jude 1: 1; “to the called,”’ 1 Peter 5: 10. 2: 9. Such
a call is in fact a choice; it is a taken one from among many.
Hence, to be called, is to be chosen, as just remarked. Called
of Jesus Christ does not mean called by Christ; but the geni-
tive expresses the idea of possession, ‘the called ones who
belong to Christ,’” ¢ Christ’s called, or chosen ones.’

(7) To all that be in Rome, beloved of God, called to be
saints. As this verse contains the salutation, it'is, in sense,
immediately connected with the first. ¢Paul an apostle to all
that be at Rome.”  All that intervenes is not properly a paren-

® Pro nomine ergo tantundem valet acsi dixisset, ut manifestem, qualis sit
Christus.—Carvix.
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thesis, but an accumulation of clauses, one growing out of the
other, and preventing the apostle finishing the sentence with
which he commenced. This is very characteristic of Paul’s
manner, and as is peculiarly obvious in his two epistles to the
Ephesians and Colossians. His teeming mind protruded its rich
thoughts and glowing sentiments so rapidly, that his course was
often impeded, and the original object for a time entirely lost
sight of. See Ephesians 3: 1, where the sentence, with which
the first verse begins, is interrupted, and is not resumed until v.
14, or, perhaps, the beginning of the next chapter.

The salutation of Paul is addressed to all the Christians who
were at Rome, whom he calls deloved of God, and called to be
saints. The people of God are often, both in the Old and
New Testament, distinguished by the honourable appellation,
beloved of God, Deut. 33: 12. Col. 3: 12. Called to be saints,
means chosen or made sainis; as in v. 1, called to be an
apostle, means chosen or appointed an apostle, see 1 Cor. 1: 2.
The fact that they were saints, was to be attributed to the
gracious choice or call of God. The word translated saints
properly means separated, and is applied in a multitude of
cases in the Old Testament, both to persons and things conse-
crated to God. In this sense, all the Hebrews were a holy peo-
ple. But in the New Testament, when used in reference to
persons, it expresses their moral relation to Ged, in the great
majority of cases. This is its meaning here. The Roman
Christians were called to be not merely a people consecrated
externally to God, as were the Jews, but to be morally holy,
see on ch. 11: 16. Grace to you, and peace from God our Fa-
ther, and the Lord Jesus Christ. 'This is the common form
of salutation. Grace is the divine favour; and peace is the con-
sequence of it, and includes, as does the corresponding Hebrew
word, all blessings. Compare the phrases « way of peace,”
“ God of peace,” “ gospel of peace,”” and the like. Hence it
is used constantly in salutations, “ Peace be with you,” i. e.
may all good rest upon you. The Greek term has this extent
of meaning from being used with the same latitude as the He-
brew word, which signifies, as an adjective, complete (integer),
and as a substantive, completeness (integritas), well-being;
and, therefore, includes all that is necessary to make one what
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he would wish to be. When the favour of God is secured, all
other blessings follow in its train.*

These blessings are sought from God the Father and the
Lord Jesus Christ. Christ is equally with the Father the source
of these blessings, and, therefore, the object of prayer; which,
under such circumstances, and for such blessings, is one of the
highest acts of worship. God is called our Father, as he from
whom all good ultimately comes; and Jesus Christ is called Lord,
as our Ruler, under whose care and protection we are placed,
and through whose ministration all good is actually bestowed.

(8) First, I thank my God through Jesus Christ for you
all, &e. From this verse to the end of the 17th, we have the
general introduction to the epistle. It is distinguished by the
usual characteristics of the introductory portions of the apostle’s
letters. 1. It is commendatory. This is the case in all his
epistles, more or less, except that to the Galatians. However
severe his reproofs, he never fails to begin in a conciliatory
manner. Compare alsothe introduction to chapters 9th and 10th.
2. It is affectionate. 3. It is pious, i. e. full of grateful acknow-
ledgements to God as the author of all the good he had to com-
mend in them, or hope for them. 4. It is skilful; introducing,
in the most natural and appropriate manner, the topics of discus-
sion. First indeed. There is nothing to answer in what fol-
lows to the werd indeed, and it is, therefore, in our version,
omitted. Compare, on this clause, 1 Cor. 11: 18. 2 Cor. 12: 12,
and other instances of the same kind, in which the apostle fails
to carry out regularly the construction with which he com-
mences. Before introducing any other topic, the apostle ex-
presses his gratitude to God on their account. My God is the
endearing form of expression which he uses, in the conscious-
ness of his reconciliation. I will be to them a God, and they
shall be to me a people,”” Jer. 30: 22, contains all the blessings
of the covenant of grace. My God through Jesus Christ, as
these words are often explained, thus expressing the idea that
God is our God, or is reconciled to us through Jesus Christ.
The latter clause may, however, be connected with the words
I give thanks. This is the more natural construction, and is

* Nihil prius optandum, quam ut Deum propitium habeamus: quod designatur
per Gratiam. Deinde, ut ab eo prosperitas et successus omnium rerum fluat, qui
significatur Pacis vocabulo,.—~Carvix.
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recommended by a comparison with such passages as Eph. 5: 20,
¢ Giving thanks in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ,”” Heb.
13: 15. John 14: 13. These passages show that we must re-
cognize the mediation of Christ in our offerings to God.

That your faith is spoken of throughout the world. This
is the ground of the apostle’s thanksgiving; and of course
assumes, that faith is the gift of God, something for which we
ought to be thankful. The cause of the faith of the Romans,
being so generally spoken of, may have been either that it was
remarkably strong and decided, or that it was considered of
special importance, that at Rome, the capital of the world, the
gospel had been embraced.

(9) For God is my witness, whom I serve with my spirit,
in the gospel of his Son, &c. That Pau! was really thankful
for the conversion of the Romans, he confirms by the fact that
he was constantly mindful of them in his prayers; and that he
did thus remember them, he calls God to witness. This appeal
to God as a witness of the truth of our declarations, approaches
very nearly to the nature of an oath, wanting only the impre-
cation of divine displeasure in the case of falsehood. It is, with
Paul, not unfrequent, 2 Cor. 1: 23, Gal. 1: 20. Phil 1: 8, &ec.
&c. The word rendered I serve, means, properly, I worship,
or perform religious service, and is always elsewhere used in
this sense in the New Testament. This meanirfg may be here
retained, “ whom I worship in my spirit,”” i. e. not merely
externally, but cordially; and the clause in the gospel of his Son
may mean either, agreeably to the gospel, or in preaching the
gospel. If the latter, the idea may be, that preaching the
gospel is itself a religious service; or that his devotion to this
duty was evidence that he was a sincere worshipper.* The
former interpretation is the simpler of the two—according to
the gospel. The preposition rendered in, often expresses the
rule according to which any thing is dome—according to what
judgment ye judge, &c.”” Matt. 7: 2.

(10) Making request if by any means now at length 1
might have a prosperous journey by the will of God to come

* 80 Carvix, Deinde a signo probat, quomodo Deum non ficte colat, nempe
ministerio suo. Erat enim amplissimum illod specimen, esse hominem Dei
gloriae deditum, &c.
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unto you. Not merely the fact that he prayed, but the subject
of his prayers, evinced his interest in the Roman Christians. If
by any means now at length expresses the strength of the
apostle’s desire to see them, and implies that it had been, as he
afterwards assures them was the case, long cherished. 7 may
have a prosperous journey; this is all expressed by one word
in the Greek, which means, 7 may de prospered, see 2 Cor.
16: 2. 3 John v. 2. The idea therefore is, ¢ that God would
order things favourably to his visiting them.” By the will of
God, not merely by the divine favour, but under the divine
guidance.

(11) For I long to see you, that I may tmpart unto you
some spiritual gift, &c. The desire of the apostle to visit
Rome, arose from no idle curiosity, nor from a mere desire of
intercourse with his fellow-christians, but from a wish to be
useful. Spiritual gifts are gifts of which the Holy Spirit is
the author, and include, not only those miraculous endowments,
of which such frequent mention is made in the epistle to the
Corinthians and elsewhere, but also the ordinary gifts of teach-
ing, exhortation and prophesying, enumerated in 1 Cor. 12.
Gifts of the former class were communicated by laying on of
the hands of the apostles, Acts 8: 17. 19: 6, and therefore
abounded in churches founded by the apostles, 1 Cor. 1: 7.
Gal. 3: 5. As the church at Rome was not of this number, it
has been supposed that Paul’s meaning in this passage is, that
he was desirous of communicating to them some of the extraor-
dinary gifts, by which the gospel, in other places, was attended
and confirmed. To this view is suited the object which he had
in his mind, viz. “that they might be established.” Although
this idea is not to be excluded, 2 comparison with vs. 12, 13,
shows that the apostle’s meaning is more general.

(12) TAat is, that I may be comforted together with you,
&ec. This verse is connected with the last clause of the pre-
ceding; it does not imply that the apostle was to receive from
them the same gifts that he wished to impart to them, but that
he expected to be benefited by their improvement. It is de-
signed, therefore, with singular modesty, to insinuate, that he
did not imagine himself above being improved by the Roman
Christians, or that the benefit would be all on one side. He
hoped to derive good from those to whom he imparted good.
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The word rendered ¢o comfort, means to invite, to exhort, to
instruct, to console, &c. Which of these senses is to be pre-
ferred here, is not easy to decide. Most probably the apostle
intended to use the word in a wide sense, as expressing the idea
that he might be excited, encouraged and comforted by his
intercourse with his Christian brethren.*

(13) Now I would not have you ignorant brethren, that
oftentimes I purposed to come unto you, &c. In ch. 15: 22,
23, he mentions the same fact, and says this purpose had been
long entertained; its execution was prevented by providential
circumstances, or direct intimations of the divine will. In1
Thess. 2: 18, he tells the Thessalonians that Satan had hindered
his coming to them. 1In Acts 16: 6, 7, it is said that he “ was
forbidden of the Holy Ghostto preach the word in Asia.”” And
in Rom. 15: 21, 22, he says his pressing calls to preach the
gospel where it had not before been heard, had much hindered
his going to Rome. His object in desiring to visit them was, that¢
he might have some fruit among them,as among other Gen-
tiles. To have fruit, commonly means to derive advantage
from; ch. 6: 21, 22, “what fruit had ye,” i. e. what advantage had
ye. Many give the words this sense here, and understand the
apostle as referring to personal benefits of some kind, which he
wished to derive from preaching to them. But it is much
more natural to understand him as referring to that fruit, which,
as Calvin remarks, the apostles were sent to gather. John 15:
16, “I have chosen you that ye might go and bring forth fruit,”
i. e. produce great results, and that your fruit may remain.

(14) I am debtor both to the Greeks and the Barbarians,
both the wise and the unwise. That is, ‘I am officially bound
to preach to all classes of men.” Those whom he calls in the
first clause Greeks and Barbarians, he calls in the second, wise
and unwise. As the Greeks called all foreigners barbarians,
and as most other nations were uncivilized, the term barbarian
was often used as equivalent with rude, uncultivated. Pro-
perly, however, it means a foreigner, one of another lan-
guage, especially in reference to the Greeks: for the Romans
were called, and called themselves barbarians, until the Greek

* Vide in quantam moderationem submittat pium pectus, quod non recusat a
rudibus tirunculis confirmationem petere.—Carvix.
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language and literature prevailed among them: Paul uses it in
its original sense in 1 Cor. 14: 11, “I shall be unto him that
speaketh, a barbarian, and he that speaketh shall be a barbarian
unto me,’’ i. e. we shall be as foreigners to each other, if one
uses a tongue unknown to the other. It is used, as here, for
those destitute of Roman or Jewish culture, Acts 28: 2, 4,
and Col. 3: 11. It is said to have been first employed as a
term of reproach by the Greeks in reference to the Persians
after their wars with that people. See Passow’s Greek Lexicon
on this word.

(15) So, as much as in me is, I am ready to preach the
gospel to you that are at Rome also. As the apostle’s obli-
gation extended to all classes, he was prepared to preach even
at Rome, where he might expect the greatest opposition and
contempt. Our translation of the first clause of this verse is
the same as that given by Grotius.* It may, however, more
consistently with the structure of the sentence, be rendered
80, my desire is, or, 0, I am ready; the words translated
as much as in me is, being a mere paraphrase for the posses-
sive pronoun, or for the genitive case of the personal pronoun.

(18) For I am not ashamed of the gospel of Christ, for it
is the power of God unto salvation, to every one that be-
lieveth; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek. We have
here the theme of the whole epistle. The gospel proposes sal-
vation on the condition of faith; and it is universally applicable
to the Greek as well as the Jew. These ideas are presented
more fully in the two following verses. Thus naturally does
the apostle introduce the great topics of discussion, the method
of salvation, and the persons to whom it may be proposed. The
connexion between this and the preceding verse is obvious.
The reason why he was ready to preach the gospel, even in the
proud capital of the world, was that it is divinely efficacious in
securing the salvation of men. It does what no other system
ever did or can accomplish. The words rendered the power of
God may be taken for divinely efficacious; better, however, as
expressmg the idea of that through which the power of God
is manifested, Acts 8: 10. 1 Cor. 1: 18, 24.t ¢The gospel

® Quod meae est potestatis id paratum est. Thus too Brza, Quicquid in me
situm est, promptum est ad vobis quoque qui Roms estis evangelizandum.
t Organon Dei vere potens et efficax ad servandum.—Bxzza,
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is an instrument, in the hands of God, truly powerful in saving
men.’ 7o every one that believeth. Emphasis must be laid
upon both members of this clause. The gospel is thus effica-
cious o every one, without distinction between Jew and Gen-
tile; and to every one that believeth, not who is circumcised,
or who obeys the law, or who does this or that, or any other
thing, but who believes, i. e. who receives and confides in Jesus
Christ in all the characters, and for all the purposes in which
he is presented in the gospel. It will be very clearly seen in
the progress of the epistle, that Paul attributes no special effi-
cacy to faith itself, considered as an exercise of the mind. As
such, it is no more worthy of being the condition of salvation,
than love, or repentance, or resignation, or any other act of
obedience to the law of God. It is as the organ of reception;
as the acquiescence of the soul in the method of salvation pro-
posed in the gospel, that it is the turning point in the destiny
of every human being. The grand idea of this epistle, and of
the whole bible (as far as this subject is concerned), is that the
ground of our justification, and the source of our sanctification,
are not in ourselves; that neither human merit nor human pow-
er can have any of the glory of our salvation. To the merit of
Christ we owe our acceptance with God, and to the power of
the Holy Ghost, our preparation for his presence. 7o the Jew
Jirst, and also to the Greek. It would be in direct contradie-
tion to one of the prominent objects of the apostle in writing
this epistle, as well as to his explicit declarations, to make this
clause teach that the gospel was specially designed or adapted
for the Jews, see ch. 3: 9, 22, 29. 10: 12, &c. The meaning
obviously is, ¢ for the Jew in the first instance, and then for
the Greek.” The gospel was to be preached to all nations, de-
ginning at Jerusalem, compare Acts 3: 26 and 13: 26. Paul
often says ¢ Jews and Greeks’ for ¢ Jews and Gentiles,’ ch. 2: 9.
3: 9, &ec., because, after the conquests of Alexander, the Greeks
were the Gentiles with whom the Jews were most familiar.
(17) For therein the righteousness of God is revealed from
JSaith to faith, &c. The reason why the gospel is so efficacious
in the salvation of men, i. e. in securing the pardon of their
sins, and the moral renovation of their hearts and lives, is not
that it reveals a perfect moral system, or that it teaches the
doctrine of a future state of reward and punishment, or that it
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discloses new views of the divine character. All this is true
and efficacious; but the power of the gospel lies in the fact that
it teaches the doctrine of justification by faith, or, in other words,
it reveals the righteousness of God by faith. This expression
is one of the most important in the epistle, and is variously
explained.

The word rendered righteousness, has, in the scriptures, a
very great exteni and variety of meaning. It signifies not
merely justice in its strict sense, but general rectitude, including
all moral excellence. It is used, therefore, especially in the Old
Testament, for almost every specific virtue, as truth, benevo-
lence, mercy, &c. The examples may be seen in the Lexicons.
Its common and proper meaning is, that which makes a man
Just,i.e.which fulfils and satisfies all the claims of justice or law.
Hence, @ just man is one who can stand in judgment. See the
constant opposition between the just and the unjust; between
those who can, and those who cannot answer the demands of law.
The word, therefore, not unfrequently means the state of one
who is thus just, or who has done all that is required of him.
This Tholuck gives as its original meaning. See Is. 5: 23,
“ who take the righteousness of the righteous from him;’’ that
is, not who take away his excellence, but its consequences; who
deprive him of the benefits of his righteousness, or exclude him
from the state or condition of those who are regarded as right-
eous. This is by many considered as the dominant meaning of
the word in the New Testament. ¢The state of freedom from
punishment, and enjoyment of the favour of God, i. e. the con-
dition of those who are considered righteous in his sight.” See
such passages as Is. 45: 8. 51: 5, and 56: 1, where righteous-
ness is connected with salvation, as a nearly synonymous term.
Ps. 24: 5, “he shall receive the blessing from the Lord, and
righteousness from the God of his salvation;’” here righteous-
ness is not excellence, but the blessings consequent on it.
Hence, ¢ to receive righteousness’ is to be justified. And so this
verse may be rendered ¢he shall be justified by the God of his
salvation.” Prov. 21: 21, «he that followeth after righteousness
and mercy, findeth life, righteousness and honour,” where the
word is obviously used in different senses in the two members
of the verse. In this sense of the word, it is nearly equivalent
with justification, not as the act of God, but viewed in refer-
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ence to the sinner. See 2 Cor. 8: 9, where “ the ministration
of-condemnation’’ is opposed to ¢ the ministration of righteous-
ness,” i. e. justification; Rom. 9: 31, where « the law of right-
eousness”” may mean ¢the rule of justification;’ Gal. 2: 21, «if
righteousness (justification) come by the law, Christ is dead in
vain;”’ 3: 21, “if there had been a law which could have
given life, verily righteousness (justification) should have been
by the law;’ 5: 5. Rom. 5. 21. Finally, when used in refer-
ence to God, it may mean Ais justification, that is, his way
of justifying sinners. Thus salvation of God is used, Acts
28: 28, for ¢ his method of salvation.’

One of the greatest difficulties in understanding the epistles
of Paul, especially those to the Romans and Galatians, arises
from the fulness and variety of the meaning of the word here
rendered righteousness. The difficulty is greatly enhanced to
the reader of the English version, as the English term answers
to a small portion only of the ideas which may be expressed
by the Greek word. Hence, an interpretation which the Greek
readily admits, the English will not bear. It is, therefore, often
necessary to vary the translation of this word in obedience to
the requirements of the context. With regard to the important
phrase righteousness of God, in this verse, there are three
interpretations which demand attention. 1. According to the
first, it is to be understood of some divine attribute, the recti-
tude or mercy of God, see ch. 3: 5, 25. But this interpretation
does not, in the first place, suit the context. It is not because
the gospel contains the declaration of God’s rectitude, or even
of his mercy, that it is so efficacious. 2. The latter sense, that
of mercy, the word rarely, if ever has, in such a connexion in
the New Testament. 3. This interpretation is inconsistent
with the force of the words by faith. It is the righteousness
of God by faith, that is revealed in the gospel. The phrases
righteousness of, or by faith, and of the law, are so opposed to
each other as to be mutually explanatory. It is the former
which is the great theme of the gospel, and which cannot pos-
sibly mean the ¢ mercy which is by faith.” 4. This interpreta-
tion cannot be applied to other passages where the phrase
occurs; as ch. 3: 21, where this righteousness of God is de-
clared not to be legal; ch. 10: 8, where the righteousness of the
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Jews, ¢ as their own,’ is opposed to the righteousness of God,
see Phil. 3: 9.

II. According to the second view, the phrase means ¢ that
righteousness, of which God is the author, and which is accept-
able to him;’ as “ ways of God >’ are ways which he approves.
In favour of this interpretation it may be urged, 1. That it gives
the word righteousness its most common and appropriate mean-
ing; and assigns to the genitive of God one of its most familiar
acceptations. 2. That it is sustained by a reference to the fre-
quently recurring expression, ¢righteous before God,’ or ¢in
his sight,’ i. e. in his estimation, which shows how familiar it
was to the sacred writers to qualify the righteousness which
was to be desired, by designating it as such in the estimation
of God. 3. This interpretation will suit most of the passages in
which the phrase occurs, ¢h. 3: 21. 10: 3. Phil. 3: 9, &c. It
suits also the opposition between ¢ righteousness of, or by faith,”
and ‘righteousneds of the law, or by the works of the law.”
These expressions are used in such connexion with the phrase
under consideration, as to show that the word righteousness
must mean the same thing in both cases. ¢Righteousness by
faith’ is ¢ that excellence which is obtained by faith;’ and ¢ right-
eousness of the law’ is that which is obtained by obedience to
the law. 4. It suits the contrast, Rom. 10: 3, between ¢ our own
righteousness’ and  the righteousness of God.” It is especially
recommended by a comparison with Phil. 3: 9. “Not having
my own righteousness, which is of the law, but that which is
through the faith of Christ, the righteousness which is of God
by faith.”” Here it is evident “the righteousness which is of
God,” is that meritorious excellence which he gives, as distin-
guished from that which we gain by our own works. This
serves to explain what Paul meant by the more concise phrase,
“righteousness of God.”” This interpretation, which, among
the older Calvinistic writers,* is altogether the most common,

¢ Justitiam Dei accipio, qus apud Dei tribunal approbetur; quemadmodum
contra Hominum justitiam vocare solent, que hominum opinione habetur et cen-
setur justitia, licet fumus tantum sit.—~CaiLviN. Bxza’s explanation is much the
same. So, too, among the moderns, even the philosophical Nxaxner, “Die
Sixatsogdvn soi eol bezeichnet hier, (he is speaking of Rom. 10: 2) ein solches
Gerechtseyn, welches vor Gott Geltung hat und von ihm herkommt im Gegensatz
gegen ein solches, das man sich durch eigene Krifte und Werke erwerben meint und
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is perfectly suited to the context. The power of the gospel is
attributed to the fact, that a justifying righteousness is therein
revealed, that is, a merit which satisfies all the demands of the
law, and which God offers, as the ground of the sinner’s depen-
dence, in preference to any righteousness or merit of his own.
II1. According to the third interpretation, “ righteousness of
God” means ¢ God’s method of justification.” This is consist-
ent, as shown above, with the meaning of the word in the ori-
ginal. It may signify justification, or a state of favour with
God, and then the method of obtaining it. This is, among mo-
dern writers, the interpretation which is most generally re-
ceived, although the second seems to be again coming into
vogue. This view has the great advantage of being applicable
to all the places in which the phrase occurs in this epistle, ex-
cept ch. 3: 5, and (perhaps) 3: 25. It suits also the opposition
between the expressions ¢ the method of justification by faith,”
and ¢ the method of justification by works.’ But it is, on the
other hand, liable to several objections. It gives the word
righteousness a figurative and comparatively unusual meaning,.
It does not so well suit the opposition between ¢ our own right-
eousness,” and ‘the righteousness of God;’ as the former of
these phrases cannot well mean ¢ our own method of justifica-
tion.” It is opposed also to the explanation of the apostle, fur-
nished by the expression, ¢ the righteousness which is of God
by faith,” Phil. 3: 9, which cannot, in that passage, mean ¢ God’s
method of justification.” On the whole, therefore, the old in-
terpretation is the best, better suited to the usage of the words,
better adapted to the context, and to the train and object of the
apostle’s argument, which all tends to demonstrate that the
ground of our acceptance with God, is something out of our-
selves: a righteousness which is of God, and not our own.
The words from faith to faith are not to be connected with
the word revealed, as though the meaning were, ¢revealed

das, wenn auch Menschen durch den Schein sich tiiuschen lassen, vor dem Blick
des heiligen, all wissenden Gottes nicht bestehen kann.” ¢ Amaiodivy coU S50
designates here such a righteousness as is of avail before God, and which comes
from him, in opposition to that which men imagine they can gain by their own
power and works, and which, even if they allow themselves to be cheated by the
semblance, cannot stand before the eye of the all-holy and all-secing God.”—Ge-
schichte der Pfanzung der Kirche, &c., vol. 2, p. 537,
6
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from faith to faith,” but with the word righteousness. It is
“ the righteousness of God, which is by faith to faith,”’ that
is disclosed by the gospel. The most natural interpretation of
these words is that which makes the repetition merely inten-
sive—* from faith to faith,’ entirely of faith, in which works
have no part. See 2 Cor. 2: 16, “ death to death,” means very
deadly, “life unto life’’ eminently salutary. That righteousness,
then, which is acceptable before God, is that of which he is the
author, and which is received by faith alone.

JAs it is written, The just shall live by faith. The words,
as it is written, are the usual formula of reference to the Old
Testament. In what relation the passage cited may stand to
the topic in hand, whether as a prediction, or an inculcation of
the same or some analogous truth, or of something which may
serve a8 an illustration, depends entirely on the context. In
the present case, Paul wishes to show the importance of faith,
by a reference to a passage in Habakkuk 2: 4, in which the
prophet declares that the safety of the people depended upon
their believing. Those who turned a deaf ear to the threaten-
ings and promises of God should perish, but those who be-
lieved should live. The passage, therefore, is directly in point,
and shows that, as well in reference to the external theocracy
of the Old Testament, as to the spiritual theocracy or kingdom
of Christ, under the New Testament, the favour of God was to
be secured by faith.

Agreeably to the position of the words in the original, these
words may be pointed either thus, ¢ the just by faith, shall live,”
or thus, ¢ the just, by faith shall live” The former is more con-
sistent with the immediate object of the apostle, who is speak-
ing of a justness by faith. It is also the connexion and sense
of the words in the Old Testament. Skall live, shall enjoy the
favour of God, whose favour is life, and whose loving-kindness
i8 better than life, see Rom. 5: 17. 8: 13. 10: 3, and thé nume-
rous passages in whieh the word /e expresses all the benefits
of the redemption of Christ.

Doctrines.
1. The apostolic office, except as to what was peculiar and
extraordinary, being essentially the same with the ministerial
office in general, Paul teaches, 1. That ministers are the ser-
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vants of Christ, deriving their authority from him, and not
from the people; 2. That their calling is to preach the gospel,
to which all other avocations must be made subordinate; 3. That
the object of their appointment is to bring men to the obedi-
ence of faith; 4. That their field is all nations; 5. That the de-
sign of all is to honour Christ; it is for his name, vs. 1—5.

2. The gospel is contained, in its rudiments, in the Old Testa-
ment. It is the soul of the old dispensation, v. 2.

3. Christ is the Alpha and Omega of the gospel. In stating
the substance of the gospel, Paul says, ‘it concerns Jesus
Christ,’ v. 8.

4, Christ is at once God and man; the son of David and
the Son of God, vs. 3, 4.

5. Christ is called the Son of God in reference to his divine
nature, and on account of the relation in which, as God, he
stands to the Father. The name, therefore, is expressive of his
divine character, vs. 3, 4, .

6. He is the proper object of prayer, and the source of spi-
ritual blessings, v. 7.

7. He is the mediator, through whom our prayers and thanks-
giving must be presented unto God, v. 8.

8. God is the source of all spiritual good; is to be worship-
ped in spirit, and agreeably to the gospel; and his providence
is to be recognized in reference to the most ordinary affairs of
life, vs. 8—10.

9. Ministers are not a class of men exalted above the people,
and independent of them for spiritual benefits, but are bound to
seek, as well as to impart good, in all their intercourse with
those to whom they are sent, vs. 11, 12.

10. Ministers are bound to preach the gospel to all men, rich
as well as poor, wise as well as unwise; for it is equally adapted
to the wants of all, vs. 14, 15.

11. The salvation of men, including the pardon of their sins,
and the moral renovation of their hearts, can be effected by the
gospel alone. The wisdom of men, during four thousand
years previous to the advent of Christ, failed to discover any
adequate means for the attainment of either of these objects;
and those who, since the advent, have neglected the gospel,
have been equally unsuccessful, v. 16, &e.

12. The power of the gospel lies not in its pure theism, or
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perfect moral code, but in the cross, in the doctrine of justifica-
tion by faith in a crucified Redeemer, v. 17, &c.

Remarks.

1. Ministers should remember that they are ¢ separated unto
the gospel,”” and that any occupation which, by its demands
upon their attention, or from its influence on their character or
feelings, interferes with their devotion to this object, is for them
wrong, v. 1.

2. If Jesus Christ is the great subject of the gospel, it is evi-
dent that we cannot have right views of the one, without having
correct opinions respecting the other. What think ye of Christ?
cannot be a minor question. To be Christians, we must recog-
nize him as the Messiah, or Son of David; and as divine, or
the Son of God; we must be able to pray to him, to look for
blessings from him, and recognize him as the mediator between
God and man, vs. 1—8.

3. Christians should remember that they are saints; that is,
persons separated from the world and consecrated to God. They
therefore cannot serve themselves or the world, without a dere-
liction of their character. They are saints, because called and
made such of God. To all such, grace and peace are secured by
the mediation of Christ, and the promise of God, v. 7.

4. In presenting truth, every thing consistent with fidelity
should be done to conciliate the confidence and kind feelings of
those to whom it is addressed; and every thing avoided, which
tends to excite prejudice against the speaker or his message.
Who more faithful than Paul? Yet who more anxious to avoid
offence? Who more solicitous to present the truth, not in its
most irritating form, but in the manner best adapted to gain for
it access to the unruffled minds of his readers ? vs. 8—14.

5. As all virtues, according to the Christian system, are
graces (gifts), they afford matter for thanksgiving, but never for
self-commendation, v. 8.

6. The intercourse of Christians should be desired, and made
to result in edification, by their mutual faith, v. 12.

7. He who rejects the doctrine of justification by faith, rejects
the gospel. His wholemethod of salvation, and system of reli-
gion, must be different from those of the apostles, v. 17.

8. Whether we be wise or unwise, moral or immoral, in the
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sight of men, orthodox or heterodox in our opinions; unless we
are believers, unless we cordially receive ¢the righteousness
which is of God,’ as the ground of acceptance, we have no part
or lot in the salvation of the gospel, v. 17.

CHAP. 1:18—32.

JAnalysis.

THE apostle having stated that the only righteousness availa-
ble in the sight of God is that which is obtained by faith,
proceeds to prove that such is the case. This proof required
that he should, in the first instance, demonstrate that the
righteousness which is of the law, or of works, was insufficient
for the justification of asinner. This he does, first in reference
to the Gentiles, ch. 1: 18—32; and then in relation to the Jews,
ch. 2:—3: 1—20. The residue of this chapter then is designed
to prove that the Gentiles are justly exposed to condemnation.
The apostle thus argues: God is just; his displeasure against
sin (which is its punishment) is clearly revealed, v. 18.
This principle is assumed by the apostle, as the foundation of
his whole argument. If this be granted, it follows that all, who
are chargeable with either impiety or immorality, are exposed
to the wrath of God, and cannot claim his favour on the ground
of their own character or conduct. That the Gentiles are justly
chargeable with both impiety and immorality, he thus proves.
They have ever enjoyed such a revelation of the divine cha-
racter as to render them inexcusable, vs. 19, 20. Notwith-
standing this opportunity of knowing God, they neither wor-
shipped nor served him, but gave themselves up to all forms of
idolatry. This is the height of all impiety, vs. 21,23. In
consequence of this desertion of God, he gave them up to the
evil of their own hearts, so that they sank into all manner of
debasing crimes. The evidences of this corruption of morals
were so painfully obvious, that Paul merely appeals to the
knowledge which his readers all possessed of the fact,vs. 24—31.
These various crimes they do not commit ignorantly; they are
aware of their ill-desert; and yet they not only commit them
themselves, but encourage others in the same course, v. 32.

The inference from the established sinfulness of the Gentile
world, Paul does not draw, until he has substantiated the same
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charge against the Jews. He then says, since all are sinners
before God, no flesh can be justified by the works of the law.

ch. 3: 20.

Commentary.

(18) For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against
all ungodliness, and unrighteousness of men, &c. The con-
nexion of this verse with the preceding, and consequently the
force of the particle for, will be perceived, if it is remembered
that Paul had just asserted, that those only who were just by
faith, could live; in other words, that no righteousness but that
which is of God by faith, can avail to the justification of men.
The reason is assigned in this verse; God is just. Men must
be justified by faith, for the wrath of God is revealed, &c. 7he
wrath of God means his disapprobation of sin and his determi-
nation to punish it. The passion which is called anger or
wrath, and which is always mixed more or less with malignity
in the human breast, is, of course, infinitely removed from what
the word imports when used in reference to God. Yetas anger
in men leads to the infliction of evil on its object, the word is,
agreeably to a principle which pervades the scriptures, applied
to the calm and undeviating purpose of the divine mind, which
secures the connexion between sin and misery, with the same
general uniformity that any other law in the physical or moral
government of God operates. This wrath is revealed from
heaven. These words are variously explained. Some very
unnecessarily take the present is revealed, for the future shall
be revealed, i. e. in the last day. It is no less obvious that the
apostle does not mean that this wrath is now revealed in the
gospel, for his object is to reason with those who knew not, or
who rejected the gospel. The simplest interpretation is that
which makes Paul declare that the divine wrath is clearly made
known; made known from heaven, where God dwells, and
whence he is said to look down on the children of men, and
whence all manifestations of his character are said to proceed.
This revelation is from heaven, as the lightning is, which
forces itself on the most reluctant vision. Even so Paul assumes
that God’s punitive justice forces itself on the knowledge and
conviction of every sinner. He, therefore, neither tells us how
it is manifested, nor does he attempt to prove that such is the
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fact. It is one of those obvious and ultimate truths, which,
existing in every man’s consciousness, may safely be assumed
as both known and admitted. It will be seen that all Paul’s
reasoning on the subject of justification rests on the principle
here assumed. To what purpose would it be to prove that men
are sinners, unless God is determined to punish sin? If retribu-
tive justice is no part of the divine character, their sinfulness
may be admitted, and yet it may be consistently maintained, that
they can be justified by any work, moral or ceremonial, which
God might choose to appoint. But if sin must be punished, then
pardon must not only be gratuitous, as it regards the sinner, but it
can only be dispensed on the ground of an adequate atonement.

Against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men.
Although the words ungod/iness and unrighteousness are often
used indiseriminately, they are notto be considered in this case
as synonymous, because Paul distinctly proves that the Gentiles
are chargeable both with impiety and immorality, in the ordi-
nary aceeptation of these terms. These two all-comprehensive
classes of sins are declared to be the objects of the divine dis-
pleasure.

Who hold the truth in unrighteousness. The word truth
is here variously explained. It is obviously inconsistent with
the context to understand it of the gospel, as though the apostle
meant to denounce judgment on those who opposed the gospel.
The word is used with considerable latitude in the scrip-
tures. It is often used for frue religion, including both its
doctrines, John 8: 32. Rom. 2: 20. 2 Cor. 4: 2, &c. &c., and its
duties, John 3: 21. 1 John 1: 6, “who do not the truth, &e.”’
Such is probably its meaning here. The word rendered Zo
hold, in the sense of having in possession, is so used in 1 Cor.
7: 30. 15: 2. Luke 8: 15, &c. If this sense be adopted here,
the word #ruth must be understood odjectively, for the true
doctrine; and in unrighteousness should be rendered with
unrighteousness. The meaning of the clause would then be,
¢who have the truth with unrighteousness,’ i. e. although pos-
sessed of the truth are still unrighteous. See James 2: 1, for a
precisely similar expression, “my brethren, have not the faith
of our Lord Jesus Christ, with respect of persons,” i. e. do not,
if believers, cherish a respect of persons. As, however, the word
also means Zo hold back, to hinder, and then fo impede; it may
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be s0 understood here, and the clause be rendered ¢ who oppose
the truth by unrighteousness;’ or better, ¢ who wickedly oppose
the truth,’ i. e. religion. The latter interpretation is the simpler
of the two, but the former is sustained, in some measure, by a
comparison with v. 21, in which men are represented as know-
ing God, i. e. having the truth, and yet acting wickedly.

(19) Since that which may be known of God is manifest
in them, &c. The apostle’s object being to prove that the Gen-
tiles are justly chargeable with impiety, he commences by
showing that they have not the excuse of ignorance, since all
men have enjoyed a competent revelation of the divine charac-
ter. This, as is his manner, he introduces naturally, by the as-
sociating idea contained in the last clause of v. 18, ¢ men wick-
edly oppose the truth, since they have a sufficient knowledge of
it;> or ‘ men who are wicked, still have the truth, since what
may be known of God has been revealed to them.’ In either
case, the connexion and argument are essentially the same. Zhat
which may be known. Such is the common and proper mean-
ing of the word here used, and which suits well the context.
It is, therefore, to be preferred to another rendering, which is
also philologically correct, according to which, the word means
knowledge, ¢the knowledge of God is revealed,’ &c. The
words translated in them, may be rendered fo them, or among
them. The first is to be preferred, as it is more natural and
more forcible. It is not an external revelation merely, of which
the apostle is speaking, but of that witness of the existence and
perfections of God also, which every man has in the constitu-
tion of his own nature;* and in virtue of which alone, he is
competent to appreciate the manifestations of God in his works.
For God hath showed it unto them. The knowledge in
question is a revelation. It is a manifestation of God in them
and to them. - Such knowledge is not a conclusion arrived
at by a process of reasoning, but it is seen in its own light
and feltin its own power. The manifestation to whieh Paul spe-
cially refers, is that which is made in the external world, and for
the right apprehension of which God has fashioned our nature.t

* Dei notitia recondita est in intimis mentis penetralibus.—Bzza.

1 Quod dicit Deum manifestasse, sensus est, ideo conditum esse hominem, ut
spectator sit fabricae mundi; ideo datos i oculos, ut intuitu tam pulchrae imaginis
ad auctorem ipsum feratur—CaLvix,
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{(20) For the invisible things of him from the creation of
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things
that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead, &c. This
verse is a confirmation and illustration of the preceding. The
knowledge, of which Paul speaks, relates to the invisible things
of God, that is, his eternal power and Godhead. These things,
Paul says, are seen, though invisible, by their manifestation in
the external world. This manifestation is perpetual and uni-
versal. It is from the creation of the world. These words
may indeed be rendered by the creation, &c., but not consist-
ently with the latter part of the verse; nor do they, when
thus rendered, give so pertinent a sense. These invisible things
are seen, being wunderstood; that is, it is a mental vision of
which Paul speaks. The eye of sense sees nothing but the ex-
ternal object, the mind sees mind; and mind possessed not of
human power and perfections, but of eternal power and divi-
nity. The latter word (which is not the same with that also ren-
dered Godhead, Col. 2: 9) means the divine majesty and ex-
cellence, and, therefore, includes all the divine perfections.
These perfections are manifested by the things which are
made; so the word here used properly means, see Eph. 2: 10;

“but it may also mean works generally. ¢Being understood by
his works,” would then include the dispensations of his provi-
dence, as well as the products of his hands. The common ver-
sion, however, is more natural and appropriate. So that they
are without excuse. These words are by many frequently
considered as depending on the last clause of v. 19, ¢ God hath
showed it unto them, so that they are without excuse.’ The
former part of this verse is thus thrown into a parenthesis. The
sense remains the same. God has so manifested himself in his
works, as to render the impiety, and especially the idolatry of
men, inexcusable. It is not necessary to maintain that this re-
velation is competent to supply all the knowledge which a sin-
ner needs. It is enough that it renders men inexcusable;* and
as it is that by which they are to be judged, ch. 2: 14, 15; if it
be disregarded, it renders their condemnation as just, although

* 8it hacc distinctio: Demonstrationem Dei, qua gloriam suam in creaturis per-
spicuam facit, esse, quantum ad lucem suam, satis evidentem; quantum ad nos-
tram caecitatem, non adeo sufficere. Caeterum non ita caeci sumus, ut ignovan-
tiam possimus praetexere, quin perversitatis arguamur.—CaLvix.

7
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not so severe, as the condemnation of those who disregard the
clearer light of the gospel. The sentiment of this verse occurs
in Acts 14: 17, « Nevertheless, he left not himself without a
witness, in that he did good, and gave us rain from heaven, fill-
ing our hearts with food and gladness.””*

(21) Because that, when they knew God, they glorified
him not as God, neither were thankful, &e. That men are
justly chargeable with impiety, Paul proves, because they had
a competent knowledge of God, but did not act agreeably to it.
When they knew, means either having the opportunity of
knowing, or actually possessing this knowledge. The latter is
probably the apostle’s meaning. God has revealed himself in
the constitution of human nature, and in his works, to all men.
This revelation is indeed greatly and generally neglected; and
other, and delusive guides followed, so that the heathen are
commonly ignorant of what it teaches. In like manner the
bible is neglected, and those to whom it is sent, disregarding its
directions, follow those who teach for doctrines the command-
ments of men. In both cases, howeve!r, there is knowledge pre-
sented, and a revelation made; and in both is ignorance without
excuse. As there is no apology for the impiety of the heathen
to be found in any unavoidable ignorance of God, their idolatry
is the fruit of depravity. The apostle, therefore, says, when
they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were
thankful. These two expressions include every act of worship.
The former refers to the recognition of all the divine perfec-
tions, the latter to the acknowledgement of God as the spurce of
all good. To regard God as possessed of all excellence, and as
the giver of all good, is true piety.

Instead of thus rendering unto God the homage and grati-
tude which are his due, tkey became vain in their imagina-
tions; and their foolish heart was darkened. <They became

* That the heathen themselves recognized the works of God as a manifestation of
his existence and glory, is evident from their frequent declarations to this effect.
Aristotle, De Mundo VL, #ioy Svaefi gloss ysvimsvos d3sdopneos, da’ adeiiv e div
Spywv dswesivau § N6, Cicero, Tusc. I. 29, Deum non vides, tamen —Deum
agnoscis ex operibus ejus. Seneca, epistola 96, Primus est deorum cultus deos
credere; deinde reddere illis majestatem suam, reddere bonitatem, sine qua nulla
majestas est; scire illos esse qui praesident mundo, qui universa vi sua temperant,
qui humani generis tutelam gerunt.—WxTsTEIx and GreTivs.
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vain,’ i. e. foolish, senseless, devoid of true wisdom. ¢In their
imaginations,” or opinions. The word here used, often occurs
in a bad sense, 2 Cor. 10: 4. Prov. 6: 18, Jer.11: 19. And, in
this case, it is the foolish and wicked opinions respecting divine
things into which the heathen were sunk, that are intended.*
Their foolish heart was darkened. ¢ Their soul lost all right
apprehensions of the divine character and perfections, and they
were, hence, able to worship as gods, birds, beasts and creep-
ing things.” Foolish means both senseless and wicked, see v.
81, and ch. 10: 19. The word Aeart stands here, as very fre-
quently, for the whole soul. Matt. 13: 15, men “understand
with the heart;”” Rom. 10: 10, they ¢believe with the heart;’
2 Cor. 4: 6, the heart is enlightened with knowledge; Eph. 1:
8, ¢ the eyes of the heart (according to the true reading) are en-
lightened;’ and so frequently both in the Old and New Testa-
ments. It should be remarked, that the scriptures are very far
from making the broad distinction between the understanding
and affections, or between the intellectual and moral faculties,
which we are so apt to mgke. They do not speak of the soul
as though it consisted of separate and independent parts, but as
one. Hence, as just stated, the word Aeart is used indiscrimi-
nately for the seat of the affections, and of the purely intellec-
tual exercises. And hence, too, the word understanding, or
mind, is used for the seat of the affections, Eph. 2: 3; “de-
sires of the mind,”” Col. 1: 21. Accordingly, throughout the
bible, we find the ideas of wickedness and folly, of wisdom and
piety intimately related. In scriptural language, @ fool is an
impious man; the wise are the pious; foolishness is sin; un-
derstanding is religion, and wisdom is true piety. “ Wisdom
is the principal thing; therefore get wisdom; and with all
thy gettings, get understanding,” Prov. 4: 7. Prov. 3: 13, 35,
and very often elsewhere. The vanity, therefore, of which
Paul speaks, as consequent on the loss of the knowledge of God,
is very far from designating merely the folly of the heathen; it
expresses their whole moral state. Men cannot be such fools, -
without being wicked. In Eph. 4: 17, Paul makes the vanity
of the heathen to include ignorance, alienation from the life of

® Alles Denken des Menschen ist nur Erscheinung seines Gemiithes, seines in-
nern Seyns—THoLuck.
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God, hardness of heart, and devotion to sensual pleasures; com-
pare 1 Pet. 1: 18.

(22) Prafessing themselves to be wise, they become fools.
The word translated professing, means either simply affirm-
ing, saying, Acts 25: 19, or boasting, pretending to be. The
latter is its meaning here.* ¢ While making the highest preten-
sions to wisdom, they exhibited the greatest folly.” The evidence
and illustration of this remark follows in the next verse. That
rational creatures, instead of reverencing the God who reveals
himself in all his works, should worship creatures inferior to
themselves, even brute beasts, and offensive reptiles, is the most
humbling and melancholy evidence of the imbecility and ruin
of our race. Itis to be remarked, also, that the higher the ad-
vancement of the nations in refinement and philosophy, the
greater, as a general rule, the degradation and folly of their
systems of religion. Witness the state of opinion and practice
on this subject among the Egyptians, Greeks and Romans, in
comparison with the simpler faith of earlier nations, or of the ab-
origines of America. The further mgn have departed from the
teachings of divine revelation, however made, and the more
they have relied on their own understanding, the more deplo-
rably besotted and foolish have they become. And it matters
little under what external circumstances this departure is made,
the result is always the same. In the midst of all the light of
modern science, and of the reflection from the word of God,
which illuminates the whole atmosphere, the modern material-
ists of France, and pantheistical idealists of Germany, while
professing themselves to be wise, have become fools, as con-
spicuously and as fully as any of the ancient deniers of the only
living and true God; and for the very same reason; ¢they do
not like to retain God in their knowledge.’

(23) vAnd changed the glory of the incorruptible God into
an image made like unto corruptible man, &c. Herein con-
sisted their amazing folly, that they should worship the lowest
of his creatures instead of the glorious Creator. The glory of
the incorruptible God is equivalent with the glorious incor-
ruptible God. The phrase rendered changed the glory into,

* For numerous examples of this use of the word, see WxTsTs1x on this pas-
sage.
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&ec., may more correctly be rendered exchanged the glory for,
&c. ¢They exchanged the glorious God for senseless idols.’
Compare Ps. 106: 20,* which may be translated, ¢they ex-
changed their glory for the similitude of an ox that eateth
grass;’” Jer. 2: 11, “my people have changed their glory for
that which doth not profit;”” Hosea 4: 7. Greater folly than
this exchange of the living and glorious God, for the mere image
of birds, beasts and reptiles, the world has never seen. That
the heathen really worshipped such objects is well known.
Philot says that the whole land of Egypt was covered with
temples and groves, dedicated to dogs, wolves, lions, land and
water animals, crocodiles, birds, &c. With regard to the vast
majority of the people, the homage terminated on the animal or
the idol; and the case was but little better with the pantheistical
refiners and defenders of this system, who professed to worship
the great and universal divine principle, in these particular
manifestations. Why should the higher manifestation of God
in the human soul, do homage to the lower developement of the
universal principle in a reptile? We never find the sacred
writers making any account of this common subterfuge and
apology for idolatry. All who bowed down before a stock or
stone, they denounced as worshipping gods which their own
hands had made, which had eyes but saw not, ears but heard
not, and hands that could not save.

The universal idolatry of the heathen world, committed under
a degree of light which rendered it inexcusable, is the evidence
which Paul adduces to prove that they are “ungodly,” and
consequently exposed to the wrath of God.

In the passage which follows, from v. 24 to the end of the
chapter, he designs to show that the Gentiles are not only un-
godly, but unrighteous. He traces their immorality to their
impiety.

(24) Wherefore God also gave them up to uncleanness
through the lusts of their own hearts, &c. They having
abandoned God, he abandoned them. He not only permitted
them to take their course, but he judicially, that is, as a punish-

¢ Compare the Hebrew and the Septuagint version of this verse with the

expreasion used by Paul.
1 Leg. ad Cai. 566, as quoted by Wetstein.
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ment, withdrew and withheld the restraints of his providence and
Spirit, and gave them up to the dominion of their own wicked
passions.* The construction of this verse is rather doubtful.
It may be construed, as by our translators, ‘he delivered them
to uncleanness through the lusts of their hearts,’ or ‘he gave
them up to the unclean lusts of their hearts;’ the words rendered
unto uncleanness being then made to qualify the word for
lusts or desires. The former is much the most probable; see
vs. 26, 28, for the same construction. 70 dishonour their own
bodies between themselves. This infinitive fo dishonour (which
in the Greek has the article in the genitive before it) may be
simply explanatory of the word uncleanness, ¢ the uncleanness
of dishonouring their bodies,’ i. e. which consisted therein; or
it may express the object or result. Here, of course, the latter
view of the passage is to be preferred, ¢so that they dishon-
oured, &c.” The natural consequence of turning from God, is
the destruction of all the better governing feelings of our nature;
so that there is nothing to restrain us from sinking into the
most degrading vices. The soul, when turned from God, is
turned from its only proper object and portion, and therefore
is destitute of support and restraint. The same sentiment which
is expressed in this and the preceding verses, is repeated in
those which immediately follow.

(25) Who changed the truth of God into a lie, &c. <God
delivered them up, because they were such as those who
changed,” see Winer, p. 193. This verse may be better ren-
dered ¢ who exchanged the truth of God for a lie,” see v. 23. The
truth of God may mean the true God; and a lie,a fulse God,
which is a lie, a mere deception. The word is applied to any
thing which is not what it professes, or is supposed to be.
Hence, false doctrines are called a lie, 2 Thess. 2: 11; and
false Gods, in the Old Testament, are also so called, compare
Ps. 51: 6. The sense of the passage would then be; ¢ who
exchange the true, for a false God.”  Or the passage may mean
¢ who exchange the true nature of God, for a false conception of
his character.” The general idea is, in either case, the same.

® Zu gleicher Zeit stellt er aber diese sittliche Verderbniss auch als ein gottliches
Gericht dar. ¢At the same time he represents this moral corruption (of the heathen)
as a divine punishment’—T'HoLucx.
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And worship and serve the creature more than the Creator.
This clause is an amplification of the preceding. They ex-
changed the true God for idols, and worshipped the creature
rather than the Creator. Worship and serve; the former of
these words refers more directly to the inward homage of the
heart, and the latter, to the outward expression of it. Instead
of translating more than, the Greek may be rendered against,
to the injury of, ‘they worshipped the creature to the injury
of the Creator:’ or, passing by, neglecting, ¢they worshipped
® the creature to the neglect of the Creator.” The last is best suited
to the context. The charge is, that instead of worshipping God,
they worshipped his creatures, &c. When the sacred writers
speak of God as neglected or insulted by men, they commonly
add an expression of reverence and pious awe, as well to show
the wickedness of those who forsake such a God, as to relieve
their own hearts. So the prophets call God “the holy one of
Israel,”” when they speak of the folly and wickedness of those
who refuse to reverence him, Is. 1: 4. Thus Paul renders
clearer the sin of those who worship the creature rather than
the Creator, by declaring him to be worthy of all praise. #ho
1s blessed for ever. AAmen. Blessed,i. e. worthy to be praised,
or reverenced. This is the word used almost uniformly in such
doxologies, both in the Old and New Testaments. men is a
Hebrew word, signifying true, and also, fruth. When used
adverbially at the beginning of a sentence, it expresses affirma-
tion or assurance, verily: at the end, desire or approbation, so
let it be, or it is true. ltis therefore employed to express
., assent to the prayers offered by one ih the name of others.

(26) For this cause God gave them up to vile affections,
&c. This verse repeats, in a more definite form, the idea of
v. 24. The reasons why Paul refers in the first instance to the
sins of uncleanness, in illustration and proof of the degradation
of the heathen, probably are, 1. That these sins are always
intimately connected with idolatry, forming often even a part of
the worship rendered to the false gods; 2. That in turning from
the pleasures of holiness, or intercourse with God, men naturally
turn to the pleasures of sense; 3. That these sins are peculiarly
brutalizing, leading sooner to the destruction of all elevated
feeling, and especially of all sense of divine things, than almost
any other; 4. That they were the most notorious, prevalent
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and openly acknowledged and defended of all the crimes of the
heathen. As men degraded God, they also degraded them-
selves below the level of the beasts, by their devotion to worse
than brutal passions.*

(27) This corruption of morals was confined to no one
class or sex. Paul first refers to the degradation of females
among the heathen, because'they are always the last to be
affected in the decay of morals; and, therefore, when they are
abandoned, the very fountains of purity are corrupted. Itis un-
necessary to say more than that virtue has lost its hold on the
female sex in any community, to produce the conviction that it
has already reached the lowest point of degradation.

Paul again presents the idea that this deep depravity of the
heathen was the consequence and punishment of their abandon-
ment of God. Receiving in themselves that recompense of
their error which was meet. Error, aberration, wandering
from God, or truth, or virtue. Hence the word is used
for apostacy, Ezek. 38: 10, and perhaps 2 Pet. 2: 18; for
deceit, and also wickedness generally, James 5: 20. Jude v.
11. Here, from the context, the first meaning appears to be the
best. It was wandering from God which brought them to such
degradation. ¢ Them that honour me, I will honour, and they
that despise me shall be lightly esteemed,”’t 1 Sam. 2: 30. Ac-
cording to another interpretation, the error here intended is the
commission of the unnatural crimes just spoken of; and zhe
recompense, the natural evils consequent upon them. This
also gives a good sense, but not so consistent with the drift of
the whole passage. * .

(28) And even as they did not like to retain God in their
knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind, &c.
Another repetition of the sentiment of vs. 24, 26, that those
who abandon God, he also abandons. 70 kave in knowledge

¢ How common the crimes mentioned in this and the following verse were, may
be inferred from the declaration of Martial, that no one was so timidly modest as to
fear being detected in their commission. See GroTius on v. 27.

1 The heathen themselves often express the sentiment that impiety is the source
of all other moral evils. Silius IV. 794, Heu primae scelerum causae mortalibus
aegris naturam nesciri Deunl.  Cicero, Natura Deorum 12, Haud scio, an,
pietate adversus Deos sublata, fides etiam et societas, et una excellentissima virtus
justitia tollatur.—WsTsTEIN,
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is a stronger expression than Zo know. ¢They did not deem
it worth while to retain the knowledge of God.” The ground
form of the verb rendered they did not like, means, 1. 7o
test or prove; 2. To approve, to judge worthy, 1 Cor. 16: 3,
“whom ye shall approve;”’ 3. To discern or decide upon.
The second signification seems best suited to this passage.
¢ They did not think it of any account to retain the knowledge
of the true God.’ ’
Reprobate mind. The word for reprobate is derived from
the same root with the verb just spoken of. There is, there-
fore, a correspondence between the terms which is not pre-
served in our version. ¢As they did not approve of God, he
gave them up to a mind which no one could approve.” The
word literally means that which cannot bear the test; see 1
Cor. 9: 27. 2 Cor. 13: 5—7. It is applied, therefore, to any
thing which is actually rejected, or is worthy of universal dis-
approbation. This is its meaning generally, if not universally, in
common Greek, as well as in the New Testament. Beza, Ben-
gel, and many others, take the word in an active sense, ¢a mind
which cannot judge, or devoid of judgment.’* The meaning
would then be, ‘a mind incapable of estimating and apprecia-
ting things aright;” so that they commit the greatest crimes as
though they were matters of indifference. This gives indeed a
very good sense, but not being supported by the use of the
word elsewhere, the common interpretation is to be preferred.
To do those things which are not convenient. This is the
consequence of the dereliction just spoken of, and the natural
fruit of a reprobate mind. Things not convenient are things
which are not becoming the nature or duties of man. They
include all the crimes enumerated in the following verses.
(29—31) Being filled with all unrighteousness, fornica-
tion, wickedness, &c. These and other crimes were not of rare
occurrence. The heathen were filled with them. They not
only abounded, but in many cases were palliated, and even
justified. To their existence and prevalence, therefore, Paul
appeals as to a notorious fact. Dark as the picture here drawn

® Perversam illis mentem dedit Dominus, quae nihil jam probare posset.—
Carvix. Hoc loco active notatur mens, quae probat minime probanda; cui relicti
sunt, qui maxime probanda non probarunt.—BENexL.
8
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is, of the morals of the heathen world, it is not so dark as that
drawn by the most distinguished Greek and Latin authors of
their respective countrymen. On the two preceding verses,
and on every word in those which follow to v. 32, Wetstein
and Grotius quote even ad nauseam from ancient writers,
passages which more than bear out the dreadful charges of the
apostle. See also Leland’s Work on the Necessity for a Divine
Revelation, and Tholuck’s Dissertation on the Morals of the
Heathen, &ec., translated for the Biblical Repository, Vol. IL
What Paul says of the ancient heathen is found to be true, in
all its essential features, of those of our own day. Wherever
men have existed, there have they manifested themselves to
be sinners, ungodly and unrighteous, and consequently justly
exposed to the wrath of God.

(32) Who knowing the judgment of God, that they which
commit such things are worthy of death, not only do the
same, but have pleasure in them that do them. As Paul had
before showed that the impiety of the heathen was inexcusable,
inasmueh as they had a knowledge of God, so he here shows
that their immorality is equally without defence. These crimes
were not committed ignorantly. They knew the judgment of
God. The word rendered judgment, as well as the corres-
ponding Hebrew term, is used in a very wide sense in the
scriptures, for any thing which God has ordained or commanded;
as in the frequent phrase, “thy judgments,’”” in the Old Testa-
ment. Hence it includes the law of God. This is its meaning
here, ‘they know the law of God—what he has commanded;’ see
Luke 1:6. Rom. 2: 26. They are acquainted not only with the
precept, but the sanction of this law; they know not only that
these crimes are forbidden, but that those who do them are
worthy of death. Death here, as often elsewhere, means the
penalty of the law, all those evils by which sin is punished, .
Rom. 6: 23. The idea, therefore, here is, that the heathen
knew that they deserved punishment for their crimes; in other
words, that they were justly exposed to the wrath of God. How
they knew this, Paul does not here say, but explains in the
next chap. v. I4. It was a knowledge written upon their
hearts, or included in the very constitution of their nature; it
was implied in their being moral beings. The crimes of the
heathen were not only aggravated by being committed against
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.

a knowledge of their turpitude and ill desert, but also by their
being deliberate. They did not commit such offences in the
heat of passion merely, but they took pleasure in those who
did them. They were, of set purpose and fixed preference,
wicked; and the promoters of all iniquity. Such is Paul’s
argument to prove that the Gentiles are all under sin, are justly
chargeable with impiety and immorality, and consequently ex-
posed to the divine displeasure.

Doctrines.

1. The punitive justice of God is an essential attribute of his
nature. This attribute renders the punishment of sin neces-
sary, and is the foundation of the need of a vicarious atonement,
in order to the pardon of sinners. This doctrine the apostle
assumes as a first principle, and makes the basis of his whole
exposition of the doctrine of justification, v. 18.

2. That sin is a proper object of punishment, and that, under
the righteous government of God, it will be punished, are mo-
ral axioms, which have ¢ a self-evidencing light,” whenever pro-
posed to the moral sense of men, vs. 18, 32.

3. God has never left himself without a witness among his
rational creatures. Both in reference to his own nature and to
the rule of duty, he has, in his works and in the human heart,
given sufficient light to render the impiety and immorality of
men inexcusable, vs. 19, 20, 32.

4. Natural religion is not a sufficient guide to salvation.
What individual or what nation has it ever led to right views
of God or of his law? The experience of the whole world,
under all the variety of circumstances in which men have ex-
isted, proves its insufficiency; and, consequently, the necessity
of aspecial divine revelation, vs. 21 —23.

5. The heathen, who have only the revelation of God in his
works and in their own hearts, aided by the obscure tradition-
ary knowledge which has come down to them, need the gospel.
In point of fact, the light which they enjoy does not lead them

"to God and holiness, vs. 21—23,

6. Error (on moral and religious subjects) has its root in de-
pravity. Men are ignorant of God and duty, because they do
not like to retain him in their knowledge, vs. 21, 28.

7. God often punishes one sin by abandoning the sinner to
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the commission of others., Paul repeats this idea three times,
vs. 24, 26, 28. 'This judicial abandonment is consistent with
the holiness of God, and the free agency of man. God does
not impel or entice to evil. He ceases to restrain. He says
of the sinner, Let him alone, vs. 24—28.

8. Religion is the only true foundation, and the only effec-
tual safeguard for morality. Those who abandon God, he
abandons. Irreligion and immorality, therefore, have ever been
found inseparably connected, vs. 24—28.

9. It evinces, in general, greater depravity to encourage
others in the commission of crimes, and to rejoice in their com-
mission, than to commit them one’s self| v. 32.

10. The most reprobate sinner carries about with him a
knowledge of his just exposure to the wrath of God. Con-
science can never be entirely extirpated, v. 32,

Remarks.

1. It lies in the very nature of sin, that it should be inex-
cusable, and worthy of punishment. Instead, therefore, of pal-
liating its enormity, we should endeavour to escape from its
penalty, vs. 18, 32.

2. As the works of God reveal his eternal power and God-
head, we should accustom ourselves to see in them the manifes-
tations of his perfections, vs. 18—21.

3. The human intellect is as erring as the human heart. We
can no more find truth than holiness when estranged from God;
even as we lose both light and heat when we depart from the
sun. Those, in every age, have sunk deepest into folly, who
have relied most on their own understandings. ¢In thy light
only, O God, can we see light,’ v. 21, &ec.

4. If the sins of the heathen, committed under the feeble
light of nature, be inexcusable, how great must be the aggrava-
tion of those committed under the light of the scriptures, v. 20.

5. As the light of nature is insufficient to lead the heathen
‘to God and holiness, it is one of the most obvious and urgent
of duties to send them the light of the bible, v. 20—23.

6. Men should remembey that their security from open and
gross sins is not in themselves, but in God; and they should re-
gard as the worst of punishments, his withdrawing from them
his Holy Spirit, v. 24—=28.
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7. Sins of uncleanness are peculiarly debasing and demoral-
izing. To be preserved from them is mentioned in scripture
as a mark of the divine favour, Ece. 7: 26. Prov. 22: 14; to be
abandoned to them, as the mark of reprobation.

8. To take pleasure in those who do good makes us better,
as to delight in those who do evil, is the surest way to become
even more degraded than they are themselves, v. 32.

CHAPTER II

Contents.

THE object of this chapter is to establish the same charges
against the Jews, which had just been proved against the Gen-
tiles, to show that they also were exposed to the wrath of God.
It consists of three parts. The first contains an exhibition of
those simple principles of justice upon which all men are to
be judged, vs. 1—16. The second is an application of these
principles to the case of the Jews, vs. 17—24. The third is an
exhibition of the true nature and design of circumcision, in-
tended to show that the Jews could not expect exemption on the
ground of that rite, vs. 25—39.

CHAP. 2: 1—16.
Analysis.

TrAT men so impious and immoral, as those described in the
preceding chapter, deserved the divine pleasure, &c., and could
never, by their own works, secure the favour of God, the Jew was
prepared readily to admit. But might there not be a set of men,
who, in virtue of some promise on the part of God, or of -the
performance of some special duties, could claim exemption from
the execution of God’s purpose to punish all sin? To determine
this point, it was necessary to consider a little more fully the
justice of God, in order to see whether it admitted of impunity
to sinners on the ground supposed. This first section of the
chapter, therefore, is employed in expanding the principle of
v. 18 of the first chapter. It contains a developement of those
principles of justice which commend themselves at once to
every man’s conscience. The first is, that he who condemns
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in others what he does himself, does thereby condemn himself,
v. 1. The second, that God’s judgments are according to the
truth or real state of the case, v. 2. The third, that the spe-
cial goodness of God, manifested towards any individual or peo-
ple, forms no ground of exemption from merited punishment,
but being designed to lead them to repentance, when misim-
proved aggravates their condemnation, vs. 3—5. The fourth,
that the ground of judgment is the works, not the external re-
lations or professions of men; God will punish the wicked and
reward the good, whether Jew or Gentile, without the least re-
spect of persons, vs. 6—11. The fifth, that the standard of
judgment is the light which men have severally enjoyed. Those
having a written law shall be judged by it, and those who have
only the law written on their hearts, (and that the heathen have
such a law is proved by the operations of conscience, vs. 13—
15) shall be judged by that law, v. 12. These are the princi-
ples according to which all men are to be judged in the last
day by Jesus Christ, v. 16.

Commentary.

(1) Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou
art that judgest, &c. In order to feel the force of the apos-
tle’s reasoning, it should be remembered that the principal
ground on which the Jews expected acceptance with God, was
the covenant of God with Abraham, in which he promised to
be a God to him and his seed after him. This promise they
understood as securing the salvation of all those who retained
their relation to Abraham, by the observance of the law, and
the rite of circumcision. They expected, therefore, to be treat-
ed as the favourites of God, and viewed, not so much in their

. own personal character, as in their relation to their great pro-
genitor. This point will be more fully noticed in the next
chapter. 'We cannot sufficiently admire the skill with which
Paul conducts his argument against this ground of confidence.
He does not even name the Jew, and say, ¢ Therefore, O Jew,
thou art inexcusable, &c.” He begins at such a distance, that
the prejudices of his readers are not at all aroused. He states
his principles so generally and so simply, that they must have
forced the assent of the Jew, before he was at all aware of their
application to himself. They arc indeed sclf-evident, and yet
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when admitted and applied, are found to be destructive of the
very foundation on which the children of Abraham expected
to inherit his blessing.

The connexion, indicated by the word Zkerefore, between
this and the preceding chapter, is not very obvious. It may be
explained thus: in v. 32, ch. 1, it is stated, that those who com-
mit sin are conscious of its ill-desert; those, therefore, who
condemn it, acknowledge still more clearly its desert of panish-
ment, and, of consequence, condemn themselves, if they are
chargeable with it; or to state the same view in a rather differ-
ent form, ¢ Those who commit sin, are worthy of death, much
more those who encourage and delight in its commission, v. 32;
and still more obviously than either, he, who, while he con-
demns others, himself commits the same offenece.’

Whosoever thou art that judgest. That the Jew is intended
in this, and the following verses, is evident, from the drift of
the argument, from his being expressly named in vs. 9, 10, and
from the direct application of the argument to him in v. 17,
and onward. It was, no doubt, with design, that the apostle
made the address thus general in the first instance. The prin-
ciple stated in the verse is true in relation to all men. The
word rendered Zo judge, means frequently o condemn, see v.
12. Acts 7: 7. 2 Thess. 2: 12, &c., and may be so rendered
here, ¢ Thou art inexcusable, whosoever thou art that condemn-
est, for wherein thou condemnest another, thou condemnest
thyself, for thou that condemnest, doest the same things.”* The
apostle wished to show that the ready sanction, whieh the Jew
gave to the condemnation of the Gentile, involved the con-
demnation of himself, inasmuch as Jew and Gentile were to
be judged by the same general principles.

The words rendered ¢n that may mean because that, see ch.
8: 3; or, in that, eo ipso, in the very act of condemning anether,
thou condemnest thyself. The reason for this declaration fol-
lows, ¢ Because thou that condemnest, doest the same things.’
The ground of condemnation is the thing done, not the person
of the agent. This is the first principle.

* The passage, however, may be more forcible as it now stands. Carvix’s com-
ment is, Practer elegantem verborum Graccorum allusionem xpivew xai xasoxgivem
notanda est exaggeratio, qua utitur. Perinde enim valet loquutio acsi diceret, Bis
es damnabilis, qui iisdem obnoxius es vitiis, quae in aliis carpis et accusas.
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(2) But we are sure that the judgment of God is accord-
ing to truth, against them which commit such things. This
verse admits of two interpretations. Paul may say, ¢ However
perverse your judgments are in condemning others, while you
excuse yourself, we know that God’s judgments are not thus
partial. His decisions are according to the truth, are correct
and just, and according to the real state of the case, and not the
external circumstances or relations of those concerned;’ see v.
11. John 8: 15, 16, ¢ Ye judge after the flesh; my judgment is
true.” The connexion between this and the previous verse is
thus obvious, ¢ Ye judge one way, but God judgeth another.” Ac-
cording to the second interpretation, the meaning is, ¢ We know
that God’s judgment is certainly (will certainly be pronounced)
against all who do such things. You condemn such crimes, and
so assuredly will God.” Either of these views is perfectly con-
sistent with the force of the words. See examples in favour of
the latter view in Raphelius on this verse. The former, how-
ever, is better suited to the context and the apostle’s object.
The word rendered judgment, often means condemnation;
ch. 3: 8,“whose condemnation is just;”> 1 Cor.11: 29,34,and fre-
quently elsewhere. Its more general sense of judicial decision
is more suitable, however, to this verse. This is the second
principle. God’s judgment is according to the truth, impartial,
and founded upon the real character and conduct of men.

(8) vAnd thinkest thou, O man, that judgest them which
do such things, &c. ‘If God’s judgments are impartial and
just, how can those escape who commit the very things which
they condemn in others?’ Paul’s language includes the idea
also, that if these things are condemned by men, how much
more by a righteous God. The former, however, is the main
point. It is preposterous to suppose that God will spare those
who do what they are so ready to condemn others for doing.

(4, 5) Or despisest thou the riches of his goodness and
Jorbearance, &c. Paul refers in this and the following verse
to the common ground of security of the Jews. They were
God’s peculiar people; his goodness towards them proved
that he would not deal with them as with others. That the
Jews really entertained this opinion is evident, in the first place,
from the apostle’s argument here and in the next chapter, and
in other parts of his writings, see ch. 9 and 11; from such ex-
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pressions as those in Matt. 3: 9, « Think not to say, we have
Abraham for our father,”” John 8: 33; and from numerous de-
clarations of the Jewish writers themselves on this subject.
(See the next chapter.)

The connexion is distinctly marked by the particle or; ¢ Or
admitting the general principle, that those, who do what they
condemn in others, are themselves exposed to condemnation;
do you so abuse the divine goodness, as to suppose it will afford
impunity in sin, when its real design is to lead you to repent-
ance?” Those despise the goodness of God, who pervert it,
and derive from it a license to sin, supposing either that God
will never punish, because he long delays, or that his goodness
towards us is so peculiar that we shall escape, though others
perish; see 2 Peter 3: 8, 9. The use of the several terms,
goodness, forbearance and long-suffering, serves to express
more strongly the idea of the divine mercy. The word ren-
dered riches is a favourite term with the sacred writers, to ex-
press the idea of abundance or greatness, 2 Cor. 8: 2. Eph. 1:
7.2:7, &. The word for goodness is a general term, expres-
sive of mildness and kindness; that rendered forbearance sig-
nifies patience under suffering, and also under provocation. It
is used also for a Zruce or respite, 1 Macc. 12: 25, and Jose-
phus contra Apion. VI. 5, 1, &c. Itexpresses here God’s long
delay of punishment. Long-suffering, slownessto anger. No¢
knowing, i. e. not regarding or considering ¢ that the goodness
of God leadeth thee to repentance,’ i. e. is designed and adapt-
ed to lead.

(5) But, after thy hardness and impenitent heart, trea-
surest up unto thyself wrath, &c. The mercies and advantages
of the Jews, and the peculiar forbearance of God towards them,
so far from being an evidence that God would ultimately
spare them, would, by being abused, greatly aggravate their
condemnation. ¢ JIfter thy hardness, &c.”’ i. e. ¢ through,or on
account of thy hard and impenitent heart;’ see Eph. 1: 5, 7.
3: 3, &c. The word rendered {0 ¢reasure, is used not only in
reference to the hoarding up of things which are considered
valuable, but also in the sense of accumulating or increasing
ones stock of any thing good or bad; sce Amos 3:10. ¢ Treqa-
surest up unto thyself wrath against the day of wrath;’” lite-
rally in the day, i. e. upon the day; ¢wrath on that day of

9
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wrath;’ see v. 16. The abuse of God’s mercies will cause an
accumulation of the grounds of punishment on the day of
judgment. This day is often called ¢ke day of wrath; the day
of vengeance, because then shall the wrath of God be most con-
spicuously displayed. « That day is a day of wrath, a day of
trouble and distress, a day of wasteness and desolation, a day of
darkness and gloominess, a day of clouds and thick darkness,”
Zeph. 1: 15.

Instead of the reading, “and of the revelation of the righteous
judgment of God,” many MSS., several of the ancient versions
and fathers, insert the conjunction, and read, ¢on the day of
wrath, and of the revelation, and of the righteous judgment of
God.” This method is adopted by Mill, Wetstein, Knapp, &c.
Lachmann gives the common reading. If the former method
be preferred, ‘the day of revelation’ would of course mean ‘the
day of the revelation of Jesus Christ,” who is to come to judge
the world in righteousness. This is the day on which God's
displeasure against all “ungodliness and unrighteousness,” by
whomsoever committed, shall be most signally displayed; and
when God’s righteous judgment, and the fact that it is righteous,
shall be most clearly revealed. These verses, therefore, con-
tain a third important principle laid down by the apostle. The
goodness of God can never secure impunity to sinners; and its
abuse will be sure to aggravate their guilt and punishment.

(6) Who will render to every man according to his deeds.
In this and the following verses, to the 11th, the important truth
is taught, that the ground of the judgment of God is the works
of men, not their relations or professions. Stress must be laid
upon both members of the verse; God will render to every one,
Jew as well as Gentile, according o Ais works, in opposition
to any other ground of judgment.

(7) To them, who, by patient continugnce in well doing,
seek for glory and honour and immeortality, eternal life.
The principle which is stated generally in the preceding verse,
is applied to the two great classes of men in this and the one
following, ¢God will render to every man according to his
deeds; to the good he will render life; to the wicked tribula-
tion and anguish.” This verse contains the description of the
character and reward of the righteous. They are those whose
affections and objects of pursuit are in heaven, “ who seek glory
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and honour and immortality;”” and who seek these things ¢ by
well doing,’ by the persevering performance of all duty. To
such, God will render eternal life. It is not to the Jew as Jew,
nor to the Gentile as Gentile, any more than it is to the Catholic,
the Episcopalian, or the Presbyterian, as such, but to the, good
as good, whether belonging to one class or the other, that eter-
nal life is to be awarded.

The word rendered patient continuance, means often pa-
tience under afflictions, and also constancy, perseverance.
Luke 8: 15, “who bring forth fruit with constancy;’* see 1 Thess.
1: 3, the phrase “constancy of hope,’”” for perseverance in
hope; so in this verse ¢ constancy of good works,”” means con-
stancy in the performance of good works; which isthe meaning
which our translation so well expresses. Glory, honour and
immortality, . e. a glorious and honourable immortality, though
the idea is much more forcibly expressed by the words as they
stand in our version.

(8) But unto them that are contentious, and do not obey
the truth, but obey unrighteousness,indignation and wrath.
Here the apostle descpibes the character and reward of the
wicked. They are contentious and disobedient; and their
recompense is indignation and wrath. The sense of this verse
is perfectly plain, although the construction in the original is
not quite regular. The sentence, as connected with the pre-
ceding, would naturally be constructed thus, ¢ but to the conten-
tious (God wjll render) indignation and wrath.” As it stands,
it must be translated, ¢ to the contentious, indignation and wrath
shall be rendered;’ which mode of construction is continued
through the following verse. The phrase rendered those who
are contentious, literally is those who are of contention; as
¢ those who are of faith,” for believers; ¢those who are of ecir-
cumcision,’ for the circumcised, Acts 10: 45. Gal. 3: 7. Tit. 2:
8; see Phil. 1: 16, 17. The word for contention, and the
corresponding verb, are used frequently in reference specially
to contending with any one in the sense of resisting his authority.
1 Sam. 12: 14, 15, “ and not rebel (Greek contend) against the
commandment of the Lord;” Deut. 21: 20, “ this our.son is
stubborn and rebellious (contentious), he will not obey our
voice.”” So, in this case, the contentious are the rebellious,
those who do not obey God or the truth.  The truth, i. e. true
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religion, the true standard of moral and religious duty; see ch.
1: 18. But obey unrighteousness. Instead of obeying truth
and holiness, they yield obedience to sin, unrighteousness being
obviously taken in a wide sense for all that is morally wrong.
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(10) But glory, honour and peace to every man that
worketh good, to the Jew first, and also to the Gentile. This
verse is just the converse of the preceding. These verses state
that, with regard to all men, the judgment of God is determined
by their works. This is the ground of decision with respect
to all, because God is perfectly impartial.

(11) For there is no respect of persons with God. The
word rendered respect of persons, and its cognates, Acts 10:
34. James 2: 9, are peculiar to the Hellenistic or Jewish Greek.
They are derived from the phrase frequently occurring in the
Old Testament, fo accept the fuce (i. e. the person), in the sense
of showing favour. This phrase is often used in a good sense.
Gen. 19: 21, « See I have accepted thee,” (i. e. thy face), Job.
42: 8. So ‘accepted or lifted up of face,” means one honoured
or favoured, 2 Kings 5: 1. Is. 3: 3, &. Most frequently, and
especially when spoken of judges, it is used in a bad sense.
Levit. 19: 15, ¢ Thou shalt not accept the person of the poor,”
Prov. 24: 23, &c. So in the New Testament, uniformly in the
sense of improper partiality, Eph. 6: 9. Col. 3: 25. James 2: 1.
This verse then contains the sentiment which is at the founda-
tion of the declaration of the preceding verses. The Jews and
Gentiles shall be treated on precisely the same principles, be-
cause God is perfectly impartial. There is no respect of per-
sons with him.

(12) For as many as have sinned without law, shall perish
without law; and as many as have sinned in the law, shall
be judged by the law. In the preceding verse it was stated
that God is impartial and just in all his judgments. This is
confirmed, not only hy the previous statement that he would
judge every man according to his works, but also by the exhi-
bition of the important principle announced in this verse. Men
are to be judged by the light they have severally enjoyed. The
ground of judgment is their works, the standard of judgment
their knowledge. s many as have sinned without law, that
is, as appears from the context, without a special revclation of
the divine will; see 1 Cor. 9: 21. The luw, as used by the
apostle, as will be seen hereafter, means the rule of duty, the
will of God as revealed for our obedience; commonly, how-
ever, with special reference to the revelation made in the scrip-
tures. This is evidently the case here. Shall perish without
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law, that is, shall be punished by a different standard, to wit,
by that against which they have sinned. The word rendered
perish, from its opposition to that used in the latter part of the
verse, expresses the idea, ¢ being condemned, shall be punished.’
As many as have sinned in the law. In the law,i. e. subject
to the law, as to be in the flesh, ch. 7: 5. 8: 8, &e., i3 to be
subject to the flesh; to be in sin is to be under its control; see
ch. 3: 19, ¢ What the law says, it says to those who are under
the law,” literally, those in the law, as here. The meaning,
therefore, obviously is, ¢ Those who are under a special revela-
tion of the will of God, and have sinned, &c. &c., shall be
Judged by the law.” Judged, i.e. condemned, as the word often
means (see the Lexicons), and as the context here requires. By
the law, i. e. by means of the law, by it as the rule or stand-
ard; see the same preposition so used, James 2: 12. 2 Cor. 8:8.
Paul no more asserts in this passage that all who have no reve-
lation shall perish, than he does that all who have a revelation
shall be condemned. He is not speaking of the actual destiny
of either class, but of the rule by which men are to be judged.

(18) For not the hearers of the law are just before God,
but the doers of the law shall be justified. The reason is
here assigned for the declaration contained in the last clause of
the preceding verse, ¢ Those who are under the law shall be
judged by it, or punished according to it, for it is not the mere
possession of the law, but obedience to it, which is of avail
before God.” The hearers of the law, because readers, before
the multiplication of books by the press, were comparatively
few. Hence, it was by hearing, rather than by reading, that
knowledge was obtained. Thus Polybius says, that his history
was suited to one class of Aearers only (Hist. p. 752). And
Josephus (Ant. 1: 26) says, we are the hearers of the laws
which he gave us; (see Krebs on this verse). The phrase to be
Just before God, i. e. in his sight or estimation, serves to ex-
plain the other equivalent term at the end of the verse, shall be
Justified. Both are evidently forensic expressions, and mean,
shall be regarded and treated as just or righteous in the sight of
God. The apostle has evident reference to the opinion of the
Jews, that being a Jew was enough to secure admission into
heaven. When Paul says the doers of the law shall be justified,
he is of course not to be understood as teaching, contrary to his
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own repeated declarations and arguments, that men are actually
to be justified by obedience to the law. This is the very thing
which he is labouring to prove impossible. The context ren-
ders his meaning plain. He is speaking not of the method of
justification available for sinners, but of the principles on which
all who are out of Christ are to be judged. They shall be
judged impartially, according to their works, and agreeably to
their knowledge of duty. On these principles no flesh living
can be justified in the sight of God. The only way, as he
afterwards teaches, to escape their -application, is to confide in
Christ, in virtue of whose death, God can be just and yet justify
the ungodly who believe in him.

Though this verse, with the 14th and 15th, form a parenthesis,
as is evident from the 16th, which requires to be immediately
connected with the 12th, yet they are intimately related to
what immediately precedes. The 13th is the ground of what
is asserted in the last clause of the 12th, viz. that those who
have sinned under a law shall be condemned by it; and vs. 14,
15, are the ground of the assertion, that those who have sinned
without a revelation, shall yet be punished, bgcause, though
they have no law, they are a law unto themselves.

(14) For when the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by
nature the things of the law, &c. The word for does not
indicate the connexion between this and the preceding, but
between this and the first clause of the 12th, as just stated.
¢ The Gentiles are not excusable, although not amenable to the
written law revealed to the Jews, since they have a law written
upon their hearts, by which they shall be judged, and according
to which they shall be punished.” In support of this assertion,
the apostle appeals first to the moral acts of the heathen, as
evincing a moral sense; and secondly, v. 15, to the operations
of their conscience. Do by nature the things of the law. To
do the things of the law, is to do what the law prescribes.
When they practise any of the virtues, or perform any moral
acts, these acts are the evidence of a moral sense; they show
that the Gentiles have a rule of right and wrong, and a feeling
of obligation, or, in other words, that they are a law unto them-
selves. The absence of all moral acts in the lower animals,
shows that they have no law or sense of moral obligation. But
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men, no matter how diversified may be their circumstances, all
evince that they are under a moral law.

There is another interpretation of the phrase fo do the things
of the law, according to which, it means Zo perform the office
of the law, to prescribe what is right and forbid what is wrong.
The sense of the whole verse would then be, ¢ Since the Gen-
tiles, though destitute of a revelation, perform the office of a
law, by commanding and forbidding things as right and wrong,
they are thus a law unto themselves.”* But this interpretation
attributes an unusual, though not unauthorized sense to the phrase
in question; and is not so agreeable to the context. ¢To do the
things of the law’ is to be ¢ doers of the law,” in the sense of
the preceding verse.

Paul says, the heathen “ do by nature the things of the law.”
The word rendered nature, often signifies the natural constitu-
tion, innate tendency or disposition. Thus Xenophon (Cyrop.
Lib. 2. p. 42) says, ¢ all animals are taught by nature to defend
themselves.” Jamblichus (IV. 7) speaks of ¢ Demons or Deities,
by nature wicked.” Plutarch says (in Dionys. p. 176) he was
¢ by nature swift to anger.” Josephus (Ant. 7. 1) says of David,
¢ he was by nature just and pious,” &c. See Wetstein on Eph.
2: 3, and Le Clerc, Ars Critica, P. II. sect. 1, ch. vii.; compare
Gal. 4: 8, Eph. 2: 3, &c. This expression is common in all
languages, and is used, as in this case by the apostle, to refer
us to a source of acts independent of external causes and influ-
ences. When it is said that an animal is cruel by nature, it is
meant that its cruelty is to be accounted for by its natural con-
stitution, and not by imitation or example. When, therefore,
the Gentiles are said ¢ to do by nature the things of the law,’
it is meant that they have not been taught by others. It is
neither by instruction nor example, but by their own innate
sense of right and wrong, that they are directed. Having this
natural sense of right and wrong, though destitute of a law ex-
ternally revealed, they are a law unto themselves.

(15) Who show the work of the law written on their
hearts,&c. The relative pronouns, when used in this way at
the beginning of a clause, are often intended to introduce a rea-
son for a preceding declaration. So here, the Gentiles are a

¢ Honesta jubeant, turpia prohibeant.—Bxza.
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law unto themselves, decause they show the work of the law,
&c.; see ch. 1: 25. 2 Cor. 8: 10, &c. The expression work of
the law, may either mean ¢ the effect of the law,’ viz. a know-
ledge of duty; or it may be a mere paraphrase for the law itself.
The former view is adopted by Grotius, who explains it as
¢ that which the law effects in the Jews, that is, a knowledge of
right and wrong.” Reference is made to similar expressions,
as in Aristotle (Rhet. 1, 15, 6), ¢ to do the work of the law,’ is
to perform its office; see 2 Tim. 4: 5. It may, however, be un-
derstood as the law itself, as in Eph. 4: 12, ¢ work of the min-
istry”> may be the ministry itself; and 1 Thess. 1: 8, “ work of
faith,” faith itself; though in neither of these cases is the word
work strictly redundant. Paul says the Gentiles show that this
law is written on their hearts by their actions, as stated in the
previous verse.

There is another source of proof as to the existence of this
internal law, their conscience also bearing witness, and their
thoughts the mean while accusing, or else excusing one ano-
ther. The former of these clauses may mean either ¢ their con-
science bearing witness to this law written in their hearts, i. e.
assenting to it, and confirming it;’ or, what is better suited to
the force of the word, ¢their conscience bears the same testi-
mony with their acts; it joins to prove that they are a law unto
themselves.” Conscience is then obviously put for its exer-
cises, Paul appeals both to the conduct and inward experience
of the Gentiles in proof of his position, that they are not des-
titute of a rule of duty.

The other clause of this verse is very variously explained.
The word rendered in the mean while, is sometimes an adverb,
and sometimes a preposition. Our translators take it here as
the former. The sense then is, ¢ Their conscience, and tken
their thoughts or moral judgments of approval or disapproval;’
or ¢ their conscience bears witness, and kereafter their thoughts
(principles) shall approve or condemn them.” But the word is
8o intimately connected with the genitive which follows, that
it seems much more natural to take it as a preposition; as in
Matt. 18: 15, ¢ Tell him his fault between thee and him alone.”’
Acts 15: 9, “ And put no difference between us and them,”
&c. ¢Their thoughts between themselves, accusing or ex-
cusing;’ that is, ¢ their moral judgments alternately approving

10
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or condemning.’* This clause may be considered as merely an
amplification of the previous one, so that the testimony of con-
science is made to consist in these approving and disapproving
judgments; or it may be considered as co-ordinate with it, and
as containing another proof of the apostle’s general position,
that the Gentiles are a law unto themselves. There are, then,
three arguments presented in favour of this position, the moral
‘conduct of the heathen, their general moral sense, and these
special acts of self-approbation and self-accusing. The use of
the word ¢nd, between the second and third clauses, is rather
in favour of this latter view. Many interesting passages are
quoted on this verse from the ancient writers, by Wetstein and
Grotius, strikingly illustrating the statement of the apostle, and
showing how fully the heathen were conscious that they had
the law of God written upon their hearts.

(16) In the day that God shall judge the secrets of men,
by Jesus Christ, according to my gospel. Calvin places only
a comma at the close of the preceding verse, and connects this
with it, ¢Their thoughts accusing or acquitting them on that
day, in which God shall judge,’ &e. Not, as he remarks, that
conscience is then first to assume its office, but it will then be
confirmed, &c. But this mode of connecting the passage seems
inconsistent with the design of the 14th and 15th verses. They
have not so much reference to the future judgment, as to the
establishment of the point that the Gentiles have a law written
on their hearts. Bengel connects this verse with the beginning
of the 15th, ¢ Which show, in that day, that they have a law.’
But it is evident that this construction is forced, as too much
intervenes between the verb show and this clause; and Paul
would most probably have used the future form, and said, ‘They
shall show hereafter, in that day,’ &c. There seems no suffi-
cient reason to depart from the common mode of explanation.
Verses 13, 14, 15, although intimately related to the 12th, are
yet evidently a parenthesis. Paul had said that those who had
no law should be punished without reference to the written law,
and that those who were subject to such a law should be judged
by it, v. 12. He now adds, v. 16, that this is to be done on the
last day, the day when God shall judge the secrcts of men, &ec.

* Cogitationibus inter se accusantibus, aut etiam cxcusantibus.—Carvix. Und
die Gedanken die sich unter einander anklagen oder entschuldigen.~LuTuzz.
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The secrets of men,not their works of parade, done to be seen
and admired, but those hidden deeds of heart and life, which
form the true criterion of character. Thus simply does he de-
scribe the great day, the day of judgment.. This judgment
shall be conducted by Jesus Christ, agreeably to our Saviour’s
own declaration, “ The Father judgeth no man, but hath com-
. mitted all judgment unto the Son;” see Acts 17: 31. The
fact that there is to be such a day of trial, and that Jesus Christ
is to be the judge, is part of the revelation contained in the
gospel. Paul therefore adds, according to my gospel, which
of course cannot mean that all men are to be judged by the gos-
pel, whether they have heard it or not. This would be in di-
rect contradiction to the principle which he had just been esta-
blishing, that men are to be judged by the light they severally
possess. The meaning is, obviously, that the fact of a final and
righteous judgment, is part of the revelation of the gospel.

Such then are the principles on which Paul assures us that
all men are to be judged. They commend themselves irresisti-
bly to every man’s conscience as soon as they are announced,
and yet every false hope of heaven is founded on their denial
or neglect. It may be proper to repeat them, that it may be
seen how obviously the hopes of the Jews, to which Paul, from
v. 17 onward, applies them, are at variance with them. 1. He
who condemns in others what he does himself, ipso facto con-
demns himself. 2. God’s judgments are according to the real
character of men. 3. The goodness of God, being designed to
lead us to repentance, is no proof that he will not punish sin.
The perversion of that goodness will increase our guilt, and
aggravate our condemnation. 4. God will judge every man
according to his works, not according to his professions, his
ecclesiastical connexions or relations. 5. Men shall be judged
by the knowledge of duty which they severally possess. God
is therefore perfectly impartial. These are the principles on
which men are to be tried, in the last day, by Jesus Christ, and
those who expect to be dealt with on any other plan, will be
dreadfully disappointed.

Doctrines.

1. The leading doctrine of this section is, that Ged is just.
His judgments .are infinitely removed ahove all those dis-
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turbing causes of ignorance and partiality, by which the deci-
sions of men are perverted, vs. 1, 16.

2. The refuge which men are always disposed to seek in
their supposed advantages of ecclesiastical connexion, as belong-
ing to the true church, &c. &c., is a vain refuge. God deals
with men according to their real character, vs. 2, 3.

3. The goodness of God has both the design and tendency
to lead men to repentance. If it fails, the fault must be their
own, v. 4.

4. It is a great abuse of the divine goodness and forbearance
to derive encouragement from them to continue in sin. Such
conduct will certainly aggravate our condemnation, vs. 3—35.

5. None but the truly good, no matter what the professions,
connexions or expectations of others may be, will be saved;
and none but the truly wicked, whether Gentile or Jew, Chris-
tian or heathen will be lost, vs. 6—10. .

6. The goodness, which the scriptures approve, consists, in a
great degree, in the pursuit of heavenly things; it is a seeking
after glory, honour and immortality, by a persevering continu-

. ance in well-doing. It is the pursuit of the true end of our
being, by the proper means, v. 7.

7. The responsibility of men being very different in this
world, their rewards and punishment will, in all probability, be
very different in the next. Those who knew not their Lord’s
will shall be beaten with few stripes. And those who are faithful
in the use of ten talents shall be made rulers over ten cities,
vs. 9, 10.

8. The heathen are not to be judged by a revelation of which
they never heard. Butas they enjoy a revelation of the divine
character in the works of creation, ch. 1: 19,20, and of the rule
of duty in their own hearts, vs, 14, 15, they are inexcusable.
They can no more abide the test by which they are to be tried,
than we can stand the application of the severer rule by which
we are to be judged. Both classes, therefore, need a Saviour,
v. 12,

9. The moral sense is an original part of our constitution,
and not the result of education, v. 14.

10. Jesus Christ, who is to sit in judgment upon the secrets
of all men, must be possessed of infinite knowledge, and there-
fore be diyine, v. 16.
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Remarks.

1. The deceitfulness of the human heart is strikingly ex-
hibited in the different judgments which men pass upon them-
selves and others; condemning in others what they excuse in
themselves. And it not unfrequently happens that the most
censorious are the most criminal, vs. 1, 3,

2. How does the goodness of God affect us? If it does not
lead us to repentance, it will harden our hearts and aggravate
our condemnation, vs. 4, 5.

8. Genuine repentance is produced by discoveries of God’s
mercy, legal repentance by fear of his justice, v. 4.

4. Any doctrine which tends to produce security in sin, must
be false. The proper effect of the enjoyment of peculiar
advantages is to increase our sense of responsibility, and our
gratitude to God, and not to make us suppose that we are his
special favourites. God is no respecter of persons, vs. 3—10.

5. How vain the hopes of future blessedness, indulged by the
immoral, founded upon the expectation either that God will not
deal with them according to their works, or that the secrets of
their hearts will not be discovered! vs. 6—10, 16.

6. If God is a just God, his wrath is not to be escaped by
evasions, but in the way of his own appointment. If we have
no righteousness of our own, we must seek that of the Saviour,
vs. 1—16.

7. He who died for the sins of men is to sit in judgment
upon sinners. How dreadful for those who reject his atone-
ment! How delightful for those who confide in his merit!
v. 16.

CHAP. 2: 17—29.

v Analysis.

TH1s section consists properly of two parts. The first, vs.
17—24, contains an application of the principles, laid down in
the former section, to the case of the Jews. The second, vs.
25—29, is an exhibition of the nature and design of circum-
cision. The principal grounds of dependence on the part of
the Jews, were, 1. Their covenant relation to God. 2. Their
superior advantages as to divine knowledge. 3. Their circum-
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cision. Now if it is true that God will judge every man, Jew
or Gentile, according to his works, and by the law which he
has enjoyed, what will it avail any to say, We are Jews, we
have the law, v. 17; we have superior knowledge, v. 18; we
can act as guides and instructors to others, v. 19? This may all
be very true, but are you less a thief, merely because you
condemn stealing? less an adulterer, because you condemn
adultery ? or less a blasphemer, because you abhor sacrilege?
vs. 21, 22. This superior knowledge, instead of extenuating,
only aggravates your guilt. While boasting of your advantages,
you, by your sins, bring a reproach on God, vs. 23, 24. Ac-
cording to the first principles of justice, therefore, your con-
demnation will be no less certain, and far more severe than that
of the Gentiles. As to circumecision, to which the Jews attached
so much importance, the apostle shows that it could avail
nothing, except on condition of obedience to the law or covenant
to which it belonged, v. 25. If the law be broken, circumcision
is worthless, v. 25, latter clause. On the other hand, if the
law is obeyed, the want of circumcision will not prevent a
blessing, v. 26. More than this, if those less favourably situated
than the Jews, are found obedient, they will rise up in judgment
against the disobedient, though favoured, people of God, v. 27.
All this proves that an external rite can, in itself, have no saving
power; because God is a Spirit, and requires and regards
spiritual obedience alone. This principle is stated, first nega-
tively, he is not a Jew who is such in profession merely, v. 29,
and then affirmatively, he is a Jew who is one inwardly, v. 29.

Commentary.

(17) Rehold* thou art a Jew, and restest in the law, and
makest thy boast of God. The main ground of confidence in

* Instead of the common reading i¢3, the MSS. D. G. 1, 8, 10, 14, 31, and seve-
ral others, read s/ 64, This reading has the support of the Syriac, Coptic, Ethi-
opic and Vulgate versions, and of several of the Greek and Latin fathers. It is the
more difficult reading of the two. It is adopted by Bengel, Griesbach, Knapp and
Lachmann. According to this reading, the construction of the whole passage is
irregular. This verse would be the protasis of a sentence, to which no apodosis
follows. See v. 12 of ch. 5. 2 Peter 2: 4. ¢ But if thou art a Jew, thou shouldst
act accordingly;’ or ¢If a Jew, dost thou steal, &c. &c.’ The 21st verse is, as to
the sense, though not grammatically, the apodosis. See Wiser’s Grammatik,
p. 442,
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the Jew was, that he was one of the covenant people of God.
" To this, therefore, Paul first refers. Thou art called a Jew,
i. e. one of the people of God. The word Jew is evidently
taken here in its religious, rather than its civil or national sense;
it expresses the relation of the people to God rather than to
other nations. A Jew, therefore, in opposition to a Gentile,
was a member of the true church, a child of Abraham, &c. In
this sense the word occurs again in vs. 28, 29. Rev. 2: 9,1
know the blasphemy of those who say they are Jews, and are
not.”” It is by many supposed that reference is here intended
to the etymology of the name Judah and Jew, which is under-
stood as meaning a praiser of God. So Philo (De Allegoriis, I.
p. 55) says, ¢Judah means one who confesses or praises;’ and (De
Plantatione, p. 233) he says, ¢ He is called Judah, which, inter-
preted, is confession to God;’ see Grotius. There is probably
no allusion to the mere etymological signification of the name.

Restest in the law, i. e. reclinest upon it as a ground of con-
fidence. The same word occurs it the Septuagint version of the
strikingly analogous passage in Micah 3: 11, « The heads there-
of judge for reward, and the priests thereof teach for hire, the
prophets thereof divine for money; yet will they lean upon the
Lord, and say, Is not the Lord amongus? None evil can come
upon us.”” This is precisely the spirit which Paul reproves, a
reliance on external advantages, connected with security in sin.
The law here means the whole civil and religious polity of the
Jews; the Mosaic system, the possession of which made such a
distinction between them and other nations, and conferred upon
them such exalted privileges.

And makest thy boast of God. The words which are thus
correctly rendered here, occur in a very different sense in ch.
5: 11, where they are translated we joy in God. The word
rendered fo boast, is expressive of self-gratulation, with or
without sufficient reason. It is therefore often used for vain
boasting. Its meaning here is obvious. The Jews considered
that they had reason for self-gratulation and exaltation in their
peculiar relation to God. Their hoast and confidence was that
he was their God, and that they were his people.

(18) And knowest his will, and approvest the things which
are most excellent,&c. The second ground of confidence was
their superior knowledge. The Jews not only supposed them-
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selves to stand in a more favourable relation to God than the
Gentiles, but they regarded themselves as personally greatly
their superiors; having better knowledge of divine things, &e.
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1t also signifies a just representation, and then a rule. The idea
is, ¢ they have in the law a perfect representation of what
truth and duty are,’ or ¢ a perfect rule of moral truth.”* The
words “ knowledge and truth,” by a common figure, may mean
true knowledge; or be equivalent with Anowledge of the
truth.

(21,22) Thou therefore whick teachest another, teachest
thou not thyself? thou that preachest a man should not steal,
dost thou steal? &c. For the connexion of this verse with
the 17th, see the note on that passage. We have here the ap-
plication of the above reasoning to the hopes of the Jews. If
men are to be judged according to their works, those who do
wickedly, who steal, commit adultery and sacrilege, no matter
whether they are called Jews, and make their boast in God, and
are instructed out of the law, or not, will assuredly be con-
demned. It is evident that the crimes of theft, adultery and
sacrilege are here specified, not as crimes which all the Jews
committed, but as examples merely. ¢If you, though Jews, do
what you condemn in others, you will not escape the righteous
judgment of God. So far from this, your superior advantages
will increase the weight of your condemnation.” Paul intended
forcibly to assert that the Jews were guilty of these and other
crimes, and it matters little whether the interrogative or affirma-
tive form of address be adopted; i. e. whether we read ¢ Dost
thou steal ?’ or ¢ Thou dost steal, dost commit adultery, &e.” It
is a mere matter of punctuation. The interrogation gives the
assertion rather more point. It has been questioned whether
the apostle, in charging the Jews with sacrilege, had reference
to the specific crime of temple-robbery, or more generally to
the wicked and profane abuse and perversion of sacred things.
Most probably to the latter, because there is no historical evi-
dence of temple-robbery having been committed by them; and
because the prophets represent the withholding from God his
due, and the appropriation of sacred things to a common use,
as a robbery of God. Malachi 3: 8, “ Will a manrob God?
Yet ye have robbed me. But ye say, Wherein have we robbed
thee? In tithes and offerings.”” While the Jews, therefore,

* Cicero often uses the phrases forma honests, boni, veri; and artibus infor-
mare actatem. See Grotius on this verse.
11
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abhorred idols, which was one form of showing contempt for
God, they evinced, without compunction, their want of rever-
ence for the divine Being, in ways scarcely less offensive. That
this abhorrence of idolatry was characteristic of the Jews after
the captivity, is one of the most familiar facts in their history;
and it is as great now as at any former period. Tholuck cites,
as a striking illustration of their zeal on this subject, the fact
that when Pilate was about to introduce into Jerusalem the
likeness of the Emperor on the standards of the soldiers, they
hastened in crowds to meet him at Cesarea, and to remonstrate
with him on the subject. For several days they received no
answer. When Pilate himself appeared, he threatened them
with death, if they did not withdraw. But they threw them-
selves on the ground, and cried they would rather all perish
than allow the images to enter the city; Josephus, Antiq. L. 18.
ch. 3, and De Bell. Jud. L. 2. ch. 9. Yet these same people,
who were thus fearful of the semblance of idolatry, could rob
God by perverting to their own use, what belonged to the tem-
ple; and by offering the torn and the lame and the sick in sacri-
fice, Mal. 1: 13.

(28, 24) Thou that makest thy boast of the law, through
breaking the law, dishonourest thou God? &c. Another
striking instance of their not acting agreeably to their advan-
tages, while making a boast of the law, and of their peculiar
relation to God, as their God, and theirs only; instead of acting
worthily of this relation, they so acted, that the name of God
was every day blasphemed; that is, the Gentiles were con-
stantly led to speak and think evil of a God, whose worship-
pers were so wicked as the Jews. This assertion he confirms
by the declarations of their own prophets; see Ezek. 36: 20, 23.

(25) For circumcision verily profiteth if thou keep the law,
&ec. It had obviously been implied in the previous reasoning
of the apostle, that the Jews, being chargeable with the sins
Jjust mentioned, could not escape the righteous judgment of
God; for circumcision is of no account, unless the law be
obeyed; if that is broken, circumcision is uncircumcision. The
connexion between this and the preceding verses is thus obvious.
The design of this passage, vs. 25—29, therefore, is to show that
circumcision afforded no security to the Jews. This rite was
regarded by the Hebrews, and is considered by the apostle under
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two different aspects. First, as an opus operatum, as a rite
possessed of inherent efficacy or merit of its own; and, secondly,
as a sign or seal of God’s covenant. In the former view, Paul
here, as well as elsewhere, (see Gal. 6: 15) says, “circumcision is
nothing, and uncircumcision is nothing.”> In the latter, it had its
legitimate and important value. As a seal it was attached, in
the first place, to the national covenant between God and the
Jews. It was a sign of the existence of that covenant, and a
pledge, on the part of God, that he would fulfil its promises. If
any Jew fulfilled his part of that covenant, and in that sense
kept the law, his circumcision would profit him; it would se-
cure to him all the blessings of Judaism. But it was also, in
the second place, attached to the spiritual covenant made with
Abraham. “It was a seal of the righteousness of faith,” i. e. was
designed as an assurance that he was regarded as righteous on
account of his faith, and that he should be treated accordingly.
To all those Jews who had the faith of Abraham, and thus kept
the covenant, or law of justification, established with him, cir-
cumcision was in like manner profitable. It was the visible
sign and ‘pledge of the divine favour. On the other hand, if
either the national or spiritual covenant was broken, circum-
cision was of no more use than the seal of a contract after all its
binding parts had been obliterated. In other words, the validity
of a covenant or contract depends on the performance of its
conditions, not on the mere possession of its seal. Paul, there-
fore, tells the Jews that there was no inherent efficacy in
circumcision, that it could avail them nothing unless they
obeyed the law; if they were transgressors of the law, as he
had just declared them to be, their circumcision was made un-
circumcision. That is, it would do them no good; and though
of the number of the people of God, they should be treated as
though they were not.

(26) Therefore if the uncircumcision keep the righteous-
ness of the law, shall not his uncircumcision be counted for
circumcision ? In order to present the nature of thisrite in its
true light, he reverses the statement of the previous verse.
Circumcision cannot profit any one if the law is broken; and
the want of it cannot invalidate the promise, if the law is kept.
In other words, circumecision is nothing, and uncircumeision is
nothing, but keeping the commandments of God. The rite,
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in itself considered, is of no avail. If a man should faithfully
perform all the conditions of a contract, the absence of the seal
would not, in the judgment of equity, invalidate his claim, any
more than the possession of the seal, while the conditions re-

(27) And shall not uncircumcision, which is by nature,
Judge thee, &e. Calvin and others make this verse part of the
interrogation commenced in the preceding, and not a distinct
question by itself. Either mode of interpretation is possible.
As pointed and understood by our translators, this verse ex-
presses more than the preceding one. The obedient Gentile
would not only be accepted, although uncircumcised, but he
would rise up and condemn the more favoured Jew. Whick
is by nature, i. e. which is natural. The interpretation which
Grotius, who is followed by Koppe, gives of this clause, it ob-
viously cannot bear. He' connects the words by nature with
the following clause, thus, if it fulfil by nature (i. e. by reason
and the moral sense) the law, &c.> But the position of the
words renders this interpretation impossible, if any regard is
paid to the grammatical structure of the sentence. Judge thee,
i. e. condemn thee, as this word is often used, see v. 1. Ren-
der thy condemnation and its justice more conspicuous. As
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the men of Nineveh and the Queen of the south are to rise in
judgment against the neglecters of Christ and his gospel and
condemn them, Matt. 12: 41, 42. The Jew is here described
a8 one ‘who by the letter and circumcision transgresses the
law.” The word for letter means not only an alphabetie cha-
racter, but also any thing written; John 5: 7, « If they believe
not his writings;”’ 2 Tim. 3: 15, ¢ Thou hast known the sacred
scriptures.” It means here the written law, see v. 29, and ch.
7: 6, “ Not according to the oldness of the letter,”” i. e. the old
written law; 2 Cor. 3: 6, “ Hath made us ministers, not of the
letter, but of the spirit,’’ that is, ¢ not of the written law, but
of the spiritual dispensation.” The preposition rendered here
by, « By the letter and circumcision,”” may often be rendered
with, and should be so translated here; ¢ Who with the letter
and circumcision,’ that is, ¢ who, although possessed of the let-
ter, i. e. the written law, and circumcision, art a transgressor of
the law;’ see ch. 4: 11. Heb. 9: 14, ¢ Who itk an eternal Spi-
rit, i. e. being possessed of an eternal Spirit, offered himself
unto God;’ 1 Cor. 14: 9. 2 Cor. 2: 4, “ With many tears.”
The preposition in question, therefore, is often used to indicate
the state, condition or circumstances in which any person or
thing is placed, as 2 Cor. 3: 11, ¢ was with glory,’ i. e. glorious,
and 2 Cor. 6: 7, 8; see Wahl, p. 274. The words “letter and
circumecision” might, by a common figure, be taken to mean
literal circumcision; but this is, in the first place, unnecessary,
and, in the second, not so well suited to the context, as nothing
is said here of a spiritual circumcision, and as the law is too
prominent a point in the advantages of the Jews to allow of
the term which expresses it here, to be merged in a mere epi-
thet.

(28, 29) For he is not a Jew whick is one outwardly, nei-
ther is that circumcision which is outward in the flesh, &c.
These verses assign the reason why the external rite of circum-
cision can avail so little. God regards the heart, and not the
external circumstances of men. This sentiment is expressed,
first negatively, v. 28, and then affirmatively, v. 29. The word
Jew is here, as in v. 17, to be taken in its religious sense. He
is not a Jew, or a child of God, who is such by profession
only, or in external appearance. Neither is the circumcision
which is outward in the flesh, that on which the scriptures lay
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so0 much stress, as when it is said ¢ I will circumcise your heart,
and the heart of your children, to love the Lord thy God,” Deut.
30: 6. The sign is nothing without the spiritual blessing
which it signifies. But he is @ Jew, which is one inwardly.
He only is really one of the people of God, who is such in
heart; see 1 Peter 3: 4, where the word, which properly means
hidden, secret, is also to be understood in the sense of internal,
inward. JAnd circumcision is that of the heart, in the spi-
rit, and not in the letter, see Deut. 10: 16. The words in
the spirit, not in the letter, are evidently explanatory of the
circumeision of the heart of which the apostle is speaking; but
they may be understood variously. JIn the spirit may mean
spiritual, as relating to the spirit and not to the body, and in
the letter would then mean literal; < Circumecision of the heart
which is spiritual and not literal.” Or in the spirit may be ren-
dered by the Spirit. This gives a better sense, ¢ Circumcision
of the heart which is effected by the Spirit, and not made after
the direction of the written law;’ compare Col. 2: 11. Accord-
ing to this view, the word rendered letfer, retains the meaning
it has in the preceding verses. The general sentiment, how-
ever, is, in either case, the same.

Whose praise is not of men, but of God. The word whose
refers to the Jew just described. His excellence is internal,
seen and acknowledged of God: not such as falls under the ob-
servation of men.*

Doctrines.

1. Membership in the true church, considered as a visible
society, is no security that we shall obtain the favour of God.
The Jews, before the advent, were members of the true and
only church, and yet Paul teaches they were not on that account

* Many declarations might be quoted from Jewish authors to show that some of
them at least were aware of the little value of the mere external rite of circumci-
sion. There is a passage from R. Lipman, in libro Nizzachon, num. 21. p. 19,
which, as Schoettgen remarks, he almost appears to have borrowed from the apostle.
« The Christians mock us by saying, Women, who cannot be circumcised, are not
to be regarded as Jews. But they are ignorant that faith does not depend on cir-
cumcision, but on the heart. Circumcision does not render him a Jew, who does
not truly believe; and he who truly believes is a Jew, althongh he is not circum-
cised.” And in the Talmud (Tract Nidda, fol. 20, 2) it is said, “ The Jew is seat-
ed in the recesses of the heart.” See Scaoerresn’s Horae Hebraicae, p. 500.
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the more acceptable to God. Multitudes of Jewish converts
were members of the apostolic church, and yet, retaining their
former doctrines and spirit, were in the gall of bitterness,
v. 17.

2. Mere knowledge cannot commend us to God. It neither
sanctifies the heart, nor of itself renders men more useful.
When made the ground of confidence, or the fuel of pride and
arrogance, it is perverted and destructive, vs. 18—20.

3. Superior knowledge enhances the guilt of sin, and increases
the certainty, necessity and severity of punishment, without in
itself increasing the power of resistance. Itis, therefore, a great
mistake to make knowledge our sole dependence in promoting
the moral improvement of men, vs. 18—20.

4. The sins of the professing people of God are peculiarly
offensive to him, and injurious to our fellow men, vs. 22—24.

5. Here, as in the former part of the chapter, the leading
idea is, that God is just. He asks not whether a man is a Jew
or a Gentile, a Greek or Barbarian, bond or free, but what is
his character? Does he do good or evil? vs. 17—24.

6. According to the apostle, the true idea of a sacrament is
not that it is a mystic rite, possessed of inherent efficacy, or
conveying grace as a mere opus operatum; but thatit is a seal
and sign, designed to confirm our faith in the validity of the
covenant to which it is attached; and, from its significant cha-
racter, to present and illustrate some great spiritual truth, v. 25.

7. All hopes are vain which are founded on a participation
of the sacraments of the church, even when they are of divine
appointment, as circumcision, baptism, and the Lord’s supper;
much more when they are of human invention, as penance, and
extreme unction, vs. 26, 27.

8. Religiof and religious services, to be acceptable to God,
must be of the heart, mere external homage is of no account,
vs. 28, 29.

Remarks.

1. The sins and refuges of men are alike in all ages. The
Jew expected salvation because he was a Jew, so does the
Catholic because he is a Catholic, the Greek because he is a
Greek, and so of others. Were it ever so certain that the
church to which we belong is the true, apostolic, universal
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church, it remains no less certain that without holiness no man
shall see God, v. 17, &c.

2. Having superior knowledge should make us anxious, first,
to go right ourselves, and then to guide others right. To
preach against evils which we ourselves commit, while it ag-
gravates our guilt, is little likely to do others much good,
v. 18, &e.

3. Christians ghould ever remember that they are the epistles
of Jesus Christ, known and read of all men; that God is hon-
oured by their holy living, and that his name is blasphemed when
they act wickedly, vs. 23, 24.

4. Whenever true religion declines, the disposition to lay
undue stress on external rites is increased. The Jews, when
they lost their spirituality, supposed that circumcision had
power to save them. ¢ Great is the virtue of circumeision,’ they
cried, ‘no circumcised personenters hell.” The Christian church,
when it lost its spirituality, taught that water in baptism
washed away sin. How large a part of nominal Christians rest
all their hopes on the idea of the inherent efficaey of external
rites! v. 25, &e.

5. While it is one dangerous extreme to make rehgnon con-
sist in the observance of external ceremonies, it is another to
undervalue them, when of divine appointment. Paul does not
say that circumcision was useless; he asserts its value. So,
likewise, the Christian sacraments, baptism and the Lord’s
supper, are of the utmost importance, and to neglect or reject
them is a great sin, v. 26, &ec.

6. If the heart be right in the sight of God, it matters little
what judgment men may form of us; and, on the other hand,
the approbation of men is a poor substitute for the favour of
God, v. 29.

CHAPTER III

Contents.
Tars chapter may be divided into three parts. The first
contains a brief statement and refutation of the Jewish objections
to the apostle’s reasoning, vs. 1—8. The second, a confirma-
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tion of his doctrine from the testimony of scripture; and a formal
drawing out and declaration of his conclusion, that ‘by the
works of the law no flesh living can be justified before God,’
vs. 9—20. The third, an exposition of the gospel method of
justification, vs. 21—31.

CHAP. 3: 1—s8.

Analysis.

THE first objection to Paul’s reasoning here presented is, that
according to his doctrine, the Jew has no advantage over the
Gentile, v. 1. The apostle denies the correctness of this in-
ference from what he had said, and admits that the Jews have
great advantages over all other people, v. 2. The second ob-
jection is, that God having promised to be the God of the Jews,
their unfaithfulness, even if admitted, does not release him from
his engagements, or make his promise of no effect, v. 3. Paul,
in answer, admits that the faithfulness of God must not be
called in question, let what will happen, vs. 4, 5; but he shows
that the principle on which the Jews expected exemption from
punishment, viz. because their unrighteousness commended
the righteousness of God, was false. This he proves by showing
first, that, if their principle was correct, God could not punish
any one, Gentile or Jew, vs. 5, 6, 7; and secondly, that it would
lead to this absurdity, that it is right to do evil that good may
come, V. 8.

Commentary.

(1) What advantage then hath the Jew? or what profit is
there of circumcision? The conclusion at which the apostle
had arrived at the close of the preceding chapter was, that
the Jews, as well as Gentiles, are to be judged according to
their works and by their knowledge of the divine will; and
being thus judged, they are exposed to condemnation, notwith-
standing their circumcision, and all other advantages. The
most obvious objection to the mind of a Jew to this conclusion
must have been, that it was inconsistent with the acknowledged
privileges and superiority of his nation. This objection the
apostle here presents. He states the difficulty himself, that he
may have the opportunity of removing it. The word here
rendered advantage, when used as a substantive, properly

12
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means that which is over, the excess, and then pre-eminence,
superiority. This is its meaning here, ¢ what then is the pre-
eminence of the Jew over the Gentile? according to your rea-
soning, there is no such thing;’ compare, on this word, Matt.
5:47.11: 9. Luke 7:26. The second interrogation in this
verse is nearly equivalent with the first; as circumcision may
be taken as the sign of Judaism, ¢ what is the profit of being a
Jew?’ Still as Paul had considered circumcision in the pre-
ceding chapter as a distinct ground of confidence, and as the
Jews attributed to it so much importance, it is probably to be
understood here of the rite itself.

(2) Much every way: chiefly because unto them were com-
mitted the oracles of God. This is the answer to the objection
presented in the first verse. It consists in a denial of the cor-
rectness of the inference from the apostle’s reasoning. It does
not follow, because the Jews are to be judged according to their
works, that there is no advantage in being the peculiar people
of God, having a divine revelation, &ec. &c. Paul, therefore,
freely admits that the advantages of the Jews are great in every
respect. The words rendered chi¢fly, may be variously ex-
plained. They may, by supplying the verb is, be rendered
¢ the principal thing is;’ so Beza, Morus and others; see Luke
15: 22. 19: 47. Acts 25: 2. Or they may be taken, as by our
translators, and rendered chiefly, especially ; see Matt. 6: 33,
2 Peter 1: 20; or what is perhaps more natural, in the first
place; ¢ Their advantages are great, for first &c.” That no enu-
meration follows, with secondly, is no objection to this render-
ing, for Paul often fails to carry out an arrangement with
which he commences; see 1: 8. Unto them were committed.
The construction of this clause, in the original, is one which
frequently occurs in Paul’s epistles; see 1 Cor. 9: 17. Gal. 2:
7. 2 Thess. 2: 4. Titus 1: 3. The oracles of God. The Greek
word for oracles is often used, in a restricted sense, for oracular
or prophetic declarations; but in the Old and New Testament
it occurs frequently in its general sense, for words, any thing
spoken. See Num. 24: 4. Ps. 19: 14, “let the words of my
mouth,”” &c. Hence, in reference to divine communications of
any kind; see Acts 7: 38. Heb. 5: 12, «“The first principles of
the oracles of God,”’ 1 Peter 4: 11. There is, therefore, no
necessity for restricting the word here either to the prophecies
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or promises of God. It is to be understood of all his divine
communications, i. e. of the scriptures.

(3) But what, if some did not believe? Shall their unbe-
lief make the faith of God without effect? This verse is very
difficult. The apostle’s manner of reasoning is often so con-
cise, his transitions so abrupt, and his sentences at times so
elliptical, that cases frequently occur in which his meaning is
doubtful, and the reader has to choose between two or more
possible interpretations. Thus, in the present instance, this
verse may express either the sentiment of the apostle or of an
objector. If the former, it may be variously explained. It
may be a continuation of the answer to the objection contained
in the first verse. ¢The advantages of the Jews are very great,
and even if, as I have proved to be the case, many of them are
unfaithful, this does not invalidate the promises of God, or ren-
der less conspicuous the favours which they have received at
his hand. Of them the Messiah has been born; through them
the true religion is to be spread abroad; and they, as a nation,
shall be ultimately restored, &c.” But this interpretation does
not suit the context, nor the drift of the apostle’s reasoning.
He had not proved that some of them merely were unfaithful,
and were to be cast off; it is not the subject of the rejection of
the Jews so fully discussed in ch. 11, that he has here in hand,
he had proved that they were all liable to condemnation; that
their peculiar advantages could afford them no protection;
that, as to the matter of justification, they and the Gentiles
stood on the same ground. Paul’s object, therefore, is not to
reconcile their rejection as the people of God, with the divine
promises and fidelity; this he does afterwards. It is the sub-
ject of justification of which he is now speaking.

It seems, therefore, more natural to consider this verse as ex-
pressing the sentiment of an ohjector, and that which follows as
the apostle’s answer. The objection is, that Paul’s doctrine of
the exposure of the Jews to condemnation, is inconsistent with
God’s promises. ¢ What if we have been unfaithful, or are as
disobedient and wicked as you would make us appear, does that
invalidate the promises of God? Must he be unfaithful too?
Has he not promised to be our God, and that we should be
his people ? These are promises not suspended on our good
or evil conduct’ In favour of this view, it may be urged,
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that it was obviously one of the great grounds of confidence
of the Jews, that they were the peculiar people of God. Their
great objection to Paul’s applying his general principles of
justice to their case was, that they were not to be dealt with
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the faithfulness of God without effect? By the Jews being un-
faithful, is not intended that they did not preserve the scrip-
tures, which were committed to their care, but that they did
not act agreeably to the relations in which they stood to God,
.were not faithful to their duties or advantages. It includes,
therefore, every thing which the apostle had charged upon
them as the ground of their condemnation. They were un-
faithful to their part of the covenant between God and them-
selves,

(4) God forbid: yea, let God be true, but every man a liar;
as it is written, &e. The objection presented in the preceding’
verse is, that the apostle’s doctrine, as to the condemnation of
the Jews, is inconsistent with the faithfulness of God. ¢Isthe
faith of God without effect ? asks the objector.” ¢ By no means,’
answers the apostle, ¢ such is no fair inference from my doctrine,
let God be true, and every man a liar. - There is no breach of
the promises of God involved in the condemnation of wicked
Jews. Those promises were made not to the natural, but to the
spiritual seed of Abraham, and will all be accomplished to the
letter, and, therefore, are not inconsistent with the condemna-
tion of the unbelieving Jew.” All this, which is stated and
urged at length in ch. 9—11, is included in the strong denial of
‘the apostle that what he had taught was inconsistent with the
divine faithfulness.

God forbid. These words, which occur so often in our ver-
sion, are a most unhappy rendering of the original, which means
simply let it not be, equivalent, therefore, with by no means,
or far from it. It is a mode of expression constantly used to
express a strong denial. The scriptures do not authorize such
a use of the name of God, as this phrase shows to have been
common among the English translators of the bible. 7'rue, as
used in this verse, means faithful, as the context shows, and as
the term elsewhere signifies, John 3: 33, &c.; and liar expresses
the opposite, unfuit/ful. The sentiment is, let God be, i. e.
be seen and acknowledged as faithful, let the consequences be
what they may. ¢This must be true, whatever else is false.’
This disposition to justify God under all circumstances and at
all events, Paul illustrates by the conduct of David, who ac-
knowledged the justice of God in his own condemnation, and
confesses, “ Against thee only have I sinned; that thou mightest
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be justified in thy sayings, and mightest overcome when thou art
judged,” i. e. that thy rectitude, under all circumstances, might
be seen and acknowledged. In this quotation Paul follows the
Septuagint translation of Ps. 51: 4. The Hebrew runs thus,

* Scimus apostolos in recitandis scripturae verbis sacpe esse liberiores: quia
satis habebant si ad rem apposite citarent; quare non tanta illis fuit verborum re-
ligio.—Cavvix. .
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judged according to the same general principles with the Gen-
tiles, he shows at length in the appropriate place, towards the
close of the epistle, ch. 9—11.

(5) But if our unrighteousness commend the righteousness
of God, what shall we say ? Is God unrighteous, who taketh
vengeance? I speak as a man. This is another cavilling
objection of the Jew. ¢Not only is God’s fidelity pledged for
our salvation, but the very fact of our being unrighteous will
only render his righteousness the more conspicuous. And conse-
quently it would be unjust in him to punish us for what glorified
himself.” This passage is somewhat obscure from being pre-’
sented in the interrogative form, and from being the language
of the apostle, though expressing the sentiment of an objector.
It is obvious, however, that the point of the argument is, that
God cannot consistently punish those whose unrighteousness
serves to display his own rectitude. It is easy to perceive that
these objections all suppose the Jew to have felt secure, within
the precincts of God’s covenant with his forefathers. The fidelity
of God rendered certain the bestowing of all promised blessings;
and the unworthiness of the Jews, as it rendered the goodness
and faithfulness of God the more conspicuous, was no reason
why they should be condemned. The words righteousness
and unrighteousness are generic terms, the one including all
moral excellence, and the other just the reverse. What, there-
fore, before and after, is expressed by the more definite terms,
Jaithfulness and unfaithfulness, truth and falsehood, is here
expressed more generally. The word rendered fo commend,
signifies either to recommend, as one person to another, Rom.
16: 1; or to exhibit in a conspicuous manner; see 5: 8, “ God
commendeth his love towards us;”* 2 Cor. 7: 11, “in all things
ye have exhibited yourselves as clear in this matter;” Gal.
2: 18, “I make myself (exhibit myself) as a transgressor.”
This is obviously the meaning of the word in this case. ¢If
our unrighteousness render the righteousness of God con-
spicuous, what shall we say? What inference is to be drawn
from this fact? Are we to infer that Ged is unrighteous who
taketh vengeance? Far from it.” The word for vengeance is that
which, in 1: 18. 2: 5, is rendered wrath, and here is obviously
taken for its effect, i. e. punishment; ¢ who inflicts punish-
ment.” In order to make it evident that he was not expressing
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. his own sentiments in using the language of this verse, Paul
adds, 7 speak as @ man. This phrase, which means, jn general,
¢ as men are accustomed to speak’ (or act), is of frequent occur-
rence, and is variously modified, as to its import by the context.
It means, at times, ¢ in 2 manner adapted to the comprehension
of men,” Rom. 6: 19; as when God is said to speak or act after
the manner of men; or, secondly, ¢ as men generally speak and
act,’ i. e. wickedly, 1 Cor. 3: 3; or, as introducing an ex-
ample or illustration from common life, 1 Cor. 9: 8. Gal. 3: 15;
or, as in this instance, to intimate that the writer is not uttering
his own sentiments, ¢ I speak as others speak,’ ¢ I am using their
language, not my own.” It was the Jew, and not the apostle
who argued, that because our wickedness rendered the goodness
of God the more conspicuous, therefore he could not punish
us. Paul, in answer to this reasoning, and to the question
whether, under such circumstances, God is unrighteous in taking
vengeance, says :

(6) God forbdid, for then how shall God judge the world ?
The apostle denies that there is the least ground for this ob-.
jection, and shows that if it is well founded, God cannot judge
the world at all. By the world is not to be understood any one
class exclusively, but men in general; though the Gentiles may
have been specially intended. It is obvious that all men would
escape punishment, if the principle were once admitted that
God cannot punish any whose wickedness might. be the occa-
sion of magnifying any of his perfections. The Jews were
sufficiently prepared to admit that the Gentiles are liable to
punishment, and therefore must be convinced that a principle
which exempted them from punishment must be false.

The word for judge may be taken either generally, ¢ how can
he exercise the office of a judge over the world;’ or, in the sense
of condemning, ¢ how can he condemn the world.” 7The world
would then mean specially the heathen, as opposed to the Jews,
the nominal people of God. This term is often used in oppo-
sition to the church, or followers of Jesus Christ, as in John
15: 18, ¢ If the world hate you,” ¢ If ye were of the world,’
&c. The former interpretation is, however, the more natural.

(7) For if the truth of God hath more abounded through
my lie unto his glory, why yet am I also judged as a sinner?
This is a repetition, in a more definite form, of the sentiment of
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the 5th verse. There the general terms righteousness and un-
righteousness were used, here the more specific ones, {»u¢A and
Jalsehood. The sentiment is the same. Paul assumes the
person of the objector, and asks, ¢ Can I be justly treated as a
sinner, when through my lie, or unfaithfulness to the covenant,
the truth or fidelity of God is the more conspicuously displayed
to his glory ?* The truth of God may be taken as a general
term of excellence; see 2: 8, where fruth is the opposite of
unrighteousness; or,in the sense of veracity, adherence to
promises; compare ch. 15: 8. The word for lie is of course the
opposite of the former, and means perfidy, want of fidelity.
The particular term here used occurs no where else in the New
Testament.

According to another interpretation, ‘the truth of God’ is
taken for the true majesty of God; /lie for idolatry, see Is. 57:
11. 59: 13, and sinner for idolater, see Gal. 2: 15. The sense
would then be, ¢ If the divine majesty is the more displayed by
my idolatry, why should I be punished as an idolater > The
apostle is thus made to personate a heathen, to show that the
principle urged by the Jew in v. 5, was as available for the
heathen as for him. Though this view of the passage gives a
sense pertinent to the apostle’s object, and consistent with the
context, yet it attaches such remote significations to the several
terms, that it is evidently forced and unnatural. Hath more
abounded, i. e. ¢appeared as more abundant,’ ¢ been seen as
such;’ or the word may be taken in the sense of excelling, as in
Matt. 5: 20, “ unless your righteousness excel the righteousness
of the scribes, &c.;”” 1 Cor. 8: 8, “ neither if we eat are we the
better, &c.”” ¢If God’s truth is the greater, the more con-
spicuous, &c. to his glory;’ i. e. so that he is glorified. Why
am I yet also judged as a sinner; i. e. condemned, or pun-
ished as such.

(8) «And not rather (as we be slanderously reported, and as
some affirm that we say) Let us do evil, that good may come?
whose damnation is just. The sense of this verse is obvious,
though the grammatical construction of the original is irregu-
lar. One of the simplest and most common methods of re-
solving the passage, is to supply the word say. ¢ Why not say
at once (as some slanderously affirm that we say) Let us do

13
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evil that good may come.”* A second method is the follow-
ing: ¢ Why not let us do evil that good may come, as some slan-
derously affirm that we teach.’t Paul here, most probably, as
often elsewhere, changes the construction of the sentence in
his progress through it; see Gal. 2: 3—5. He seems to have
intended to say, ¢ Why not let us do evil, &c.;’ but having in-
terrupted himself, he makes the latter clause grammatically de-
pendent on the word say in the parenthesis, instead of connect-
ing it with the words with which the sentence commences. It,
therefore, stands thus, ¢ And why not (as some slanderously af-
firm that we say) that we may do evil that good may come.
See Winer’s Grammatik, p. 434. Our version skilfully avoids
the difficulty, and presents the meaning clearly.

Whose condemnation, &e., that is, the condemnation of those
who adopt the principle, that it is right to do evil that good
may come; not those who slandered the apostle. This verse
contains Paul’s answer to the principle on which the wicked
Jews hoped for exemption from punishment. ¢ Our unfaithful-
ness serves to commend the faithfulness of God, therefore we
ought not to be punished. According to this reasoning,’” Paul
answers, ¢ The worse we are the better. For the more wicked
we are, the more conspicuous will be the mercy of God in our
pardon ; we may, therefore, do evil that good may come.” Paul
frequently, as here, recognizes the authority of the instinctive
moral feelings of men. He has reduced the reasoning of the
Jews to a conclusion shocking to the moral sense, and has
thereby refuted it. Having thus demonstrated that the Jews
cannot expect exemption on the ground of being the peculiar
people of God, except on principles incompatible with the go-
vernment of the world, and inconsistent with the plainest moral
truths, he draws, in the next verse, the conclusion, that the
Jew, as to the matter of justification, has no pre-eminence over
the Gentile.

¢ Ecliptica est oratio, in qua subaudiendum est verbum: plena erit, si ita re-
solvas, Et cur non potius dicitur (qQuemadmodum exprobatur nobis), quod facienda
sint mala, ut eveniant bona'—CavLvix.

1 Cur non agemus mala, ut inde tantum bonum, Dei scilicet gloria, proveniat ?
Est transpositio quales multae apud Hebraeos: 2 871 pro §¢1 py cur non.—Gro-
TIiUS.
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Doctrines.

1. The advantages of membership, even of the external
church, and of a participation of its ordinances, are very nume-
rous and great, vs. 1, 2.

2. The great advantage of the Christian over the heathen
world, and of the members of a visible ecclesiastical body over
others not so situated, is the greater amount of divine truth pre-
sented to their understandings and hearts, v. 2.

3. All the writings which the Jews, at the time of Christ and
his apostles, regarded as inspired, are really the word of God,
V. 2,

4. No promise or covenant of God can ever be rightfully
urged in favour of exemption from the punishment of sin, or
of impunity to those who live in it. God is faithful to his pro-
mises, but he never promises to pardon the impenitently guilty,
vs. 3, 4.

5. God will make the wrath of men to praise him. Their
unrighteousness will commend his righteousness, without, on
that account, making its condemnation less certain or less se-
vere, vs. 5, 6.

6. Any doctrine inconsistent with the first principles of mo-
rals must be false, no matter how plausible the metaphysical
argument in its favour. And that mode of reasoning is correct,
which refutes such doctrines by showing their inconsistency
with moral truth, v. 8.

Remarks.

1. We should feel the peculiar responsibilities which rest
upon us as the inhabitants of a Christian country, as the mem-
bers of the Christian church, and possessors of the word of
God; as such, we enjoy advantages for which we shall have to
render a strict account, vs. 1, 2.

2. It is a mark of genuine piety, to be disposed always to
justify God and to condemn ourselves. On the other hand, a
disposition to self-justification and the extenuation of our sins,
however secret, is an indication of a want of a proper sense of
our own unworthiness and of the divine excellence, vs. 4, 5.

3. Beware of any refuge from the fear of future punishment,



100 : ROMANS 3: 9—20.

founded upon the hope that God will clear the guilty, or that
he will not judge the world and take vengeance for our sins,
vs. 6, 7. .

4. There is no better evidence against the truth of any doc-
trine, than that its tendency is immoral. And there is no
greater proof that a man is wicked, that his condemnation is
Jjust, than that he does evil that good may come. There is com-
monly, in such cases, not only the evil of the act committed,
but that of hypocrisy and duplicity also, v. 8.

5. Speculative and moral truths, which are believed on their
own evidence as soon as they are presented to the mind, should
be regarded as authoritative and as fixed points in all reason-
ings. When men deny such first principles, or attempt to push
beyond them to a deeper foundation of truth, there is no end
to the obscurity, uncertainty and absurdity of their specula-
tions. What God forces us from the very constitution of our
nature to believe, as, for example, the existence of the external
world, our own personal identity, the difference between good
and evil, &e., it i8 at once a violation of his will and of the die-
tates of reason to deny or to question. Paul assumed, as an ulti-
mate fact, that it is wrong to do evil that good may come, v. 8.

CHAP. 3: 9—20.

Analysis.

. TaeE apostle having answered the objections to his argument
in proof that the Jews, being sinners in the sight of God, are,
as such, exposed to condemnation, draws in v. 9, the obvious
conclusion, that they have, as to the matter of justification, no
pre-eminence over the Gentile. He confirms his doctrine of
the universal sinfulness of men, by numerous quotations from
the Old Testament. These passages are descriptive of their
depravity in the general, vs. 10—12; and then of its special
manifestations in sins of the tongue, vs. 13, 14, and sins of con-
duct, vs. 15—18. The conclusion of all this reasoning, from
consciousness, experience and scripture, is that “all the world
is guilty before God,” v. 19; and the necessary consequence,
“ no flesh can be justified by the deeds of the law,” v. 20.
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Commentary.

(9) What then? arewe better than they? No,in no wise.
¢ What then,’ asks the apostle, ¢is the conclusion from all this
reasoning as to the moral state and character of the Jews and
Gentiles? Are we Jews better off, or more favourably situated
than they > By no means.” Our version of the word rendered
are we better, expresses, perhaps with sufficient accuracy, the
meaning of the apostle. The word probably signifies here do
we excel, and as the connexion shows, do we excel as to the
point under discussion, are we more favourably situated as to
obtaining the divine favour? 'That, as to other points, the Jews
did excel, or had many ad\'rantages, Paul had freely admitted,
but as to his justification before God, he and the Gentiles stood
on precisely the same level. The word, however, here used,
occurs no where else in the New Testament, and, in the par-
ticular form in which it appears, may be rendered as active, or
passive, or middle. In the active form the word which literally
signifies fo have, or hold before, very often means fo excel; but
no example is produced of its having this sense in the middle
form, which is here used. 1In this form it signifies o have or
hold before oneself as a shield, or, figuratively, a@ pretext or
excuse. Accordingly, many would so render it here, ¢have
we any pretext or defence, any thing to ward off the divine
displeasure By no means, is the apostle’s answer. This
gives a good sense. The other version, ‘do we defend, or shall
we defend ourselves?” which the middle form admits, does
not suit the context. Wetstein takes it as a passive, ¢ are we
excelled ?’ but this too is not in harmony with the argument.
In favour of the common interpretation, which gives to the
middle form the same sense with the active, do we excel, is the
concurrent testimony of all the ancient versions and Greek and
Latin interpreters, and its suitableness to the context.

The reason why the Jews are declared to he no better off
than the Gentiles, as far as justification is concerned, is given
in the next clause. For we have before proved both Jews and
Gentiles, that they are all under sin. The word rendered
to prove, signifies fo bring a charge against any one ; and
here, to substantiate an accusation. Paul had not only
accused, but established the truth of the accusation, that the Jews
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and Gentiles were all under sin. This latter phrase may sig-
nify fo be under the power of sin; or under its guilt, as the
word sin often signifies guilt of sin, see 1 Cor. 15: 17. John
15: 22; compare such passages as Gal. 3: 10. Rom. 7: 25. 6:
14. 7: 14, &c. &c. Both ideas are here probably included, Paul
had proved that all were sinners, that is, corrupt and exposed
to condemnation.

Verses 10—18 contain the confirmation of the truth of the
universal sinfulness of men, by the testimony of scripture.
These passages are not to be found consecutively in any one
place in the Old Testament, but are quoted from several.
Verses 10—12 are from Ps. 14: 53; v. 13, from Ps. 5: 10;
v. 14, from Ps. 10: 7; vs. 15—17, from Isaiah 59: 7, 8; and
v. 18, from Ps. 36: 1. These passages, it will be perceived,
are of two classes; the one general, descriptive of the whole
human race as wicked; the other special, referring to particular
prevalent sinful acts as evidence of the general sinfulness of
men, on the principle ¢ by their fruits ye shall know them.’
This method of reasoning is legitimate and common. The
national character of any people is proved by a reference to the
special acts by which it is manifested. It is not necessary that
every inhabitant of France, for example, should manifest his
gaiety by dancing, to make the argument good from the preva-
lence of this amusement, that gaiety is a national trait of the
French character. So it is not necessary to prove that every
man manifests his wickedness by shedding blood, to make the
prevalence of this and kindred crimes a proof that men are,as a
race, corrupt.

(10) As it is written: There is none righteous, no, not one.
This is a general declaration of the universal wickedness of men.
The two ideas contained in this proposition are expressed in
the following verses. All are destitute of piety, v. 11; and all
are consequently immoral, v. 12.

(11) There is none that understandeth, i. e. who sees things
in their true nature; who has right apprehensions of God. Right
views of truth are uniformly, because necessarily attended with
right affections towards it. Hence, ¢ understanding’ is in the
scriptures so often used for religion, see on ch. 1: 21; and
hence, as an amplification of the phrase, ¢ there is none that
understandeth,’ Paul adds, ¢kere is none that seeketh after God,
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which expresses all those exercises of desire and worship, con-
sequent on the discovery of the divine excellence.

(12) They are all gone out of the way. Blinded by sin
to the perfections and loveliness of God and truth, they have
turned from the way which he has prescribed, and which leads
to himself, and have made choice of another way and of another
portion.  They are together become unprofitable, i. e. useless,
worthless, corrupt. The last is the literal meaning of the He-
brew. word used in the passage quoted, Ps. 14: 3. There is
none that doeth good, no, not one. Universal corruption of
morals is the consequence of universal apostacy from God, see
ch. 1: 24, 26, 28.

(13, 14) These verses present that evidence of the sinfulness
of men which consists in the universal prevalence, under some
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