XVI,

ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF ROMANS IX. 5.

[From the Journal of the Society of Bidlical Literature and Exegesis for 1881.]1%

WEe shall understand better- the passage to be discussed,
if we consider its relation to what precedes and follows and
the circumstances under which it was written.

In the first cight chapters of the Epistle to the Romans,
the Apostle has set forth the need and the value of the
gospel as “the power of God unto salvation to cvery one
that belicoctl; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek.,” In
view of the present blessings and the glorious hopes of the
Christian believer, he closes this part of the Epistle with
an cxultant song of triumph.

But the doctrine of Paul was in direct opposition to the
strongest prejudices of the Jews and their most cherished
expectations. It placed them on a level, as to the condi-
tions of salvation, with the despised and hated Gentiles.
The true Messiah, the king of Isracl, the spiritual king
of men, had come; but the rulers of their nation had
crucificd the Lord of glory, and the great mass of the people
had rejected him.  They had thus sct themselves in direct
opposition to God. They had become dvifispa éxd rob ypeoro,
outcasts from the Messiah and his kingdom. Christians, a
large majority of them Gentiles by birth, werc now the true
Isracl. No rite of circumcision, no observance of the Jew-
ish Law, was ruquired, as the condition of acceptance with
God and the enjoyment of the Messianic blessings ; no sac-
rifice but self-sacrifice : the only condition was faitk, as Paul
uses the term,— a practical belief and trust in Christ, and

*#[The article by Dr. Dwight, to which Professor Abbot makes frequent reference below, and
which dcf-nds 1he «f-pasite opinion to 1hat maintained by Dr. Abbot, may be found iu the same
number of the above-named journal, pp. z2-55.]
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thus m God revealed in his paternal character; a faith that
carried with it the affections and will, =ioric o fydmpe irepyovuiiyg.

How could thesc things be? How was this gospel of
Paul to be reconciled with the promises of God to the “holy
nation”? how with his justice, wisdom, and goodness? Iad
God cast off his people, “Isracl his servant, Jacob his
chosen, the seed of Abraham his friend ”? These are the
great questions which the Apostle answers in the ninth,
tenth, and cleventh chapters of this Epistle.  The first five
verses are to be regarded as a conciliatory introduction to
his treatment of this subject, an which he had so much to
say that was not only hard for the unbelieving Jews, but
for Jewish Christians, to understand and accept.

The unbelieving Jews regarded the Apostle as an apos-
tate from the true religion and as an enemy of their race.
Five times already he had received from them forty stripes
save one; he had been “in perils from bis own country-
men " at Damascus, at Antioch in Pisidia, at Iconium and
Lystra, at Thessalonica, Bercea, anJ Corinth,— often in
peril of his life. By a great part of the believing Jews, he
was rcgarded with distrust and aversion.  (Sec Acts xxi. 20,
21.) His doctrines were indeed revolutionary.  Though he
was about to go to Jerusalem to carry a liberal contribution
from the churches of Macedonia and Achaia to the poor
Christians in that city, be expresses in this Epistle great
anxiety about the reccption he should mect with (anxiety
fully justified by the result), and begs the prayers of the
brethren at Rome in his behalf (Rom. xv, 30-32). As the
Jews hated Paul, they naturally belicved that he hated them.

These circumstances explain the exceedingly strong as-
severation of his affection for his countrymen and of his
decp sorrow for their estrangement from God, with which
this introduction begins. So far from being an enemy of
his people, he could make any sacrifice to win them to
Christ. They were his brethren, his kinsmen, as to the
flesh. He gloried in sharing with them the proud name of
Israelite. He delights to enumerate the magnificent privi-
leges by which God had distinguished them fromn all other
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nations,— “the adoption, and the glory, and the giving of
the Law, thc covenants, the temple service, and the prom-
ises.”  Theirs were the fathers; and, from among them, as
the crowning distinction of all, the Messiah was born, the
supreme gift of God’s love and mercy not to the Jews alone,
but to all mankind. All God’s decalings with his chosen
people were designed to prepare the way, and had prepared
the way, for this grand consummation. How natural that,
wlien, in his rapid recital of their bistoric glories, the Apos-

tle reaches this highest distinction of the Jews and greatest

blessing of God’s mercy to men, he should express his over-
flowing gratitude to God as the Ruler over all; that he
should ‘'thank God for his unspeakable gift”! I believe
that hc has done so, and that the fifth verse of the passage
we are considering should be translated, “ whose are the
fathers and from whom is the Messiah as to the flesh: he
who is over all, God, be blessed forever. Amen,” or “he
who is God over all be blessed forever. Amen.”  The dox-
ology springs from the same fecling and the same view of
the gracious providence of God which prompted the fuller
outburst at the cnd of the cleventh chapter, where, on com-
pleting the treatment of the subject which he here intro-
duces, the Apostle exclaims: “ O the depth of the riches and
wisdom and knowledge of God! How unsearchable are his
judgments und untraccable his ways! . . . For from him,
and through him, and to him, are all things: to him be
(or is) the glory forever. Amen.”

I believe that therc are no objections to this construction
of the passage which do not betray their wecakness when
critically examined ; and that the objections against most of
the other constructions which have becn proposed are fatal.

The passage is remarkable for the different ways in which
it has been und may be punctuated, and for the consequent
varicty of constructions which have been given it. The
Greek 1s as follows : —

LRUE RS G0 O pGTOC TH KaTd Gipka 6 Ov ixi wdrrwv Beoc evAoyyrdc eic ol
aigruc.  CAupr.

It grammatically admits of being punctuated and con-
strued in at least scven different ways.

.__‘m "
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1. Placing a comma after sipra, and also after tei, we may
translate the last clause, “who (or he who) is God over all,
blessed for ever.”

2. Putting the second comma after =drrar instead of féc:
“who (o7 he who) is over all, God blessed for cver.”

3. With a comma after =ir-ur and also after o, *who (or
he who) is over all, God, blessed for ever.” So Morus, Gess
(Christi Person und Werk, 11 i 207 {., Basel, 1878).

4. Placing a comma after ¢an, and also after Bede,— e
who Is, God over all, blessed for cver” See Wordsworth's
note, which, however, is not consistent throughout; and
observe the mistranslation at the end of his quotation from
Athanasius (Orat. cons. Arianes, i. § 24, p. 338).%

5. Placing a comma after eipre and a colui after mirror
the last part of the verse may be rendered: *and frorr;
whom is the Messiah as to the flesh, who (or he who) is over
all: God be blessed for ever. Amen.”

6. Placing a colon after sipun, tiei may be taken as predi-
cate, thus: “he who is over all is God, blessed for ever”:
so Professor B. H. Kennedy, D.D., Canon of Ely; or thus’
“he who was over all being (Jizcrally, was) God, blessed for,
ever.”  So Andrcws Norton.

7- With a colon after sipse, ¢ ov 7t mirrov fisic may be taken
as the subject, and e7aypric as predicate, with the ellipsis of
¢iy or éorly, making the last part of the verse a doxology
thus: “he who is over all, God, be blessed (o is to bbe:
praised) for ever”; or “he whois God over aj| be blessed
(or is to be praised) for ever”: or « God, who is over all, be
blessed (or is to be praised) for ever.” '

' I pass over other varicties of translation and interpreta-
tion, depending on the question whether mivron is to be taken
as masculine or neuter, and on the wider or narrower applica-
tion of the word in either case.

In Nos. 1—4 inclusive, it will be secn that the ¢on, with
all that follows, including the designation e, is referrced to

. L
. Pf:rhaps I-ought ‘40 ax?d hereia:j a cunlosity a construction proposed in the Kecord news-
ghper, n an article copied in Christian Opinion and Revisionist for March it, 1882, p. 222
) a 4 ] 1 ’ ) ’

e writer would translate, ** Of whom as coucerning the flesh Chnst came, who is ovi ,11 G
Blessed be he for ever! Amen.” ' el God
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o yueror. in Nos. 6 and 7, « o introduces an indepcndent sen-
tence, and mo denotes God, the Father. No. 5 refers the
first part of the seatence in debate to v weroe, the last part
to Gud.

The question of chicl interest is whether in this passage
the Apostle hus called Christ Ged. Among those who hold
that hie has donc so, the great majority adopt one orthc other
of the constructions numbered 1 and 23 and it is to these,
and cspecially to No. 2, followed both in King James's ver-
sion and the Revised Version (text), that T shall give speciul
attention. Among those who refer the last part of the sen-
tence to Gud, and not Christ, the great majority of scholars
adopt cither No. 5 or Nu. 7. 1 have alrcady expressed my
preference for the latter construction, and it is gencerally
preferred by those who find here a doxology to God.

I We will first consider the objections that have been
urged against the construction which makes the last part of
the sentence, beginning with ¢ introduce a doxology to
God. I shall then state the arguments which seem to me
to favor this cunstruction, and at the same time to render
the constructions numbered 1 to 4 cach and all untenable.
Other vicws of the passage will be briefly noticed. Some
remarks will be added on the history of its interpretation,
though no full account of this will be attempted.

1. It is objucted that a doxology here is wholly out of
place; that the Apustle is overwhelmed with grief at the
Jewish rejection of the Messiah and its consequences, and
“an clegy or funeral discourse cannot be changed abruptly
into a hymn.” ¢ is, imleed, decply grieved at the unbelief
and Dlindness of the great majority of his countrymen; but
lis sorrow is not hopeless.  He knows all the while that “the
word of God hath not failed,” that “God hath not cast off
his people whom he forcknew,” that at last “ all Israel shall
be saved ' ; and nothing scems to me more natural than the
play of mingled feelings which the passage presents,— grief
for the present temporary alicnation of his countrymen from
Christ, joy and thanksgiving at the thought of the priceless
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blessings of which Christ was the minister to man and in
which his countrymen should ultimately share.

Flatt, Stuart, and others put the objection in a very
pointed form. They represcnt a doxology as making Paul
say, in effect: *““The special privileges of the Jews have
contributed greatly to enhance the guilt and punishment of
the Jewish nation; God be thanked that he has given them
such privileges ! But they simply rcad into the passage
what is not there.  There is nothing in the context to snbcr-
gest that the Apostle is taking this view of the favor whictl,l
God has shown the Jewish nation. He is not denouncing
his countrymen for their guilt in rejecting the Messiah, anz
telling them that this guilt and its punishment are aggra-
vated by the privileges they have abused. So tender izbhe
of their feelings that he does not even name the cause of
his grief, but leaves it to be inferred. He is assuring his
c?uxltgfmen, who regarded him as their enemy, of the
sincerity and strength of his love for them. They are his
brethren: the very name “Israclite” is to him a title of
honor;*¥ and he recounts in detail, certainly not in the
manner of onc touching a painful subject, the glorious
distinctions which their nation had enjoyed through the
favor of God. Calvin, who so often in his commentaries
adx.nirably traces the connection of thought, here hits the
nail on the hecad : “Haec dignitatis clogia festimonia sunt
amoris. Non enim solemus adeo benigne loqui, nisi deiis
quos amamus.” T

At the risk of being tedious, T will take some notice of
Dr. Gifford’s remarks in his rccent and valuable Commen-
tary on the Epistle to the Romans.i He says: “Paul’s
anguish is deepened by the memory of their privileges, most
of all by the thought that their race gave birth to the Divine
Saviour, whom they have rejected.”” DBut in Paul’s enum-

*See ch. xi. 1; 2 Cor. xi. 22.

1 The view which I have taken accords with that of Dr. Hodge. He says: “ The object of
the Apostl? in the introduction to this chapter, contained in the first five verses, s 10 assure the
Jews of his love and of his respect for their pecubar privileges.” Comm. on the Ep. to the
Romans, new ed. (1864), note on ix. 4, p. 459; sec also p. 463.

${With the paragraphs which follow compare the additioual comments in kssay XVII
p- 4150 T
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eration of the privileges of the Jews he has in view not
merely their present condition, but their whole past history,
illuminated as it had been by light from heaven. Will it be
scriously maintained that Paul did not regard the peculiar
privileces which the Jewish nation had enjoyed for so many
azes as gifts of God's goodness for which cternal gratitude
was duc?  But “his anguish is deepened most of all by the
thought that their race gave birth to the Divine Saviour,
whom they have rejected " 1* Paul’s grief for his unbelieving
countrymen, then, had extinguished his gratitude for the
inestimable Dblessings which he personally owed to Christ :
it had extinguished his gratitude for the fact that the God
who rules over all had sent his Son to be the Saviour of the
world! The dark cloud which hid the light just then from
the mass of his countrymen, but which he believed was soon
to pass away, had blotted the sun from the heavens, The
advent of Christ was no cause for thanksgiving : he could
ouly bow his head in anguish, deepened most of all by the
thought that the Messiah had sprung from the race to which
he himself belonged.

“IHis anguish is deepened by the memory of their privi-
leges.”  Paul does not say this; and is Dr. Gifford quite
sure that this was the way in which these privileges pre-
sented themselves to his mind?  May we not as naturally
suppose that the thought of God’s favor to his people in the
past, whem he had so often recalled from their wanderings,
afforded some ground for the hope that they had not stum-
bled so as to fall and perish, but that their present alicna-
tion from Christ, contributing, as it bhad done, in the over-
ruting providence of God, to the wider and more rapid
spread of the gospel among the Gentiles, was only tempo-
rary 2 If we will let Paul be his own interpreter instead of
reading unnatural thoughts between his lines, we shall take
this view. “God hath rof cast off His pEoPLE, whom he
forcknew,” *“whose is the adoption, and the glory, and the
covenants, and the promises.””  “A hardening in part hath
befullen Isracl,” but only “until the fulness of the Gentiles
be come tu; and so (vr then) all Isracl shall be saved.” It

*[The last four words were added by Dr. AlLbot subsequently, for reasons apparent or:
p- 415-] )
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is not for nothing that *theirs are the fathers™ ; that they
had such ancestors as Abraham, “the friend of God,” and
Isaac, and Jacob. “As touching the gospel, they are enc-
mies for the sake of the Gentiles, but as touching the elec-
tion,” as the chosen people of God, ““they are betoved for
the fathers’ sake.” “If the first fruit is holy, so is the
lump; and, if the root is holy, so are the branches.”  “ God
doth not rcpent of his calling and his ¢ifts,” * God hath
shut up all [Jews and Gentiles] unto disobedience, that he
might have mercy upon all” For the ancient prophecy is
now fulfilled: the Deliverer hath come out of Zion; and
“he shall turn away ungodliness from Jacob.” O the
depth of the riches,” etc. Such were the thoughts which
the past privileges of the Jews, in connection with the ad-
vent of Christ, as we sce from the eleventh chapter of this
Epistle, actually suggested to the mind of Paul.*

Can we, then, reasonably say that, when, in his grand
historic survey and enumeration of the distinctive privileges
of the Jews, the Apostle reaches the culminating point in
the advent of the Messiah, sprung from that race, a devout
thanksgiving to God as the bencficent ruler over all is
wholly out of place? Might we not rather ask, How could
it be repressed?

We may then, I conceive, dismiss the pspchological objec-
tion to the doxology, on which many have laid sreat stress,
as founded on a narrow and superficial view of what we may
reasonably suppose to have been in the Apostle’s mind.
And I am happy to see that so fairr-minded and clear-sichted
a scholar as Professor Dwight takes cssentially the same
view of the matter. (See Jowrn. Soc. Bibl. Lit, ete., as
above, p. 41.)

2. A second objection to a doxology here is founded on
the relation of the first five verses of the chapter to what
follows. A doxology, it is thought, unnaturally breaks the
connection between the sixth verse and what precedes.

* This appreciative recapitulation ol the distinctions of the Jewish people would alsn serve 10
check the tendeacy of the Gentile Christians to self-conceit, and would lead them to recognize ihe
important part of the despised Hebrews in the drama of the world’s history. It would virtually
say to them, ** Glory not aver the hranches; but if thou gloriest, thou bearest not the root, but
the root thee »” (Rom. xi. 18).
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This argument is rarcly adduced, and I should hardly have
thought it worthy of notice, were it not that Dr. Dwight
seems to attach some weicht to i, though apparently not
much.  (Sce as above, p. g1 f.)

The first five verses of the chapter, as we have seen, are
a conciliatory introduction to the treatment of a delicate
and many-sided subject.  This treatment begins with the
sixth verse, which is introduced by the particle &, “but.”
Whether the last purt of versc 5 is a doxology to God, or
stmply the climax of the privileges of the Jews, the & cannot
refer to what Zremcdiatelr precedes,  In either case, it refers
to what is implied in verses 2 and 3, and mects the most
promincut objection to the doctrine set forth by the Apostle
in the preceding part of the Epistle.  The thought is, The
present condition of the great mass of my countrymen is
indeed a sad one, and not the Jews as a nation, but Chris-
tians, are the true people of God; dus it is not as if the
promises of Goid have failed. (Comp. iii. 3, 4) This sim-
ple statement of the conneciion of verse 6 with what pre-
cedes seems to me all that is needed to meet the objection.
The argument that a doxology is inconsistent with the
Apostle’s state of mind has already been answered,

3. A third objection, urged by many, is founded on the
alleged abruptness of the doxology and the absence of any
mention of God in what precedes. Some also think that a
doxology here would neel to be introduced by the particle &.

I cannot regard this objection as having any force. Tt is
guite in accordance with the habit of Paul thus to turn aside
suddenly to give expression to his feelings of adoration and
gratitude towarl God.*  Sce Rom. i. 25 ; vii. 25 (where the
genuineness of & is very doubtful) ; z Cor. ix. 15, where
note the omission of & in the genuine text; 1 Tim. i 17,
where the doxology is suggested by the mention of Christ,

o

#*Ad Lec annotatum est hoe in scriptis beati Paali, quid aliquoties in medio sermonis
cursy veluti raptas orat, aut adorat, ant gratias azgut, aut glorificat Dewm, prasertim ubi commem-
oratum st aliynid de mysteriis adorandis, aut incfabili bonitate Dei.*— Erasmus, 402, ado.
s hos quosdem 1l isparos, Opp.ax. (Lugd. Bat 17068), col. 1044, On this subjuct, and on the
position of ;7o o mar. vee the valuable note of the Rev. Joseph Asar Beet, Comin. on St. Panl’s

Ep. to the Romans, xd od. (London, 1881), p. 2oy, 270
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The doxology xi. 36, as has already been noticed (p. 334), 1s
completely parallel in thought. Far more abrupt is the
dOXO]Ogy 2 Cor. xL 31, G fevg kal watio tob kepioe "lysor oider, o or
civoy g i ol ¢ ciorac, o7t of berdonar, where the QSCI‘iptiOll of ])l‘&iSC
is interposed between wvider and & in an extraordinary manner.

It is very strange that it should be urged as an argument
against the doxology that God is not mentioncd in the pre-
ceding context. The name does not occur, but almost every
word In verses 4 and § suggests the thought of God. So, to
a Jew, the very name “Israelites’; so “the adoption and
the glory and the giving of the Law and the covenants and
the service and the promises”; and so, above all, & yperer,
the Anointed of God, the Messiah: as to the flesh, sprung
from the Jews; but, as to his holy spirit, the Son of God,
the messenger of God’s love and mercy, not to the Jews
alone, but to all the nations of the earth.

That the mention of Christ in such a connection as this
should bring vividly to the mind of the Apostle the thought
of Gop and his goodness, and thus lead to a doxology, is
simply in accordance with the conception of the relation of
Christ to God which appears everywhere in this Epistle, and
in all bis Epistles. While Christ, ¢ » ra =irre, is the medium
of communication of our spiritual blessings, Puul constantly
views them in relation to God, & w ot mirma, as the original
Author and Source. The gospel is “the gospel of God,”
“a power of God unto salvation”; the richtcousncess which
it reveals is “a rightcousncss which is of God™; it is God
who bas sct forth Christ as izasrjuwor, who “commendeth his
love toward us in that, while we were yet sinners, Christ
died for us,” who *“spurcd not his own Son, but freely gave
him for us all ”; it is “ God who raised him from the dead”;
“what the Law could not do, in that it was weak through the
flesh, God, sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful
flesh, and on account of sin,” has done; the glory to which
Christians are destined, as sons and heirs of God and joint
heirs with Christ, is “the glory of God”; in short, “all
things are of God, who hath reconciled us to himself through
Jesus Christ,” and *nothing shall separate us from the love
of God, which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.”
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Though no one can doubt that Paul was full of love and
gratitude to Christ, so that we might expect frequent ascrip-
tions to him of praisc and glory, it is a remarkable fact that
there 25 no doxology or thanksgiving to Christ in any of his
Epistles except those to Timothy, the genuinencss of which
has been questioned by miany modern scholars.  These
Lpistles, at any rate, present marked peculiarities of style
and lan_;;nn:;'c, and, if written by Paul, were probably written
near the close of his life,  And in them there is but one
doxology to Christ, and that not absolutely certain, on ac-
count of the ambiguity of the word xipu (2 Tim. iv. 18);
while the thanksgiving is a simple expression of thankful-
ness (1 Time i 12), vigr i, gratias habeo (not agu). One
reason for this general abscnee of such ascriptions to Christ
on the part of the Apostle scems to have been that habit of
mind of which 1T have just spoken, and which makes it «
priori more probable that the doxology in Rom. ix. 5 belongs
to Gcod. But this is a matter which will be more appropri-
ately treated in another place.

As to the &, which Schultz insists would be necessary,*
onc nceds only to look fairly at the passage to sce that it
would be wholly out of place; that a doxology to God in-
volves no antithetic contrast between God and Christ, as
Schultz and some others strangely imagine.  Nor does o, as
a particle of transition, scem natural here, much less re-
quired. It would make the doxology too formal.

4 Tt is urged that <o o grammatically considered, is more
casily and naturally construed in connection with ameri¢ than
as the subject of a new and doxological clause.” (See Dr.
Dwight’s article, as above, pp. 24, 235.)

Much stronger language than this is often used. Dr.
Hodge, for cxample, assuming that 6 & must be equivalent
to o som, says that the interpretation which refers the words
to Christ is the only one “which can, with the least regard to
the rules of construction, be maintained.”  (Comnz. in loc.,
p. 472.)

Dr. Dwight, whose article is in gencral so admirable for

TJakrbiicker fiir dentsche Theol., 1808, xiii. 7o f., 477,
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the fairness, clearuess, and moderation of its statemoents,
has expressed himself here in such a way that I cannot fecl
perfectly sure of his meaning. Hc says, spc.?kmg of tl}e
connection of o4r with ¢ yweren “ This construction of 4o, In
cases similar to that which is here prescated, is the almost
universal one, both ta the New Testaument and in other
Greck.” If “cases similar to that which is here presented”
means cases in which <& (or any participle with the :-lrsiclc)
is preceded by a noun to which it may be easily _Jmned,
while it also admits of being regarded as the sul?Ject of
an independent sentence, and it is aﬂirmcq thaF, i such
grammatically ambizuous cases, it almost 111\.-'arml.)1y a’at‘{
refer to the preceding subject,— the argument is weighty, if
the assertion is true. DBut not even ove such case has ever,
to my knowledge, been pointed out. Till such a case, or,
rather, a sufficient number of such cases to serve as the
basis of a reasonable induction, shall be Rroduced, I er?)
compelled to consider the statement as resting on no ?\'li
dence whatever.  Yet that this is what is meant by' “ similar
cascs ' seems necessarily to follow from what is sax'('l fl)ftlxer
on (/. c., p. 24) about “the peculiarity of Rom. ix. 5." Cases
in which ¢ ar, grammatically considered, cauz only refer to a
preceding subject are certainly not “similar cases to tl'mt
which is here presented,” in which, as Dr. Dwight adm!t.s,
“there is, at the most, only a presumption in favor of this
construction of the clause as against the 0thcr"’ (/ co pe 25).
But, if Dr. Dwight’s statement means, ot is mtcndcd.tfx
imply, that ¢ & with its adjuncts, or, in g‘encml, the p;.ntl‘c'.-
ple with the article, almost universally torms a (.ICSCI‘ll)tI.\x_:
or a limiting clause referring to a preceding suhljcct, while
its use as the independent subject of a scntcncells rare, the
assertion is fatally incorrect. The latter use is not only
very common, but in the Ncw Testnmcn!f,.at ]en%s{t, 1s'mo1c
frequent than the former. Ve have (@) &, or vz in the
nominative, as the subject of an independent scntencc,'Matt_
xii. 30; Mark xiil. 16 (text. rec.) ; Lukg: vi. 3 (t.r, TlSSh.)f
xi. 23; Johniii. 31; vi. 46; vill. 47 IX. 4O; A‘cts XXIL 9
Rom. viil. 5, 8. Contra (), referring to a preceding subject,
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and forming, as I understand it, an appositional clause, John
L 18 iii. 13 (text. rec.); (Actsv. 17); 2 Cor. xi. 31; Rev. v,
5 (t.r); alimiting clause, John xi. 31; xii. 17; Acts xi 1.
To these may be added 2 Cor v 4 Eph.ii. 13, where the
clause is in apposition with or describes jueie OF juse, ex-
pressed or understood ; and perhaps John xviii. 37 (zac & o,
)

It is uncertain whether Col. iv. 11 belongs under (2) or
(8). See Meyer i loe. Tor the examples of av, [ have re-
lied on Bruder's Concordance, p. 255, No. VI. But as
there is nothing peculiur in the use of this particular parti-
ciple with the article so far as the present question is con-
cerned, I have, with the aid of Bruder, ¥ examined the occur-
rences of the patticiple in general, in the nominative, with
the article, in the Gospel of Matthew, the Epistle to the
Romans, and the First Epistle to the Corinthians. I find
in Matthew eighty-six examples of its use () as the subject,
or in very few cases (nine) as the predicate, of a verb ex-
pressed or understoond, and only thirty-cight of its use (6) in
a descriptive or limiting clause, annexed to a preceding sub-
Ject; in the Lpistle to the Romuns, twenty-eight examples
of the former kind against twelve of the latter; and in the
First Epistle to the Corinthians, thirty-nine of the former
against four of the latter, onc of these being a falsc reading. i

In general, it is clear that the use of the participle with
the article as the subject of an independent sentence, in-
stead of being exceptional in the New Testament, is far
more common than its usce as an attributive. Nor is this
strange ; for « & properly signifies not “who is,” but “he

® The examples of ¢ 0 and other participles with 73, belong, perhaps, quite as properly
under (@) Without Tac the b Lrow 2 70 s the subject of the sentence, and the meaning is
the same; ~az only strengihens the ¢ oy, See Kriigzer, Gr. Spracklekre, ste Aufl. (187s), § 50,
4, Anm. 1.

t Concordantiae, vic., P 586, No. 2 . 598, No. VIf, ti comp. p. 603, No. VIIL.; p. 6oy,
No. 1X.

3fn this reckaning, to prevent any cavil, I have included under (5) all the examples of ¢
or wurvee ai, of which there are eight in Matthew, two in Romans, and one in s Cor. 3 also, ;he
cases of the article and pariciple with G2 OF {: 0 as the subject of the verb, expressed or under-
stuod, of which there are four in Matthew and seven in Romans. I have not counted on either
side Rom. viii. 33, 34, and ix. 33: the first {wo, translated according 1o the text of the Revised
Version, belong uader (), according to its nargin, under (%); Rom. ix. 33, if we omit Tag, with
all the critical ediiors, would alse belong under ().
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who is.” The force of the article is not lost.*. \'Vh.ile if]
some of its uses it may seem interchangeable- w1th.bcean, it
differs in this : that it is generally employed either in appo-
sitional or In limiting clauses, in distinction from dC.SCI‘lptl\fe
or additive clauses; while o with the finite verb is appro-
priate for the latter.  For examples of the former,l see John
i. 18, xii. 17; of the latter, Rom. v. 14; 2 Cor. iv, 4. :1‘_0
illustrate the differcnce by the passage before us: if oo
here refers to 6 ypworor, the cliuse would be more exact}y
translated as appositional, not “w/ke is,” ctc., but “ /e ko
is God over all, blessed forever,” implying that he was well
known to the readers of the Epistle as C?od, or. at'lc?zlst
marking this predicate with speciul emvphasxs; while ¢ fﬂnuf'
would be more appropriate il it were ‘Slmply the purpose o
the Apostle to predicate deity of Christ, and would also be
perfectly unambiguous. . - - .
There is nothing, then, either in the proper meaning of s ix

or in its usage which makes it more easy.and nat.ural to refer
it to 6 ymoréc than to take it as introducing an mdepe-ndent
sentence. It is next to be observed th_at there are circum-
stances which make thc latter construction easy, and. \Vh’l?h
distinguish the passage from n'carly all others in wl‘nch o;u,
or a participle with the article, is used as an attrlbut.we. r;
all the other instances in the New Tcstam.cnt of this use o
o ov or of brreg 1n the nominative, with t.hu single exception of
the parenthetic insertion in 2 COI‘...\'I. 31 (se'e ab.ove,}p?ge

341), it Zmmediately follows tl_le subject to which it rela es.

The same is gencrally true of other examples of th'e pa}rtl-

ciple with the article. (The strongest cases of e¢xception

which 1 have noticed are John vii. 50 and 2 John 7.)' B.ut

here éor is separated from & yperic by ré kurd adpsa, wlln'cl:] 1'1}

reading wmeust be followed by a pause,—a pauséjv nc blb

lengthened by the special emphasis given to 'the KaTd «;«mm by

the ro; T and the sentence which precedes is complete m

. " . e
#¢¢ Participles take the article only when some relation already known orbespscnall);}:; L
i 41

worthy (is gui, quippe qui) is indicated, and consequenily the xde;a expressed (:') l[; p%u),:,]

i : i ?— Winer, Gram. 7te Aufl,, § 20, . b. a. c. p. 127 (p. . L

is to be made more prominent. y 20, . .

11f 6 ypiori¢ were placed affer kari Gupka, the ambxgux.ycwx\'o?ld hno(,“ni:sde: “;
at it we L o refer the § o1 to Christ than now. P
t would be much more natora I Cl ¢ . :

’em?"egx bu;f‘lhis ted Cyril of Alexaudria to make this transposition as he does in quoting the

the feeling E

Perhaps
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itsc!f grammatically, and requircs nothing further logically ;
for it was only as to the flesh that Christ was from the Je;vs.
On the other hand, as we have seen (P- 334), the enumeration
f’f Dlessings which immediately precedes, crowned by the
Inestimable blessing of the advent of Christ, naturally sug-
gests an ascription of praise and thanksgiving to God as thoe
Being who rules over all; while a doxolugy is also suggested
by the " v at the end of the sentence, * From every point
of view, therciore, the doxological construction seems easy
fm(l natural.  The cMlipsis of the verb i or +iy in such cases
1s simply according to rule. The construction numbered 6
above (sce p. 335) is also perfectly easy and natural gram-
matically (sce 2 Cor. 1. 21, v. 5; Heb. iii. 4).

The naturalness of a pause after sipne is further indicated
by the fact that we find a point after this word in all our
oldest MSS. that testify in the case,— namely, A, B, C, L,—
and in at least cight cursives, though the cursives have been
rarely exumined with reference to their punctuation.

It has been urged, that, if the writer did not intend that
¢ should be referred to Christ, he would have adopted
another construction for his scntence, which would be ex-
poscd to nu such misapprchension, But this argument is
a boomerang.  Mr. Beet in his recent Commentary on the
Epistle to the Romans (2d ed., p. 271 £) well says, on the
other hand : —

Had Paul thought fit to deviate from his otherwise unvarying cus-
tom, and to speak of Christ as God, he must have done so with :seri-
ous and set purpose of asserting the divinity of Christ. And, if so, he
would have ased words which no one could misunderstand, Iﬁ a similar

passage against the Emperor Julian, who maintained that “* neither Pau! dared to call Christ
(?nd, nor Matthew nor Luke nor Mark, 27’ o AprcTie "Turye” (See Cyril cons. Julizn
lib. x. Opp. vi. b, p. 328 b, ed. Aubert.) In two other inéhmces, C',:ril quotes the passa.ge in the;
same way: Opp. v, pars i b, pp. 118 a, 148 e; though he usually follows the arder of the
present Greek text.

*In fiftcen out of the eighteen instances in the N. T., besides the present, in wlich’ Auiv
at the end of a sentence is probably genuine, it follows a doxology ; namely, Rom.’ i z5, xi. 36- 'X\{i
273 Gal i g5 Tiph dii. 21 PLil. iv. 205 1 Tim. i. 27, vi. 165 2 Tim. iv. ¢8; Heb. Kili: 215 1’Pel‘
"1,{ 1, v.) 3142 Pet. i 13); Jude 253 Rev, i, 6, vil, 12. Contra, Rom. xv. 33; Ga;l. vi. 1é
(Rev. 1. 7).

i The M3S. 8, D. I, i, cannot be counted on one side or the other; respeciing K, we have
. . - . B g
natformation. Fora duiier s wict anof ihe facts in the case, see Note A at the end of this essay
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case, John i. 1, we find language which excludes all doubt. And in this
case the words i {arer, as in i, 25, would have given equal certainty. ...
Moreover, here Paul has in hand an altogether diffcrent subject, the
present position of the Jews. And it seems to me much more likely
that lie would deviate from his common mode of expression, and write
once “ God be blessed ” instcad of “to God be glory,” than that, in a
passage which does not specially refer to the nature of Christ, he would
assert, what he nowhere else explicitly asserts, that Christ is God, and
assert it in language which may either mean this or something guite

different.

Many writers, like Dr. Gifford, speak of that construction
which refers 4 o, cte,, to Christ as “the natural and simple™
one, “which every Greek scholar would adopt without hesi-
tation, if no doctrine were involved.” Tt might be said in
reply, that the natural and simple construction of words
considered apart from the doctrine it involves, and with
refercnce to merely lexical and grammatical considerations,
is by no means always the true one. For example, accord-
ing to the natural construction of the words ivscic s tob zumpic
o dua3ctov éoté (John viil. 44), their meaning is, *“ you are from
the father of the devil™; and probably no Greek scholar
would think of putting any other meaning on them, if no
question of doctrine were involved. Again, in Luke ii. 38,
*she gave thanks unto God, aud spake of him to all them
that were looking for the redemption of Jerusalem.” How
unnatural, it may be said, to refer the “him ™ to any subject
but “God,” there being no other possible antecedent men-
tioned in this or m the three preceding verses. But 1 do
not make or need to make this reply. We have already
considered the grammatical side of the question, and have
seen, I trust, that the construction which makes ¢ or etc,,
the subject of a new sentence is perfectly simple aud easy.
I only add bere that the mcaning of words often depends
on the way they are read,—on the pauses, and tones of
voice. (If we could only have heard Paul dictate this pas-
sage to Tertius!) And it is a matter of course that, when
a person has long been accustomed, from whatever cause,
to read and understand a passage in a particular way, any
other mode of reading it will seem to him unnatural. But
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this impresston will often be delusive. And it does not
follow that a mode of understanding the passage which was
casy and natural in the third and fourth centuries, or even
carlier, when it had become common to apply the name @6
to Christ, would have seemed the most easy and natural to
the first rewders of the Epistle. I waive here all considera-
tions of doctrine, and call attention only to the use of lan-
guage.  \When we obscrve that everywhere else in this
Epistle the Aposde has used the word # of the Father
mn distinction {rom Christ, so that it is virtually a proper
name,* that this is also truc of the Epistles previously
written —those to the Thessalonians, Galatians, Corinthians,
how can we reasonably doubt that, if the verbal ambiguity
herc occasioned a momentary hesitation as to the meaning,
a primitive reader of the Epistle would naturally suppose
that the word ¢ designated the being cverywhere else de-
noted by this name in the Apostle’s writings, and would
give the passage the construction thus sugeested?  But this
is a point which will be considered more fully in another
place.

The objection that, if we mike the last clause a doxology
to God, = the participle & is superfluous and awkward,” will
be noticed below under No. 6.

5. It is further urged that = seré aips requires an antith-
esis, which is supposcd to be supplied by what follows.
Some even say that wera erpee must mean “according to
his human nature,” and therefore requires as an antithesis
the mention of the divine nature of Christ.  But the proper
antithesis to aesd Gipue 18 seve mrecun, NOE wura wiv Ociryre, which
there is nothing in the phrase itself to suggest: sari siona, as
will at once appear on examining the cases of its use in the
New Testament, does not refer to a distinction of nazures,
but often denotes a physical relation, such, for example, as
depends on birth or other outward circumstances, in contrast
with a spiritual relation.  'We nced only refer to the third
verse of this very chapter, which certainly does not imply

* £t is soused in the firat eizht chajters abuut eighty-seven times, and so in the verse which
immedialely follows the one under discussion.
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that Paul or his “kinsmen s«ra aipsa”™ had a divine na.ture
also. The phrase serd sipve undoubtedly implies an antithe-
sis: “as to the flesh,” by his natural birth and in his merely
outward relations, the Messiah, the Suon of David, was [rom
the Jews, and in this they might glory; but as Son of God,
and in his hizher, spiritual relations, he belonged to .all
mankind. Tt was not to the Apostle’s purpose to ('lescrlpe
what he was st 7rins, as he is speaking of the pocnliar dl.S~
tinctions of the Jews. Indeed, the antithesis to s« mi‘;m is
very often not expressel (sce, for exan‘lplc, .Rom. . 1,
ix. 3; 1 Cor. i. 26, x. 183 2 Cor. v. 16; Lph. vi. 5; Col. it
22), so that Alford judiciously siys: “1 L]? not rcckon\
among the objections the want ot any antithesis to wumd
¢ 1w, because that might have well bc.en. left to the readers
to supply.”  We have an example str41k111g1y parallel to t'he
present in the Epistle of Clement of Rome to the Corin-
thians (c. 32), first adluced, so far as I kunow, by Dr.
Whithy, in his Last Thoughits, which at Teast demlonstljntbjs
that, in a case like this, the expression c')f an z-mtlthe:us 1s
not required. Speaking of the higl_\ (llstl}]CthﬂS of the
patriarch Jacob, Clemaont says: « For from him were all the
priests and Levites taat ministered to the altar of‘ GO(I;
from him was the Lorl Jesus as o th- Hosh (7o sazd 1.7”;'”“1);
from him were kings and rulers and leaders in thfe h\ne OF
Judah." See also Iren. Haer. v, 4. § I: &5 miror jap T‘u Kata
gipra & ymorie ixapmodyly, il ul ATOGTULG (mistranslated H-l the
Ante-Nicene Christian Library) ; and Frag. xvii. ed. Stxejrelll,
P 836 o éx 02 Tob Newl KalTar Noida TO kara Gupka. G Inmzsby kel lepels,
Eyevry > Xpeavoe). )
f)f‘,’i";fz: [;u:{]:eli Dutch commentator, Van Hengel, maintains
in an elaborate note on this passage, citing many examp}es,
that the form of the restrictive phrase here used,‘ $d Kemd g
with the ncuter article prefixed, absolutely requires a pause
after sipxa, and does not admit, according to Greek usagct of
the expression of an antithesis after it, so that the followmg
part of the verse must be rc'fcrred.to God. (Comp. Rom. 1;
15; xii. 18) @ represeats his view s supported by the
authority of the very distinguished Professor C. G. Cobet
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of Leyden, who as a master of the Greek language has
haps no superior among Europecan scholurs. * T T
It 'rr.my be tru.c that Greck usage in respect to such re-
strictive Expressions, when = or =i is prefived, accords with
t'he. statement of Van Hengel, indorsed by C’Iobct In my
]nmtcd‘rcscarch I have found no exception. The‘ two a')
sages cited by Meyer in opposition (Xen., G- 5,4, I1; Plia:-
Min. 320 C) scem to me wholly irrele\:axxt:’ tfxe f(’erer.
bCFﬂusc we have wi with the w i i, which of course rc-'
quires an antithetic clause with &; the latter, beeause the
essential clement in the case, the -« or =, d(’)cs not stand
before wazi w5 dame. But 1 must agree with Dr. Dwight (¢
p. 28) that Van Iengel's argument is not conclusi%e O;
the supposition that o, cte, refers to Christ, we ha\;c not
a formal antithesis, such as would be cxch'ldud by Van
Hex?gcl's rule, but simply an appositional, descriptive )cllause
setting forth the exalted digmity of him who as to the ﬂcsl;
sprang from the Jews. I cannot believe that there is any
law of the Greek language which forbids this 7
We may say, however, and it is a remark of' some impor-
t.zmcc, that the = before serit aipna, laying stress on the restric
ton, and suggesting an antithesis which thercfore did not-
need to.bc expressed, indicates that the writer has done with
that point, and makes a pause natural. It makes it easy to
Fukc the o av as introducing an independent sentence thO-:]l“’h
it does not, as I believe, make it neccessary to take it, S0 7
I‘admit. furthier, that, if we assume that the conce ti;m ot
Christ as God was familiar to the readers of the IIJZ istle
and especially, if we supposc that they had often hcarg hi 1’
c.a]]cd so by the carly preachers of Christianity, the ap licZ-
tion of the <an ete, to Christ herc would be ,naturallpand
ilso very suitable to the object of the Apostle in this' as
sge. I am obliged to say, however, that this is assumpidf;
what is not favored by Paul’s use of lancuage or b thb
record of the apostolic preaching in the Boo?c 0? Acts y e

*Sce Vau Hengel Iuterp. Ep I ; -
shgel, Dulerp  Ep Pawnii ad Ront., tom. i {18
Speaki P g ' - 1. (135y). pp. 348-353, and pp. Soq-.
C];h.al. ng- of his citation:, he £ays (i 330), “ Allatorum unum alterumque mec,um colr): 4 3'—?.
OBETIUS noster, se mnlto plura, quibus interpretatio mea confirmaretur amicavit
divenus.”’ [See p- 432 5q.]1 47 suppeditare posse
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On the other hand, there was no nced of such an append-
age to ¢ gmorse. We have only to consider the glory and
dignity with which the name of the Messiah was invested
in the mind of a Jew, and the still higher glory and dignity
associated with ¢ yre=ic in the mind of a Christian, and espe-
cially in the mind of Paul.

6. It is further objected that, in sentences which begin
with a doxology or an ascription of blessing, #ize;smic (or
elxoyguivoc) always precedes the subject; and that “the laws”
or “rules of grammar” (Stuart, Alford) require that it
should do so here to justify the construction proposed. So,
in the N, T., «7ud¢ stands first in the doxologies Luke i
68, 2 Cor. i. 3, Eph. i. 3, 1 Pet. 1. 3; and so ¢#7ayér and
ebzoyyuivag precede the subject in a multitude of places in the
Septuagint. (Sce Trommius's Concordance and Wahl's (Za-
vis librovum Vet Tost apocrypliorum.)

Great stress has been laid on this objection by many; but
I believe that a critical examination will show that it has no
real weight.

We will begin by considering a misconception of the
meaning of ¢ & éximurror tese which bhas led to untenable ob-
jections against the doxological construction, and has pre-
vented the rcason for the position of sk yréc from being
clearly seen. It has been assumed by many that the phrase
is simply équivalent to “the Supreme God” (so Wahl, 5. o

iwi, omnibus superior, omuiwm summus),* as if the Apostle
was contrasting God with Christ in respect to dignity, in-
stead of simply describing God as the being who riles over
all. This misunderstanding of the cxpression occasioned
the chief difficulty felt by De Wette in adopting the con-
struction which places a colon or a period after sipee. It
seemed to him like “throwing Christ right into the shade,”
without any special reason, when we should rather expect

*Wah! gives a more correct view of the wse of fr7/ in Wis Clawis lidr. Vet. Tost. apocr.
(1853), p. 218, col. 1, C. b., where ¢igi i with the genitive is defined, prassum alicui rei,
moderor s. administro alignam rem. Comp. Grimm’s Lexicon Gr.-Lat. in tthros N. T, ed.
2da, 5. 2. {5i, A. i. x. d. p. 160, col. 2; Rost and Palm’s Pacsow, vol. 1. . sa3s, col. 1, 3; and the
references given by Meyer and Van Hengel in loc. See Acts viii. 27, xil. 20; Gen. xliv. 1;
Judithxiv. 13, eiTav 76 o7t Enl mirTwr @lTob | 1+ Mace. x. 69, To drru et Korksye Svpiag
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something said in antithesis to =6 s s, to set forth his
dignity ; though he admits that this objection is removed, if
we accept Fritzsche's explanation of the passage.* On this
false view is founded Schultz’s notion (see above, P 342) that
4" would be nceded here to indicate the antithesis. On it is
also grouuded the objection of Alford, Farrar, and others,
that the o is “perfectly superfluous,” as, indeed, it would
be, if that werc simply the meaning intended. To express
the idea of *the God over all,” ““ the Supreme God,” in con-
trast with a being to whom the term “God ” might indeed
be applied, but only in a lower scnse, we should need only
o dzi zarter 0o—a phrase which is thus used numberless
times in the writings of the Christian Fathers; see, for ex-
amples, Wetstein's notc on Rom. ix. 5. But, as I understand
the passage, the @ is by no means superfluous. It not only
gives an impressive fulness to the expression, but converts
what would otherwise be a mere epithet of God into a sud-
stantive designation of him, cquivalent to ‘““the Ruler over
AllL” on which the miind rcsts for a moment by itself, before
it reaches the v qualified by it ; or ti may be regarded as
added by way of apposition or more precise definition. The
positwn of this substantive designation of 64, between the
article and its noun, givcs it special prominence. Comp. T
Cor. 1il. 7, et & prrelor {67E Tty obte 6 moTilur, 427 ¢ abddvey Oedc; Addit,
ad Esth. vin. |, 39, o 7d mirte Stracrebur Bedc, cf. 1L 8, 35, Tisch. ;
¢ murtwr Sesrolen o, ]ustin Mart, :1?0/. 1. 15 ; o mouric vovde Tob
Tarroy Ceue, (b7, 10 26, In expressions of this kind, the definite
article fulfils, I conceive, a double function: it is con-
nected with the participle or other adjunct which immedi-
ately follows it, just as it would be if the substantive at the
cnd wcere omitted ; but, at the same time, it makes that sub-
stantive definite, so that the article in effect belongs to the
substantivc as wcll as to the participle. Thus, & &v éxi zdrzur
t:ic is cquivalent to ¢ die & Ly izt zdvrer in everything exeept the
difference in promincnce given to the different parts of the
phrase in the two expressions. In the lattcr, ¢ fréc is made
prominent by its position: in the former, prominence is

S De Watte, Awrze Erklirany des Brigfes an die Romer, jte Auid. (1847), p. 130.
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given to the particular conception expressed by ¢ o éxi zivior,
“the Ruler over AlIL”* _

Let us look now for a moment at thc connection of
thought in the passage before us, and we shall see that this
distinction is important. Thc Apostle is speaking of the
favored nation to which it is his pride to belong. Its grand
religious history of some two thousand years passes rapidly
before his mind, as in a panorama. Their ancestors were the
patriarchs,— Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Theirs were ““the
adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giv-
ing of the Law, and the temple service, and the promises.”
But God's choice and training of his ““peculiar pcople,” and
the privileges conferred upon them, were all a providential
preparation for the advent of the Messiah, whose birth from
among the Jews was their highest national distinction and
glory ; while his mission as the founder of a spiritual and
untvcrsal religion was the crowning manifestation of God's
love and mercy to mankind. How could this survey of thc
ages of promise and preparation, and the great fulfilment in
Christ, fail to bring vividly before the mind of thc Apostle
the thought of God as the Bring who presides over all things,
who cares for all men and controls all events?{ DBccause

*1f this account is correct, it follows that neither of the renderings which I have suggested
above (p. 334) as expressing my view of the meaning represents the original perfectly. Nordo I
perceive that the English idiom admits of a perfect translation. Ii we render * he who is over
all, God, be blessed for ever,” we make the word “ God * stand in simple apposition to ‘“ he who
is over all.” which T do not supposz to bz the grammatical construction.  Ii, on the other hand,
we translate, * he who is God over all be blessed for ever,!’ we losc iu a great m=asure 1he effect
of the position of the {p fxi Farrwe belore froc,

t Erasmus has well presented the thought of the Apostle: ** Ut enim haec omuia, quae com-
memorat de adoptione, gloria, testamentis, legislatione, cultibus, ac promissis, deque patribus, ex
quibus Christus juxta carnem ortus est, declaret non fortuito facta, sed admirabili Dei providentia,
qui tot modis procuravit salutem humaai generis, non stmpliciter dicit Deus, sed is gui »ebus
omnibus pracest, omnia sx2 divino cousilio dispensans maderansgus, cui dicit deberi laudem in
omne acvum, cb insiguem erga nos charitatem, cui maledicebant Judaei, dum Filium nnicum
blasphemiis impeterent.””  Note ¢z Joc., in his Opp. vi. (Luzd. Bat. 1705), col, 611.

So Westcott and Hort, in their note on this passage in vol ii. of their Greck Testameut,
remarking on the punctuation which places a colon after o‘d,m’u as ** an expression of the imier-
pretation which implies that special force was intended to bz thrown on { 7} Ty by the inter-
position of Q" observe: “"This emphatic sense of ¢7i murrwy (cf i 165 il gf; il 29 £ 5 x.

123 xi. 32, 36) is fully justified if St. Paul’s purpose is to suggest that the tragic apostasy of the
Jews (vv. 2, 3) is itself part of the dispensations of * Him who is Gud aver all,” aver Jew and
Gentile alike, over past present and future alike; so that the ascripiion of blessing to him is a
homage to his divine purpose and power of beinzing good out of evil in the course of the ages
(xi. 13-16; 25-36)."7 Dr. Hort ramarks that “1his punctuation alane seents zdequate to accrunt
for the whole of the lauguagz employed, more especially when it is considered in relation 1o the

context.”?
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this conception is prominent in his mind, he places thc é a»
é=iaarror first in the scntence. A recognition of this fact
removes all the difficulty about the position of eitoyyrac.
There is no “law of grammar” bearing on the matter, ex-
cept the law that the predicate, when it is more prominent
in the mind of the writer, precedes the subject. In simply
exclamatory doxologies, the «izqyéc or sizoypiroc comes first,
beeause the feeling that prompts its use is predominant, and
can be capresscd in a single word. But herc, wherc the
thought of the overruling providenee of God is prominent,
the 5w is muemar anust stand first in the sentence, to express
that prominencc; and the position of sizoyric after it is re-
quired by the very same law of the Greek languazc which
governs all the examples that have been alleged against the
doxolugical construction of the passage. This thought of
God as the Ruler over All rcappears in the doxology at the
end uf the cleventh chapter (xi. 36), where the Apostle con-
cludes his grand Theodicy : “ For from him and through
him and to him are ALL THINGS: to him is the glory for
ever!  Amen”  Comparc also Eph. i 11, citcd by Mr.
Beet ¢ *f fureordained aecording to the purpose of him who
worketh ari TinNGs after the counsel of his will” ; and so
in another doxology (1 Tim. i. 17) suggested by the mention
of Christ, the ascription is, o Jeedi ror didror,— “to the King
OF THE AGES,"” *

I prefer, on the whole, to take =dérrov as neuter ; but much
might be said in favor of the view of Fritzsche, whose note
on this passage is especially valuable. He, with many other
scholars, regards it as masculine : * Qui omuibus pracest jo-
minibus (ic. qui ct Judaeis et gentilibus consulit Deus, der
ucber allen Menschen waltende Gott) siz celebratus perpetuo,
amen”  (C. F. A, Fritzsche, Pauli ad Rom. Epist, tom. ii.

* This scems to me the true rendering rather than ““ to the King efernal,” though eternity is
implied.  Com).. Rev, xv. 3, Westcott and Hort; Sir. xxxvi. 22 (al. xxxiii. 1y); Tob. xiii. 6, 10;
s exhiv. (exdv.) 135 Clem. Rum. Ep. ad Cor. cc. 35, 33 §5, 65 61y 2 Const. Apost. vii. 34;
Lét. S Juco ¢ o130 So Ex. xv. 8, wiprg 3ucticfwr ror «idrwr, as cited by Phile, De
Plaent. Noi,e.oaz, 8is (Opp. 1. 336, 337, ed. Mang ), e Munds, c. 7 (Opp. ii. 603, and read in
many cnrsive MSS.: Joseph. Ant. 1. 18, §7, dioTara Tavrrin wiborag.  Contra, Test. xii.
Pute, Ruben, c. 0.
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[1839] p. 272.) He refers for the =dvror to Rom. x. 12, xi.
32, iii. 29.

We may note here that, while the Apostle says v of masépe,
he does not say dr, but 5 éré ypuemic. He could not forget
the thought which pervades the Lpistie, that the Messiah
was for ¢// men alike. Nor does he forget that, while by
natural descent, serieipse, Christ was “from the Jews,” hc
was «ami zi+ipa, and in all that constituted him the Messiah,
“from Gon,” who “anointed him with thc Holy Spirit and
with power,” who ““made him both Lord and Christ,” who
marked him out as his “ Son” by raising him from the dead
(Acts xiii. 33; Rom. i. 4), and setting him at his right hand
in the heavenly places, and giving him to be the head over
all things to the Church (Eph. i. 20-22),— that Church in
which there is no distinction of “Greck and Jew,” “Dbut
Christ is all and in all.”

That such words as siio;yric, elioynuévag, naxipor, and éxwariparoc
should usually stand first in the sentence in expressions
of benediction, macarism, and malediction, is natural in
Greek for the same reason that it is natural in English to
give the first placc to such words as “blesscd,” ““happy,”
“cursed.” It makes no difference, as a study of the cxam-
ples will show, whether the expression be opzaticv, as is usu-
ally the case with «iZopyuiver, with the cllipsis of <y or éoru, or
declarative, as in the casc of pamipog, and usually, I believe,
of eb2oppric, iovi being understood.* The ellipsis of the sub-
stantive verb gives rapidity and force to the cxpression, indi-
cating a certain glow of feeling. But in Greek as in Eng-
lish, if the subject is more prominent in the mind of the
writer, and is not overweighted with descriptive appendages,

*I believe that eiio;yrdy in doxologies is distinguished from 5[-7_0; nuérac as Zaudandus is
from Jeudatus: and that the doxology in Rom. ix. 5 is therefore strictly a declarative, not an
optative one. The most literal and exact rendering into Latin would be sometliing like this:
“Ille qui est super omuia Deus laudandus (est) in aeternum!?”” Where the verb is expressed
with eidnyyric (as very often in the formula el2uy yrac €l), itis always, T believe, in the indic-
ative. Here I must express my surprise that Canan Farrar (742 £ xpositor, vol. ix. p. joz; vol.
x. p. 238) shaild deny that Rom. i. 25 and 2 Cor. xi. 31 are “ doxalogies.”” What is a doxology
but a pious ascription of glory or praise? If ¢ ioror eidoyyroc €ic toie aliwur, chaipr,
Rom. i 2s5,is ‘““not a doxvlogy at all ” an account of the ioriv, then Matt. vi, 13 (text rec.) and
1 Pet.av. 11 are, for the same reason, not doxologies.
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there is nothing to hinder a change of order, but the genius
of the language rather requires it.
The example commonly adduced of this variation in the
case of sinqra; is Ps. Ixvil (ITeb. Ixviii) 20, Kipuwe & fog eijo-
JaTOL, SRy iy Wpag ot e wall ki, wherc we find 2o 576 in both
positions.  This peculiarity is the result of a misconstruc-
tion and perhaps also of a false reading (Meyer) of the He-
brew. The example shows that the position of <ia;yri; after
the subject violates no law of the Greek Ianguage ; but, on
account of the repetition of tivo;575, T do not urge it as a
parallel to Rom. ix. 5. (Sce Dr. Dwight as above, p. 32 f.
and ¢f. Essay XVIL p. 436 below.) On the other hand, the
passage cited by Grimm (sce as above, p. 34) from the Apoc-
ryphal Psalms of Solomon, viii. 41, 42, written probably about
48 B.C,, scems to me quite to the purpose ; —
WIrETUE KEpuus £0 ol apinnety abrol i Grouart 0ciwr,
il GU el top i vor,  Tapag?. bxd Rupton eic Tov aiira®
Here, in the first line, icirir precedes, because the predi-
cate is emphatic; but in the second, the subject, «i, pre-
cedes, becanse it is meant to receive the emphasis. I per-
ceive no antithesis or studied chiasmus here.  The scntence
is no more a “double” or “ compound " one than Gen. xiv.
19, 20; 1 Sam. xxv. 32, 33; Ps. Ixxi. (Ixxii.) 18, 19; Tob. xi.
13, 16 (Sin.); Judith xiii. 18; Orat. Azar. 2: and I see no
recason why the fact that the clauses are connected by nai
should affect the position of cit;srec here more than in
those passagcs,— 1o reason why it should affect it at all.
Another cxample in which the subjeect precedes érvwrdparor
and 7o it in an optative or possibly a predictive sen-
tence is Gen, XXVl 20, ¢ tuTapuerds oe {mwardparor, & 0F FOAUT QY GE
tiruypuiver. Fere the Greek follows the order of the Hebrew,
and the reason for the unusual position in both I suppose to
be the fact that the contrast between ¢ serapineroc and 6 eito; o
naturally brought the subjects into the foreground. It is
truc that in Rom. ix. 5, as I understand the passage (though
others tuke a different view), there is no antithesis, as therc
1s here; but the example shows that, when for any reason

OV ;L . - .. )
See ). Fo Fritesche, Libys wpos V. T Gr. G870 p s79. or Hilgenfeld, Messias Judaeo-
i S}, poug.

ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF ROMANS IX. § 339
the writer wishes to make the subjcct prominent, there is
no law of the Greek languagc which imprisons such a predi-
cate as edroyquivoc at the beginning of the sentcnee.

Another example, in a declarative sentence, but not the
less pertinent on that account (the verb not being ex
pressed), is Gen. xxvi. 29, according to what I believe to be
the truc reading, sal viv od eifo;yric éxo supior, wherc the g being
emphatic, as is shown by the corresponding order in He-
brew, stands bcfore eiav;séc.  Contrast Gen. iii. 14; iv. 115
Josh. ix. 29 (al. 23). This reading is supported by a// the
uncial MSS. that contain the passage,— namely, I. Cod. Cot-
ton. (cent. v)), IIL. Alex. (v.), X. Coislin. (vii.), and Bodl
(viii. or ix.} ed. Tisch. don. Sacr. Tued., vol. ii. (1857), p. 234,
with at least twenty-five cursives, and the Aldine edition,
also by all the ancient versions exeept the Aethiopic, and the
Latin, which translates freely, against the sui riv eibayyusvos ob
of the Roman edition, which has very little anthority here.*

Still another case where in a declarative sentence the
usual order of subjcct and predicate is reversed, both in the
Greek and the Hebrew, is 1 Kings ii. 45 (al. 46), xei o Banieic
Zatualr ebdoyquévo, the ellipsis being probably éera. Heve 1
suppose the reason for the exceptional order to be the con-
trast between Solomon and Shimei (ver. 4.

It is a curious fact that pasepwric, a word perfectly analo-
gous to ervyyndg, and which would naturally stand first in the
predicate, happens to follow the subject in the only in-
stances of its use in the Septuagint which come into com-
parison here,— namely, Prov. xiv. 21r; xvi. 20; xxix. 18.
The reason scems to be the same as in thc case we have just
considered : there is a contrast of subjcets. For the same
reason émmardparog follows the subject in Wisd. xiv. S (comp.
ver. 7).

These examples go to confirm Winer's statement in re-
spect to contrasted subjects. And I must here remark, in

*#The statentent above about the reading of the ancient versions in Gen. xxvi. 29 lacks preci-
sion. The versions made directly from the Hebrew, of course, do not come under cousideranion.
Of those made from the Septuagint, the Armeman, the Georgian, and the Old Slavic (Cod.
Ostrog.) support 6o ¢pAny. ; the Aethiopic,si7,,3. ar; 1he Old Latin has perished; and the
Coptie, as [ am informed Ly Professor T. O. Paine, omits the last clause of the verse.
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respect to certain passages which have been alleged in oppo

sition (sce Dr. Dwight as above, p. 36), that I cbzln ereleivcg

no cnnt.rast of subjects in Gen. xiv, 19, 20; 1 Sam Ii'w 32

33; orin.Ps. Ixxxviii (Ixxxix.) 53, where the doxolog).f .aiwp.eil;s’

to have no rclation to what precedes, but to be rather the

formal doxalugy, appendcd by the compiler, which concludes
the Third Book of the Psalms (comp. Ps. xly. (xIL) 14) )

It.muy be said that none of the examples we ha\.'e been
'consxdcring is precise/y similar to Rom, ix. 5. But they all
1]11.151r;1tc the fact that there is nothine to hinder a Gz‘e;k
writer from changing the ordinary posti,tion of eizopmréc and
kindred words, when from any cause the subject is rlmturall
more promincent in his 1ind, They show that the prz'wg
pleof the rule which governs the position may authorize
or rcquire a deviation from the common order. I wmust
fsxr.ther agree with Mceyer and Ellicott on Eph. 'i 3, and
»I‘ntzschc on Rom. ix. 5, in regarding as not alltowycther
l{'}'ClC\'Jllt such passagcs as Ps. exii. (exiii) 2, «iy o dm:a KU
et g where, though <y prccedes, as a copula it ca;n have
no cmp}msis; and the position of erzoyquivor s determined
by the fact that the subject rather than the predicate here
naturally presents itsclf first to the mind. The difference
bctw;:cn such a scntence and tlhopudrar T Groua Kupiou g like
that in English between * May the name of‘ the Lord be
b]gssed” and “Blessed be the name of the Lord.” It is
.cwdcnt, I think, that in the latter sentence the predicate
s m:-ade more prominent, and in the former the subjcct -
but, if a person does not JSeel this, it cannot be prc:ved,
Otlzer cxa‘mplcs of this kind are Ruth ii. 19; 1 Kings x 9:
2 'Lhron_ 1x. 8; Job i 21r; Dan, ii 20; Lit. S. jzz?. c .lgj
sz/‘. S. ’.:Murz‘, C. 20, a. (Hammond, pp. 32, 192), Ir; Ps,
exil (exiii.) 2 and Jub i 21, the prominence given to the;
subject is sugecested by what precedes. }

I will give one cxample of the fallacy of merely empirical
rules respecting the position of words. Looking at Youne’s
Auwalytical Concordance, there are, if I have c;unted rin'?lt
one hundred and thirty-cight instances in which, in ;en:
tences like * Blessed be God,” “ Blessed are the m(;ek,” the
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word “blessed ” precedes the subject in the common Eng-
lish Bible. Thcre is no exception to this usage in the Old
Testament or the New. ‘Here,” exclaims the empirie, “is
a law of the language. To say ‘God he blessed’ is not Eng-
lish,” Bat, if we loock into the Apocrypha, we find that our
translators Zave said it,— namely, in Tobit xi. 17; and so it
stands also in the Genevan version, though the Greek reads
eizupnroc o Bede. Why the translators changed the order must
be a matter of conjecture. Perhaps it was to make a con-
trast with the last clause of the sentence.

There is a hontely but important maxim which has been
forgotten in many discussions of thc passage before us, that
“circumstances alter cases.” I have carefully examined all
the examples of doxology or bencdiction in the New Testa-
ment and the Septuagint, and in other ancient writings, as
the Liturgies, in which «2o;nmic or eido;diree precedes the sub-
ject; and there is not one among them which, so far as I
can judge, justifics the assumption that, because 20 ymic pre-
ccrles the subject therc, it woulkd probably have done so
here, had it beeu the purpose of Paul to introduce a doxol-
ozy. The cases in which a doxology begins without a previ-
ous enumeration of blessings, but in which the tkought of
the blessing prompts an exclamation of praise or thanksgiv-
ing,— “Blessed be God, who” or “for hc™ has done this
or that,—are evidently not parallel.  All the New Testa-
ment doxologies with ti%eyrég, and most of those in the Sep-
tuagint, are of this character.* 1In these cases, we perceive
at once that any other order would be strange. The expres-
sion of the fee/ing, which requires but one word, naturally
precedes the mention of the ground of the feeling, which
often requires very many. DBut therc i1s a difference be-
tween eroyysic and eidoyyrac eic robe aiavae,. Where it would be
natural for the former to precede the subject, it might be
more natural for the latter to follow. Iu the example ad-
duccd by Dr. Dwight in his criticism of Winer (see as above,

*See Luke i. 68; 2 Cor. i. 37 Eph. 1. 35 1 Per. . 3. Gen, xiv. 20, xaiv. 27; Ex. xviil. 103
Ruth iv. 145 1 Sam. xxv 32, 3v; 2 Sam. xviil, 23; 1 Kings i. 48, ». 7, wil. 135, 56 2 Chron. n. 12,
vio g3 Ezra vii. 27; Pso xxvin (Sept)) 6, xxx. 22, Ixv. zo, Ixxl. 18, cxxiii. 6, cxxxiv. 21, exlii

v, Dan. il 28 Fheedot., g5 Sept.
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PP- 36, 37), it is cvident that o476 more natarally stands
fhrst in the sentence; at the end, it would be abrupt and
unrhythmical.  But T canuot think that a Greek scholar
would find anything hard or unnatural in the sentence if it
I'C(l(], O SaTypiaas Tor farrod omar autavioy et doyyroc €ic Tuic aiGeueg, .

To make the argument from usage a rational one, exam-
ples sufficient in number to form the basis of an induction
S.lil()ull} be produced in which, in passages /ike the prescnt,
ey precedes the subject. Suppose we should read here,
ST o o s T Rarten i e el al@rarn, we instantly see that the
reference of vi ruic wicias becomes, to say the least, ambigu-
ous, the “for ever” grammatically connccting itself w?th
the phrase “he who is God over all” rather than with
“Dblessed.” If, tu avoid this, we read, ko) yric vig Taie aiorac & v
émtzurzor o, we have a sentence made wanaturally heavy and
clumsy by the intcrposition of :ic ruiv wiras before the subject,
— a sentence to which I believe no parallel can be produced
in the whole range of extant doxologies. Wherever €t} yric
precedes, the subject directly follows.,  These objections to
the transposition appear to me in themsclves a sufficient
rcason why the Apostle should have preferred the prescnt
order. But we must also consider that any other arrange-
ment would have failed to make prominent the particulI’zlr
conception of God, which the context suggests, as the Rulcr
over All. Y, then, the blessings mentioned by the Apostle
s'ugge‘sled_ to his mind the thought of God as Rk ey Tobg
wara, L view of that overruling Providence which sees the
cnd from the beginning, which brings good out of evil and
cares for all men alike, T must agree with Winer that “the
prescut position of the words is not only altogether suitable
but even necessary.”  (Gram., 7te Aufl, §61. 3. e p. 5[3t
P- 551 Thayer, p. 690 Moulton.)  Olshausen, thouch he,:
understands the passage as relating to Christ, we]lbsayS'
" Rickert’s remark that :i7: yrie, when applied to God, must.
according to the idiom of the Old and New Testament’
always precede the noun, is of no weight.  Kollner rivht]);
observes that the position of words is altogether [cc\,/ery-
where] not a mechanical thing, but dctermined, in each par.
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ticular conjuncture, by thc conncxion and by the purpose of
the spcaker,” *

7. The arzument founded on the notion that the Apostle
here had in mind Ps. lxvii. (Ixviii.) zo, and was thercby led
to describe Christ as fedg ebdojyric i roiv aiarag, is one which, so
far as I know, never occurred to any cominentitor, ancient
or modern, before the ingenious Dr. Lange. Its weakness
has heen so fully exposed by Dr. Dwight (as above, p. 33,
note) that any further notice of it is unnecessary.

8. Thc argument for the reference of the ¢ar etc, to
Christ, founded on supposed patristic authority, will be
considered below under IV, in connection with the history
of the interpretation of the passage.

II. I have thus endeavored to show that the construction
of the last part of the vcrse as a doxology suits the context,
and that the principal objections urged against it have little
or no weight.

But the construction followed in the common version is
also grammatically unobjectionable; and, if we assume that
the Apostle and those whom he addresscd believed Christ
to be God, this construction likewise suits the context.

How then shall we decide the question? If it was an
ambiguous sentence in Plato or Aristotle, our first step
would be to see what light was thrown on the probabilitics
of the case by the writer's use of laugnage elsvwhere.  Look-
ing then at the question from this point of view, I find three
reasons for preferring the construction which refers the last
part of the verse to God.

1. The use of the word sizmy-dc, * blcssed,” which nevcr
occurs in the New Testament in reference to Christ. If
we refer «7symic to God, our passage accords with the dox-
ologies Rom. i. 25; 2 Cor. i. 3; xi. 31; and LEph i 3. In
Rom. i. 25, we have eikoyjri eig roi¢ aicar, as here; and 2 Cor.
xi. 31, “The God and Fathcr (er God, the Father) of the
Lord Jesus knows — he who is blessed for ever ! —that I lie

*Olshansen, Bibl. Comin. an the N. T, vol. iv,, p. 53, note, Kendrick?s trans.  The remark
cited from Riickert belongs to the first edition of his Commentary (0831).  In the sccond edition
(¢839), Riickert changed lis view of the passage, and adopted the construction which makes the
Jast part of the verse a doxology to God.
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not,” strongly favors the reference of the cizomsc to God *
It alone scems 10 me almost decisive. The word sirugtéc is
elscwhere in the Ncw Testament used in doxologics to God
(Luke i. 68; 1 Pet. i. 3); and in Mark xiv, 61, ¢ sizoyyrds, “the
Blessed One,” is a special designation of the Supremc Being,
in accordance with the language of the later Jews, in whose
writings God is often spoken of as “the Holy One, blesscd
be Hc!”

I have already spoken (see above, P- 342) of the rarity of
doxologies to Christ in the writings of Paul, the only instance
being 2 Tim. iv. 18, though here Fritzsche (Ep. ad Rom. ii,
268) and Canon Kennedy (Ely Lectures, - 87) refer the
stpog to God.  Doxologies and thanksgivings to God are, on
the other hand, very frequent in his Epistles. Thosc with
tizeiinic are given above; for those with iz, see Rom, xi, 36,
xwvio 275 Gul i 5; Eph. iii. 21; Phil jv. 20; 1 Tim. 1. 17
(el wei digu) §— iy s wpiror, 1 Tin. vio 16, (Comp. dusilw,
Rom. xv. 6, 9.) Thanksgivings, with qipe first, Rom. vi, 17,
vit. 25 (Lachm., Tisch., Trez, WH.); 2 Cor, viii. 16, ix. 15;
o di g first, 1 Cor. xv. 57; 2 Cor. ii. 14; etvapora, Rom. i 8;
1 Cor. i 4 (14), xiv. 18§; Eph. i 16; Phil. i. 3; Col. i. 3,
125 1 Thess. i 2, i 13; 2 Thess, i 3, il. 13; Philem. 4,
Notc especially the direction, “giving thanks alwaps for all
things in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ 20 God, even
the IFather,” Lph. v. 20; comp. Col. iii. 17, “do all in the
name of the Lord Jesus, Giving thanks to God the Father
through him.” These facts appcar to me to strengthen
the presumption founded on the usage of «tioyyroe, that in
this passage of ambiguous construction the doxological
words should be referred to God rather than to Christ.

It may be of some interest to observe that, in the Epistle
of Clument of Rome to the Corinthians,— probably the ear-
liest Christian writing that has come down to us outside of
the Ncw Testament,— there are eight doxologies to God;
namcly, cc. 32, 38, 43, 45, 58, 61, 64, 65, and none that
clcarly belong to Christ. Two are ambiguous; namely, cc,

* For the way in which the Rablimcal writers are accustonied to introduce doxologies into
the middle of a seulence, see Schoetigen’s Horae Hebraicae on z Cor. xi. 31
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20, 50, likc Heb. xiii. 21, 1 Pet. iv. 11, which a majoriFy of
the best commentators refer to God as the leading subjeet;
see Dr. Dwight as above, p. 46. The clear cases of doxo}g-
gies to Christ in the Ncw Testament are Rev. i. 6, 2 Pct.“m.
18 (2 book of doubtfu] genuineness), and Rev, v." 13, “to
Him that sitteth upon the throne, and to the Lamb™; comp,
vii. to. But our concern is chiefly with the usage of ’I_’aul.‘

The argument from the exclusive use of th'e word ul':.n: i
in reference to God has becn answered by saying thflt sidary ey
is also applied to man; and Deut. vii. L4, Ruth ii. 20, and
1 Sam. xv. 13 are cited as examples of this by Dr. Gl“ﬁ:t)l‘d.
But he overlooks the faect that eio;p7ic is there used in 12}
totally different sense; namely, *“favored ”" or “blessed
by God. To speak of a person as “blessed’ by God, or to
pray that he may be so, and to addressr a doxology to him,
are very differcnt things. [See Essay XVIL p. 437.] )

Note further that eizoyyuévos & Epydusvos fo drdgure srpior. Ps. exvil.
(cxviii) 26, applied to Christ in Matt, xxi. g ar.1d the para]lc.l
passages, is not a doxology. Comp. Mark xi. 10; Lukc 1
28, 4z2.

On the distinction between i2oyyrdc and ¢ Auyyuérog, sce Note
B, at the end of this article. . »

2. The most striking parallel to ¢ v ¢z mdrrr in th'e writings
of Paul is in Eph. iv. 5, 6, where Christians are said to have
“one Lord, one faith, one baptism, onc GuZ and Fther o,f
all, whe /s over all (5wt mivror), and through all, and in all.”
Hcre it is used of the one God, expressly distinguished from
Christ. ’ 3

3. The Apostle’s use of the word feir, God, tl-lroughout
his Epistles. This word ocecurs in the Pauline Epistles, not
including that to the Hcbrews, more than ﬁ\'_e hm}(lrc'd
times; and there is not a single clear instance in ‘W’hICl'] it
is applied to Christ. Alford, and many other Tn‘mtanan
commentators of the highest character, find no instance
except the present. Now, in a case of ambnguous_ construc-
tion, ought not this wiiforn: usage of the Apostle in re§1)cct
to one of the most common words to have great weight?
To me it is absolutely decisive.
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It may be said, however, that Paul has nowhcre declared
that Christ is zof God;* and that, cven if he has not hap-
pened to give him this title in any other passare, he muit
have believed him to be God, and thercfore mi:h’t have so
designated him, if occasion required. 7

,AS to the statement that Paul has nowhere cxpressl
alfirmed that Christ was oz God, it does not appear thaty
supposi-ug him to have belicved this, he ever had occasion,
to say it. It is certainly a remarkable fact that, whatcver
may have been the teaching of Paul concerning ,the l;a(ll[‘e
of Christ and the mode of his union with GO(T it appcars
S0 faf as we can judge from his writings, to ha\:e raised nc;
question as tu whether he was or was not God, jcalous as the
Jews were of the divine unity and disposed as the Gentiles
were .tn ‘rccognizc many gods besides the Supreme,

It is I.Illl)f)l‘til]]t to observe, in general, that in respect to
the application to Christ of the - « God” there is a ver
wide difference between the usage not only of Paul buto);
all t.hc_ New Testament writers, and that which we ’ﬁnd in
Chnstum writers of the second and later centuries,  There
I3 no.c]ear instance in which any New Testament corizer
:spcnkulg in his own person, has called Christ God. In ]ohn’
L 18, the text is doubttul ; and, in 1 John v. 20 thP; GiTee MOFe
naturally rcfers to the leading subjcct in w};at precedes,—
nam.ciy, reear tea,—and is so understood by the Dbest grajm-

Ill:l.rlI:UlS,' as Winer and Buttmann, and by many eminent
Trinitarian commentators. [Sec Issay XVIIL Note C. sub
/Z:l.»_]. tIB ]uhfn ; L, #oris the predicate not of the histo‘rical

wist, but of the ant H 1
have been allcgcdafme::ut[lll(l“:\'eriﬁzﬁzsé)f ghe P‘t‘_ssagcs wah

g aul will be noticed
presently . §
' But‘ It may be said that, even if therc is no other passage
n .whlch Paul has called Christ God, there are man ?n
wlh]ch thc. works and the attributes of God are ascribeyd to
him, and in which he is recognized as the object of divine

* See Dr. Dwiztn’s Essay, as ibove, pp. 23, 30, 43.

1 Ou Juln xx. 23 aud Heb, i 8, o, which

ey do not bolong to the category we are now con-

N S| FTe i
S imply refer, for the sake of Lirevity, ta Nortan's Statement of Reasons, etc., new
i ‘,.a,u), P 3o I, aud 1he note of E. A., or to the note of Liicke on the former pas’sa ¢,
and 6f Professor Stuart un the latter. O 2 Peteri. 1, sce Huther -
.1, .
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worship ; so that we ought to find no difficulty in supposing
that he is here declared to be * God blessed for ever.” It
may be said in reply, that the passages refcrred to do not
authorize the inference which has been drawn from them;
and that, if they are regarded as doing so, the unity of God
would secm to be infringed. A discussion of this subject
would lead us out of the field of exegesis into the tangled
thicket of dogmatic theology: we should have to consider
the questions of consubstautiality, cternal generation, the
hypostatic union, and the Zexosis.  Such a discussion would
here be out of place. But it is certainly proper to look
at the passages whecre Paul has uscd the clearest and
strongcst language concerning the dignity of Christ and his
relation to the Father, and ask ourselves whether they allow
us to regard it as probable that he has here spoken of him
as “ God over all, blessed for ever,” or even as “over all,
God blessed for ever.”

In the Epistles which purport to be written by Paul thcre
is only one passage besides the present in which any consid-
erable number of respectable scholars now suppose that he
has actually called Christ God; namely, Titus it. 13. Here
the new Revised Version, in the text, makcs him speak of
“our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ.” But the un-
certainty of this translation is indicated by the marginal
rendering, “thc great God and our Saviour’; and, in an-
other paper, 1 have stated my reasons for belicving the
latter construction the true one. [Sce Essay XVIIL}] This
latter construction was preferred by a large majority of the
American Company of Revisers, and it has the support of
many other emiaent Trinitarian scholars.  Surely, so doubt-
ful a passage cannot serve to render it probable that Christ
is called “ God blesscd for ever 7' in Rom. ix. 3.

Acts xx. 28 has also been cited, where, according to the
fexius receptus, TPaul, in his address to the Ephesian elders,
is represented as speaking of “the Church of God, which he
purchased with his own blood.” This reading is adopted by
the English Revisers in their text, and also by Scrivener,
Alford, and Westcott and Hort ; but its doubtfulness is indi-
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cated by thc marginal note against the word “God,” in
which the Revisers say, “Many ancicnt authorities’read
the Lord.” llerc, again, the marginal reading is preferrcd
by the American Revisers, as also by anhmm?n, Tregclles
Green, Davidson, aud Tischendorf. I have given my reasons,
for belicving this the true reading in an articlc in the Hib/lio-
z’/z'mz Sucra for April, 1876 [see Essay XV.]. And, although
Westcott and Hort adopt the reading Go, Dr. Hort wZ]l
r.cmurks that “the supposition that by the precise designa-
tion -ui door, stunding alone as it does here, with the ar;’icle
ajlcll without any adjunct, St. Paul (or St. Luke) meant
.(,hrlst is unsupported by any analogies of language.” Call-
ing attention to the fact that the true text haz the remarka-
blc forn, i e aisuroc zoi isior, he would understand the pas-
sage, "‘ on the supposition that the text is incorrupt,” as
speaking of the Church of God which he purcl;ased
“¢through the lJood that was his own,’ zZe, as being his
Sl)l]js.” “This conception,” he remarks, “of the dea?h of
C!mst as a price paid by thc IFather is in strict accordance
with St. Paul’s own language elsewhere (Rom. v. 8; viil

3.2). Ft finds rcpeated cxpression in the Apostolic Con,stitu:
tions in language cvidently founded on this passage (ii. 57

13; 61, 45 vit. 26, 1; vili. {11, 2] 12, 18; 41. 4).”0 On. thé
supposition that f«i is the truc reading, the passage has been
understood in a similar manner not merely by gocinian in-
te'rprctcrs, as Wolzogen and IEnjedinus, but by Erasmus (in
his Bzm/ﬂ/mzxe), Pcllican,* Limborch (though he prefers the
reading avpioe), Milton (Do Doctrina C/trislz;ua, Pars L c. v

p. 86, or Eng. trans. p. 148 £.), Lenfant and Bcausobre.as-zu;
alternative interpretation (Le Nomwvear Test., note in loc)

Doederlein (Zusz. Theol. Christ., ed. Gta, 1797, § 105, Obs .
P 387), Van der Palm (note in his Dutch tral;slntim’l) Gr.a::ri
ville Peun (7% Dok of the New Covenant, London, 1836

and’.?/z:mm/z’om, 1837, p. 315), and Mr. Darby (Ti‘a;zs.’qf t/u’-
N '/., 2d ed. [1872]). Dr. Hort, however, is disposed to
conjecture that rioy dropped out after torraror “at somc

* ra o 1 i i 1
] Fr;\»conarcgmmnem del quae volis oscitanter curanda non est, ut quam deus aded
A M jorenill 1 1 ’ -
charam habuil, ut unigenili sul sanguine eam paraverit.”  Comn. in loc,, Tiguri fol 0
g vy Sur, 1537, ol
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very carly transcription, affecting all cxisting documents.”
Granville Penn had before made the same suggcstion. It is
obvious that no argumcnt in support of any particular con-
struction of Rom. ix. § can be prudently drawn from such
a passage as this.

A few other passages, in which some scholars still supposc
that the name God is given to Christ by DPaul, have becen
examined in the paper on Titus il 13 (see Essay XVIIL
notes to pp. 440, 447; also Dr. Dwight, as above, p. 44)-

Let us now look at the passages in which Paul has used
the most exalted language respecting the person and dignity
of Christ, and ask ourselves how far they afford a presump-
tion that he might here describc him as “ God blessed for
ever.”

The passage in this Epistle most similar to the present is
ch. i. vv. 3, 4, where Christ is said to be “born of the seed
of David as to the flesh,” but declared to be the Son of God
with power as to thc spirit of holiness by his resurrection
from the dead,” or, more exactly, “Dy the resurrcetion of
the dead.”” Here the antithesis to kazd oipra is supplied. It
is not, however, xara Tir fcomyti, OT kurh Tipv Beluy oveo, but sara mveiua
dywoirgg, “as to his holy spirit,”— his higher spiritual nature,
distinguished especially by the characteristic of /Aeoliness.
There are many nice and difficult questions connected with
this passage which need not be here discussed ; I will only
say that I see no ground for finding in it a presumption that
the Apostle would designate Christ as “God Dblessed for
ever.” Some, however, suppose that the title “ Son of God "’
is essentially equivalent to fei, and that the resurrection of
Christ as an act of his own divine power is adduced here as
a proof of his deity. I donot find the first supposition sup-
ported by the use of the term in the Old Testament or in
the New (see John x. 36); and, as to the second, it may be
enough to say that it contradicts the uniform representation
of the Apostle Paul on the subject, who everywhere refers
his resurrection to the power of «“God the Father.” See
Gal i. 1; Eph. i. 19, 20; Rom. iv. 24, vi. 4, Vil 11, X. 9;
t Cor. vi. 14, xv. 15; 2 Cor. iv. 14, xiii. 4; 1 Thess. 1. 10;
Acts xiii. 30-37, xvii. 31
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Another striking passage is Phil. ii. 6-11, where the
Apostle says that Christ, *“cxisting in the form of God,
counted not the being on an equality with God* a thing to
be grasped, but emiptied himsclf, taking the form of a ser-
vant, being made in the likeness of men.”  Without entering
into any detailed discussion of this passage, it may be enouglt;
to remark that being in the form of God, as Paul uses the ex-
pression here, is a very ditferent thing from being God; that
the wep s cannot denote the nature or essence of Christ, be-
cause it is somcthing of which he is represented as empty-
ing or divesting himself. The same is true of the i civer icu
- “the being on an equality with God,” or “like God,”
\\']?ich is spoken of as something which he was not eager to
scize, according to one way of understanding dpze)wir, or not
cager to setain, accurding to another interpretation.t The
Apostle goes on to say that, on account of this self-abnega-
tion and his obedience even unto death, “ Gop Aighly evaltcd
Lira and gaee him the name which is above Cver-y name ;
that in the name of Jesus every knee should bow . . . and
that every tonguc shanld confess that Jesus Christ is Lord,
to the glory of God the Father.” T cannot think that this
passage, distinguishing Christ as it does so clearly from God,
and representing his present exaltation as a reward bestowed
upon him by God, renders it at all likely that Paul would
call hint “ God Dblessed for cver.”

We find a still more remarkable passage in the Epistle to
t‘hC Colossians, i. 15-20, where it is affirmed concerning the
]bnn thfat ]“Ihc is the image of the invisible God, the first-
born of all ereation; for in him were all thingc J
things visible and invisible, whether thronesth::b;oﬁ:;?itoifs,
or principalitics or powers; all things have been created
through him and unto him; and he is before all things, and
in hin wll things consist [or hold together]. And he is the ¢

) *Or, as the th'\'. Dr. B. H. Kennedy, Regius Professor of Greek in the University of Cam-
l])\ndgu, transhites it, ¢ the being Bke God"; compare Whitby's note on the use of jgg. See
Senmnedy’s Occasivnd! Sermons presched befoce the Uni 7 z .
ceched befo 2 University of Cambridge, Loud
P 62, ut Bly Lectoris (1882), p. az £ 7 e, London, 1877,
I See '“r‘mnﬂ'a Lexicon Novi Testamenti, ed. 2da (1379), s. v. sopgi, for one view; for an-
other, Weiss's Biblische Theol. des V. T, § 103 €, p. 432 ff., 3te Aofl. (13%0). ’
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head of the body, the Church, who is thc beginning, the
first.born from the dead; that in all things he might have
the preeminence [more literally, “become first”]. For it
was the good plcasure [of the Father] that in him should all
the fulness dwell; and through him to reconcile all things
unto himself.” In this passage, and in Col. ii. 9, 10, where
the Apostle says of Christ “in him dwcleth all the fulness
of the Godhiead bodily, and in him are ye made full, who is
the head of all principality and power,” we find, I believe,
the strongest language which Paul has anywherc uscd con-
cerning Christ’s position in the universe and his relation to
the Church. T waive all question of the genuineness of the
Epistle. Does, then, the language here employed render it
probable that Paul would, on occasion, designate Christ as
“gver all, God blessed for ever™™?

Herc certainly, if anywhere, we might expect that he
would call him God ; but he has not only not doue so, but
has carefully distinguished him from the being for whom he
seems to reserve that name. He does not call him God, but
“the /mage of the invisible God” (comp. 2 Cor. tv. 4, and I.
Cor. xi. 7). His agency in thc work of creation is also re-
stricted and made secondary by the usc of the prepositions
ivand &4, clearly indicating that the conception in the mind
of the Apostle is the same which appears in the Epistle to
the Hebrews, i. 3; that he is not the primary source of the
power exerted in creation, but the being ** thiough whom
Gon made the worlds,” o¢ i izonser zoig aiarar; comp. also I
Cor. viii. 6, Eph. iii. g (though here 8’ Iyaoi Xpuetor 18 ot gen-
uine), and the well-known language of Philo concerning the
Logos.* Neither Paul nor any othcr New Testament writer

* Philo calls the Logos the * Son of God,” * the eldest son,” ke first-begotien,” and lis
representation of his agency in creation is very similar to that which Paul here attributes to “‘the
Son of God's love " (ver. 13). He describes the Logos as *‘the fmage of God, 2krough whom
the whole world was framed,” sl Heoi, 80 ar k. 7. 7. (D2 Monarch. ii. s, Opp. it 225 ed.
Mangey); * the instrument, through which [or whom] the world was built,” oz wror & ap,
w. . A (De Cherub. c. 35, Opp. L. 162, where note Plulo’s distinction between 7o 1 oy, 7o £5
on, 70 8¢ ob, and 76 87 ) ; ““the shadaw of God, using whau as an iustrument he made the
world ? (Lege. Alleg. ifi. 31, Opp. L 106). In two or three places he exceptionally applies the
term gc6¢ to the Logos, professedly using it in a lower sense ({i naru jer). and making a
distinction between fi-or, without the article, “a divine being,” and ¢ Brue, ©* 22 Divine Being ”
(See De Sommn. i. 38, Opp. i. 635, and comp. Legg. Afkeg. il 73, Opp. 1. 12%, 1. 43.) In a frag
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uses the preposition ixi, “by,” in speaking of the agency of
the Son ur Logos in ereation. The designation ““first-born
of all crcation” scems also a very sirange one to be applied
to Christ cunceived of as God.  Somec of the most orthodox
Fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries, as Athanasius,
Gregury of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodore of Mop-
suestia, and Augustine, were so perplexed by it that they
understood e Apostie to be speaking here of the new,
spiritual creation ; * and the passage has been explained as
rlating to this by some eminent modern interpreters, as
Grotius, Wetstein, Ernesti, Nocsselt, Heinrichs, Schleicr-
macher, Baumgarten-Crusius, Norton, — though, I believe,
erroncously.  But I shall rot discuss here the meaning of
Tputore o minge wrisar. [ would only call attention to the way
in which the Apostle speaks of the good pleasure of God, the
Father, as the source of Christ’s fulness of gifts and powers,
“For it was the good pleasure [of Godj that in him should
all the fulness dwell” (ver. 19).f  This declaration explains
also Col. ii. 9; comp. Eph. iii, 19, iv. 13, Johni. 16. See
also John xiv. 10, iii. 34 (2).

It thus appears, I think, first, that there is no satisfactory
evidence that Paul has clscwhere called Christ Gud; and,
sccondly, that in the passages in which he speaks of his
dignity and power in the most exalted language he not only
scems studiously to avoid giving him this appellation, but
represents lim as Jeriuing his dignity and power from the
being to whom, in distinction from Christ, he cverywhere
gives that name,—the *“one God, the Father.”

ment presceved by Euscbius (Praep. £oong vii 13, ot Philonis Ogp. ii. 625) he names the
Lagas 8,/ S o, Y the second [or ferior] God,”? distinguished from ' the Most High
and Faber of the universe,” *the God whu is before (or above, 7] the Logas.”’  Sa he applies
the term to Moses (comip. Ex. vii, 1), aned savs that it may be used of one who ‘¢ procures good
(7 a2y nitdai)y for atliers,™ and s **wise.”” Do Mus. Nom. c. 22, Opp. i. 597, 598; sce also De
Mos. 1. 28, Opp. it 505 [imisprinted 03], where Muses is called OADY TOb ellcove Ovay vai Su-
Groies Quad det. pot. insid. c. 41, Opp. 1 2223 De Migr. Abr. c. £5, Opp. 1. 449; L};’g.
Alleg 313, Opp i a50; Ol amx prodotider, ¢ 7, Opp. it 4525 De Docent Orac. c. 23, Opp.
i 201, But, though he speaks of the Logzos in language as exalted as Paul uses cuncaruing the
Son, he would never lave dreamed of calling him ¢ & 27 Tarror Oeoc et 2oy yToc elg Fode
e,

* Sce Lightfoot, St Paul’s Episties 1o the Colossiarns and to Philernon, p. 214 ff. [p. 138 fi.
sthed |

Lo o e G g Tuzge) mast b2 sapplied as the subjeel of ,[.,S;,’,.;/mp; comp. ver. 2o, and
Bighttoot’s wste. S0 Meyer, b Weatte, Alfunl, Exdiz, and the great miajority of expositors.
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We have considered the strongest passages which have
been adduced to justify the supposition that Paul ikt
apply this title to Christ. I have already inti}nlzltcd that
they do not secmn to me to authorizc this supposition. DBut,
admitting for the sake of argument that we must infer from
these and other passages that he really held the doctrine of
the consubstantiality and co-eternity of the Son with th(_:
Father, and that on this account he would have been ju.s/z-
Jied in calling him God, this does not removc the great im-
probability that he /as so designated him, incidentally, in
Rom, ix. 5, in opposition to a usage of the term which per-
vades all his writings. The question still forces itself upon
us, What was the ground of this usage? 17y has he clse-
where avoided giving him this title? In answering this
question here, wishing to avoid as far as possible all dqg‘«
matic discussion and to confine myself to excgetical consid-
crations, I shall not transgress the limits of recognized or-
thodoxy. The doctrine of the sudordination of the Son to
the Father, in his divine as well as his human nature, has
been held by a very large number, and, if I mistake not, by
a majority of professed believers in the dcity of Christ. The
fourth and last Division or “ Seetion” of Bishop Bull's
famous Defensio Fidei Nicaenae is entitled De Subordina-
tione Filit ad Patrem, vt ad sui ortginem ac privcipivm. He
maintains and proves that the Fathers who lived before and
many, at least, of those who lived aftcr the Council of Nice
unequivocally acknowledged this subordination (though the
post-Nicene writers were more guarded in their language),
and that on this account, while calling the Son #: and oy
éx 0o, as begotten from the substance of the IFather, they
were accustomed to reserve such titles as othir uscd abso-
lutely, «ictede, and o izl mdrror OF izt =im Oeie for the Father
alone. The Fathcr alone was “uncaused,” *“ unoriginated,”
“the fountain of dcity” to the Son and Spirit.* Now the
word i was often used by the Fathers of the second and

* ¢ The ancient doctors of the church,”” as Bishop Pearson remarks, ‘“‘have not stuck tocall
the Father *the origin, the cause, the awhor, the raat, the fountain, and the head of the Son,” ur
the whole Divinity,”” Exposition of the Creed, Jhap. 1. p. 38, Nichols's ed.
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later centuries not as a proper, but as a common namc;
angcels, and even Christians, especially in their beatified
state, might be and were called o It had also a meta-
phiorical and rhetorical use, quite foreign from the style of
the New Testament.® Al this made it easy and natural,
especially for the Fathers who were converts from heathen-
ism, to apply the title in a relative, not absolute, scnse to
the Son, notwithstanding the pre-eminence which they as-
cribed to the Father. \Ve find traces of this loose use of
the name in Philo, as I have observed (sec p. 300, note).
But there is no trace of such a use in the writings of Paul.
The pomts, then, which T would make are thesc : that, even
granting that he believed in the deity of the Son as set forth
m the Nicene Creed, he yet held the doctrine of the subor-
dination of the Son so strongly in connection with it that
we cuannot wonder if oz #/iis account he reserved the title toa
exclusively for the Ifather; and that the way in which he
has expresscd this subordination, and the way in which he
has uscd this title, render it incredible that he should in this
single instance (Rom. ix. 5) have suddenly transferred it to
Christ, with the addition of another designation, “Dblessed
for cver,” clsewhere used by him of the Father alone.

[ do not sce how any one can read the Epistles of Paul
withont perceiving that, in speaking of the objects of Chris-
tian faith, he constantly uses ¢ as a proper rname, as the
designation of the Father in distinction from Christ. . See,
for example, Rom. i. 1-3, ** the gospel of God, which he had
before promised . . . concerning his Son”; ver. 7, “ God our
Fuather, and the Lord Jesus Christ”; ver. 8, “I thank my
God, through Jesus Christ™; ver. 9, “God is my witness,
whom I serve in my spirit in the gospel of his Son "; and so
all through the Epistle; 2 Cor. v. 18, 19, “ All things are of

* For proof and iliustration of wlhat has been stated, see Norton’s Genninencss of the Guspels,
2d ed., val. 3 Addit. Note D, “On the Use of the Words e and deus” 5 Staterent of Rea-
sons, r2thed, pp. 113, 11y note, 120 note, 300 £, 314, 3¢9 £, 365 uote, 4605; Sandius, Interpreta-
tronrs Paradov e (160)), p o227 I, Whiston's Priveitive Christianity Reoiv'd, vol.iv. p. sou
fi.i LeCore (Crericns), Ars Critica, Pars 1L Sect. I. c. Thi, vol. i p. 1ys fE, Gihed., 1775,
Account of the Writings and Opinions of Clesnent of Alvvendria, by John [Kaye)l, Bp. of
Liwcaln, 1¥5s, po 2535 Brewschncider, Handbuck der Dogmalik, qte Aull. (1838), i g5u6,

nute 333
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God, who rcconciled us to himsclf through Christ, and gave
unto us the ministry of rcconciliation ; to wit, that God was
in Christ reconciling the world unto himself, not reckoning
unto them their trespasses™; Eph. v. 20, **giving thanks
always for all things, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ,
to God, even the Father’; though among the heathen there
are gods many and lords many (1 Cor. viii. 6), “to us there
is one Gad, the Father, from whom are all things, and we
unto him; and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are
all things, and we through him’; Eph. iv. 5, 6, There is
‘“one Lord, one faith, one baptism, esze God and Father of
all, we/w Zs over al/, and through all, and in youall”; 1 Tim.
it, 5, “There is ou God, one mediator also between God and
men, [himsell] a man, Christ Jesus™; v. 21, “I charge thee
before God, and Christ Jesus, and the elect angels”; Titus
iti. 4-6, “ God our Saviour” poured out upon us the Holy
Spirit “throngh Jesus Christ our Saviour.” Observe how
strongly the subordination of the Son is expressed in pas-
sages where his dignity and lordship are described in the
loftiest strain: Eph. i. 16—23, “—in my prayers, that the
Gad of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, may give
unto yOLl a spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge
of him; . .. that ye may know what is the exceeding great-
ncss of his power to us-ward who believe, according to that
working of the strength of his might which he wrought in
Christ when Je razscd lam from the dead, and made lime to
sit at is right hand in the heavenly places, far above all
rule, and authority, and power, and dominion, and every
name that is named, not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come: and Ze pur all Hiings in subjoction under
ks fret, and gave him to be head over all things to the
Church™; 1 Cor. iii. 22, 23, “all things are yours; and ye
are Christ’s; and Christ is God's”; xi. 3, “the head of
every man is Christ; and the hcad of the -voman is the
man; and the head of Christ is God™ ; xv. 24, *“ Then com-
eth the end, when he shall deliver up the kingdom to God,
even the Father™; vv. 27, 28, “But when he saith, All
things are put in subjection, it is cvident that He is ex-
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cepted who did subject all things unto him.  And when all
things have bcen subjected unto him, Tien shall the Son
also himsclf be subjected to him that did subject all things
unto him, that God may be all in all.”

Can we believe that he who has throughout his writings
Maced Christ in such a relation of subdordination to the
IFather, and has habitually used the name Gob as the pecul-
iar designation of the Father in distinction from Christ, who
also calls the Father the one Gad, the only wise God (Rom,
xvi 27), the only God (1 Tim. i. 17), and the God of Christ,
has licre, in opposition to the usage elsewhere uniform of
a word oceurring five hundred times, suddenly designated
Christ as “over all, God blessed for ever”? At least,
should not the great improbability of this turn the scale, in
a passage of doubtful construction ?

4 There is another consideration which seems to me to
render it very improbable that Paul has here deviated from
liis habitual restriction of the name God to “the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ.” If he has spoken of
Christ in this passage as “God blessed for ever,” he has
done it obiter, as if those whom he addressed were familiar
with snch a conception and designation of him. But can
this have been the case with the Roman Church at so carly
a stage in the development of Christian doctrine?

It is the view of many Trinitarians that the doctrine that
Christ is God was not caplicitly taught in the early precach-
ing of the Apostles. We find no trace of such teaching in
the discourscs of Peter or of Stephen in the Book of Acts,
and none in those of the Apostle Paul (the passage Acts xx.
28 has alrcady been examined), as we find nonc in the Sy-
noptic Gospels, which represent the instruction concerning

Christ given by the Aposties and their companions to their
converts.*  Nor does it appear in the so-called Apostles’

*““ There i wothing in St Peter’s sennon upon the day of Pentecost which would not, in
ali probability, Lave been achavwledzed by every Ebionite Christian duwn to the time when they

tinally disappear from hivory, Yt upon such a statement of doctrine, miserably snsufficient as
ail orthodux chuschies would now wali it, three thowsaad Jews and prosclytes were, without delay,
adnnvited o the Sacranient of Baptismn . . . We must carcfully bzar in mind what was St. Peter's

vbpeet. 11 was to convince the Jows that Jesus Christ was the great appointed Teacher whom
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Creed. Wheua we consider furthcr the fact already men-
tioned above (see p. 364), that Christ is nowhere called God
in any unambiguous passage by any twrifer of thc New Tes-
tament,* and that it is nowhere recorded that he ever
claimed this title, we cannot reasonably regard this absti-
nence from the usc of the term as accidental. In reference
to the early apostolic preaching in particular, many of the
Christian Fathers, and later Trinitarian writers, havce rec:f)g-
nized a prudent reserve in the communication of a doctrl'nc
concerming Christ and the application of a title 't(? him
which would at once havce provoked vehement opposition on
the part of the unbelicving Jews, which would ha'vc been
particularly liable to be misunderstood by the Gentllcs,. an.d
must have required much carcful cxplanation to reconcile it
with the unity of God and the humanity of Christt We
nowhere find either in the Acts or the Epistles any trace of
the controversy and questionings which the direct announce-
ment of such a doctrine must have excited. The one aim of
the early apostolic preaching was to convince first the Jews,
and then the Geatiles, that Jesus, whose life and teaching
were so wonderful, whom God had raiscd from the dead, was
the Messiah, exalted by God to be a Prince and a Saviour.

God had sent,— Lhe true spiritual Prince whom they were to obey. Thc. .-\pns:]e‘feh'tllat, if they
acknowledged thesz great troths, everything else wonld folow in dae time.,” T, W. Mossman,
B.A., Rector of Torrington, A History of thz Cszholic Church q/'je‘_m: C/l.ru.‘: etc., London,
1873, pp. 192, 190.  Gess maively asks, ** Wie diirfie man von dem g]hléxschen Flsclf:;r, wc]clfer.
dor Wonlihrer der junger Gemeinda war, eine befriedigende Dogmatik erwarten ? Christi
Person und Werk, 55, 3. 13. See also Dr. Julm Pye Smith's Scripiure Testimony to the
Messiak, Book L. Chap. V. {vol. ii. p. 3¢ ff, sth ed.).

*[ speak of the historical Christ, which is the subject in Romi. ix. 5. The unique_ prologue
of John's Gospel, in which the Logus or Word is once called {/4c (i. 1, comp. ver. 18 in the text
of ;I‘resellrs and Westcott and Hort), cannot reasonably be regarded as paralle] to the present
passage. This is candidly admiucd by Schultz, wha has ninst elaborately defended the canstruc-
tion which refers the last pact of Rom. ix. 5 to Christ. Ile says, ** Nach uuscren l’r:nmss_:n
versteht sich von selbst, dass wir nicht etwa daraus, dass der }.A: o Hro; genannt wird, Beweise
zichen wollen fiir dic Zulissigkeit des Namens (/e fir den verklinen Jesus.”  (Jakrbiicker fiir
denische Theol | 12063, xiti. 491.) I of course do not entar here into the difficnlt guestions as to
what was precisely John’s concuption of th: Logos, and w1 what sense he says “ the Word became
f=sh,” language which no one understands hiterally,. We must consider also the late date of
1he Liospel of John as coinpared with the Epistle to the Romans.

t For superabundant quutations from the Christian Faihers confirming the stajement m;fde
above, notwithstanding a few mistakes, see Priestley’s History of Ewrly Opinions concerning
Jesus Christ, Book 111 Chap. IV.-VIL {vol. ui. p. 85 {F, ed. of 1786). Or sce Chrysostom’s
Homilies on 1he Acts, passimr.  How this doctrine would have struck a Jew may be seen from
Justin Martyr's Dialogue cwith Trypho.
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To acknowledge Jesus as the Christ, or Jesus as Lord, which
is cssentially the same thing, was the one fundamental ar-
ticle of the Christian faith + Much, indeed, was involved in
this confession; but it is now, I suppose, fully established
and generally a:hnitted that the Jews in the time of Christ
had no expectation that the coming Messiah would be an
incarnation of Jehovah, and no acquaintance with the mys-
tery of the Trinity.}  Such being the state of the case, it
stems to me that, on the supposition that the Aposties were
fully cnlightened in regard to the mystery of the Trinity
and the hypostatic umion, the only tenable ground to be
taken s that they wisely lcft thesc doctrines to develop
themsclves gradually in “the Christian consciousness.”  As
Dr. Pye Smith remurks, « The whole revelation of the Chris-
tian system was given by an advancing process. It cannot,
therefore, be a matter of surprise that the doctrine concern-
mg the person of the Messiah was developed gradually, and
that its clearest manifestation is to be found in the latest
writlen books of the New Testament.” (i Supri, p. 153.)
Canon Westcott observes, * The study of the Synoptists,
of the Apocalypse, and of the Gospel of St. John in succes.
ston enables us to see under what human conditions the

- R -
*See Neander, History of the Planting and Training of the Christiurn Church by the
Apostles, Baak 1. Chap. 1k, Comp, Mt xvi. 165 Mark viii. z9; Luke ix. 20; John vi. 6y,
XX 305 Acts v 30, v. 42, viii. 5, 1X. 20, 22, xvhi. 3, xviii. 5, 28; Rom. x. 9, nota bene ; 1 Cor. xii.
33 2 Couriv. 55 ¢ John v, 2, v oq.

PSee the ant. Jessies, by Oclijer, in Iterzog's Real-Eniyklopidic der prot. Theol. und
Airchir, ix. 437 £ o in dhie new ed., val. ix. (1881), p. 666 ff.; Ferd. Weber, System der altsyna-
gogalen paliiin, Theatl 1380), p.osah R, 33y ff. Passages from the Rabbinicat Wwritings are some-
times adduced by commentaturs on Roni. ix. 5in which the name Jehovah, or Jehovah our right-
cousness, is said to be given to the Messiali,  Buat the irrelevance uf these chiations has been
repeatedly exposed; see Frizsche, £5. ad Row, i 200y note; Weber, ut sypra, P 342. Weber
says. " Lad woenn Bda dathra 750 gesagt wird, der Messias werde uach dem Nawmen fehova's
SeRETE O Lenand, so stchen an dieser Stelle in gleicher Beziehung die Gerechten und Jeru-
salen”  Comp. Jer. xxiii. 6 with XXXil 16, and on this Passage see Oeller, Theo!, s A4, T, ii.
2635 Richm, Vessina Prephe y, p.2ba, note 365 Schultz, A 245, Lheol., 21e Awl. (1878), p.
740 On Ea.ix. 6, see Schulig, p- 7275 Ilitzig, Vorlesungen itber 5itl Theely u. s, w. (183q),
p. =06 ff., and the cannnentators, as Geseuius, Knuobei, Ewald, Cheyne. That the Mernra da
Yeraor ™ Ward of Jehovali ™ is ot ident:fied in the Targums with the Messiah js certain.  See
Smitiv's Dicr. of the Bitle, o, vt Word,” vol. iy, I 3557 b, Am. ed., and Weber, zf Supra, p. 339
It is time that the Lok Zohar, which figures so cunspicuously in Schoettgen, Beriholdt, and other
writers, but'is nnw proved to be a pseudograph of the tlirteenth century, shouid cease to be
quoted as an autfe sy for Jewiali opinivns in the time of Christ.  See Ginsburg, The Katbalz
(London, 13 5, . 8 0F., eoree phyo ff e whais di g osed to rely on Hengstenberg’s Chr ist-
ologyin vdation o the. sl Jeet should compare the review of it by Dr. Noyes in the Christian
sex Huston) fur January, May, ard fuly, 1836.
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full majesty of Christ was perceived and declared. not all at

once, but step by step, and by the help of the old prophetic

(Zntrod. ro the Gospel of Se. foln in the so-

- 1
teaching. Canon Ken-

called “Speaker’s Commentary,” p. lxxxvii) \ ten-
nedy even says: “I do not think that any apo‘:t]e, J().m] t
Peter or Paul, was so taught the full mecpe U.-ur.-;r;"r‘af t'md
they were prepared to formulate the decrees of I\Aluia, ‘m‘
Coustantinople, which appearcd after th_rce hundrec _;e:ui
and more, or the Trinitarian exegesis, which was comp clth
after six bundred years and more. l'hltt t!lcy,v with the oF er
evangelists, guided by the Holy Spirit, furnished tljf: 111;;-
rials from which those doctrines were developed.” (£
: . XIX, .
Lc&f;ll:;:érpallltlzese facts into consic_ler.ation, is it prf)ba:)le
that at this early day the Jewish Chns.tt:ms zu_ld C.}cntxle' he-
lievers at Rome, who needed so much mstr_nctu)?l m the \.cry
clements of Christianity, were already so t.ully nutmt‘cd 111]tf)
the mysterious doctrine of the deity of C.:hrlst t‘ha.t' ‘tl.l.L apf]?.;-
cation of the term God to. him, found mn no (,hu.stm‘u \: 1;;
ing that we know of till long after the date Of' this E;ilst‘u,
could have been familiar to them? Ac_:cusmmcd to the TL})-
resentation of him as a being distinct from God, would thLly
not have been startled and amazed beyond mcnsu_re‘ ])yvﬁ I‘:L;
inz him described as “over all, God blessed le1 (.3\(3[. !.
But if s0, if this was a doctrine and a use of lang}mg_e‘gll)tli
which they were not familiar, it is to me‘wholly mere 1l le
that thc Apostle should have introdvccd it abruptly in 't ;ls
incidental manner, and have left it without remark or expla-
“3;)“;.“'}1(:“]13““ Schultz, whose elaborate dissertatmx']‘ (')1T
Rom, ix. 5 has been already referrcd to, admits that if =
marrov fedc was used here to designate the 4o, thc.eterna] Son
of God,—in other words, if #éc was used here in refele)nui
to the nature of Christ,— “the strict monotheism QE Ir;lll
would certainly require an intimation thil't the l‘](lll?r dl.[c t:
God alone was not here trenched u.pon’ (/n'uuz'/mf'/z{/gf).
The expression, he maintains, describes “-thc dignity con-

* Schuitz, fahrdiicher f2 dewtsche Theol., 1803, xiil. 484.
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ferred upon him by God™ : the #o here is essentially equiv-

alent to weuor. * The predicate t:ér must be perfectly cov-
cred by the subject Xpwesig re. the Messianic human King
of Isracl.” *

But these concessions of Schultz seem to me fatal to his
construction of the passage. If t:ér, used in the metaphysi-
cal sense, describing the natire of Christ, would confessedly
need explanation, to guard against an apparent infringement
of the divine unity, would not Paul's readers need to be
cautioned against tuking it in this sense,— the sense which
it has cverywhere clse in his writings? Again, if Paul by
#.o licre only meant wipe, why did he not say sipeg this being
his constant designation of the glorified Christ (comp. Phil,
i g-11)?

This leads me to notice further the important passage, I
Cor. viil. 6, already quoted (sce above, p. 373). It has often
heen said § that the mention here of the Father as the “one
God " of Christians no more excludes Christ from being
God and from receiving this name than the designation of
Christ as the “one Lord” excludes the Father from being
Lord and rceeiving this name. But, in making this state-
ment, some important considerations are overlooked. In
the first place, the title “god” is unquestionably of far
higher dignity than the title “lord ™ ; and because godship
Zuclid:s lordship, with all the titles that belong to it, it by

* This view of Schultz appears to be that ub Hofmaon (Der Schrifthetveis, 2te Aofl |, 1857,
1oz aed Waiss (8082 Theo! A V. T, ste Adfl, 1830, p. 283, note 5), as it was formerly of
Ritsc v oD% Batsichuny der 4lksth Kircke, 2t¢ Auil, 1857, p. 79 £.). This is the way, also,
in which the oJd Socinian esmumentaters understood the passage, as Socinns, Crell, Schiichting,
W.'rogen, They did not hesitate to give the name * God ”? to Christ any more than the andent
Asians didd, puderstanding it in a lower sense, and referring especially in justification of this to
Joha x. 34-30, and varivus passages of the ©)ld Testameat.  So it appears (o have been taken by
same pi 1he Ante-Nicene Faibers, who referred the last clause of the verse to Christ, as probably
Ly Novaran, who guotes the passage twice as prool that Chirist is Dews (D2 Regnla Fidei or De
Trin. cc. 13, 300, but who says, “ Dominus et Deus constituius esse reperitur *? {c. z0); * hoc
ipsum @ alre proprio cons cutus, ui omuium et Deus esset ¢t Dominus esset” (c. 22); “om-
nium Deus, quoniam omnibus illum Deus Pater pracposuit queny genuie” (c. 31). So Hippo-
Iytus (Conz. Nodit. ¢ €) applies the verse to Christ, and justifies the language by quoting Christ’s
declara:ian, “ All things have been delivered 1o me by the Father.” He cites other passages
i the same crnvection, and says, *“ If then aill chings have been subjected unto him with the
exceplion of him wlar subjected them, he rules over all, dut the Fuather riles over him.”

t See, e, Chirys. De fncomprehens, Ded nat. Hom. v. e 1, Opp. 1. 48t £ (590), ed. Montf. :
Bl jap o éra 70 :adac deor Tor Tutipa Ik azier Tav vior The GrutyTor, Kui 70 Eva
#éyradue arpror TOr clor EA3UAALL TR TATEPL THE KEPWTYTUC.
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no means follows that lordship includes godshil.), and has
a right to its titles ; in other words, that one wh«.) is properlty
catled a ZJord (sinoc), as having servants or subjects or pus-
sessions, may therefore be properly calle.d a god (wdé). In
the second place, the lordship of Christ is cverywhere repi
resented not as belonging to him by rature, but as conferrc.d
upon him by thc one God and Fath(’:r of all. Thls ‘l‘m}l:.!np
is frequently denoted by the fizurative cxpn:cssxgn, ?utl’n;l
on the right hand of God'* The expression 13 borrowec
from Ps. cx., so often cited in the New Testrfmcflt as appli-
cable to Christ, and particularly by I’et.er in his dlSCl)Ul:‘c on
the day of Pentecost, who, after quoting th.e \‘\'(‘)}‘ds, The
Lord [Jelwovak) said unto my Lord [Adoend], < Sit t‘llou or}
my right hand, until I make thy foes thy footstooli g:,*oe's
on to say, “ Let all the house of TIsrael therefore\ LI?(‘)\\ ;'1
suredly that God hath MADE him b(.).th Lord and (Jh_nbt, this
Jesus whom ye crucified 7 (Acts ii. 35, 36). It is he t(’),
whom “all authority was giwer in heaven and on earth,
whom * God evalied with his richt hand t(i beT a Prince and
a Saviour” ; * the God of our Lord Jesus (,hrllst ... put ;r!{
things i subjection under his feet, and gaoc hu.n to be hean)
over all things to the Church 7" ; *gave unto him the nmmi
which is above every name, . . . that every tongue should
confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to 'the glory of qu, thc_
Father.” Such being Paul’s conceptlonvof the relation ot
Christ to God, is it not the plain meaning of the pass.agﬁ
that, while the heathen worship and serve many bﬂ_ng-i
whom they call “ gods ” and “lords,” to Christians thcxc' lb
but one God, the Father,—one bC.ll.]g t?, whom thc?" gll\t
that name, * from whom are all thmg? and \\']1? 1svltm
object of supreme worship ; and one -bemg “through }»_101111
are all things,” throngh whom especially flow our splm.n;a”
blessings, whom “ God hath madc .both Lordl:md Cm?,:>
and whom Christians therefore habitually call * the L.Orf ?
The fact that this appellation of Christ, gndcr such c1r.L}.un;
stances, does not debar the Supreme Being from receiving

s Sorep! 4 g nis,
e 5 17 isto ad oty ame Det sederle, W tus Sorgpia vare rEHINE N
- D /i o dextram De ) \ 2 A /.
See Knapp, e Jesu C. ] 7 4

ed. 2da (1823), i. 39-76.
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the name ~ Lord ' obvivnsly affords no countenance to the
notion that Paul would not hesitate to give to Christ the
naine “God.”  As a matter of fact, “the Lord 7 is the com-
mon designation of Christ in the writings of Paul, and is
sceldom used of God, except in quotations from or references
to the langnage of the OId Testament.*  There, in the Sep-
tnagint, Koo is used of God sometimes as a proper name,
tuking the place of Jehovah (Yaliweh) on account of a Jew-
ish superstition, and sometimes as an appellative.

Glancing back now for a moment over the field we have
traversed, we may reasonably say, it scems to me, first, that
the use of zeyyra, elsewhere in the New Testament re-
stricted to God, the Father,— in connection with the exceed-
i rarity, if not absence, of ascriptions of praise and thanks-
civing to Christ in the writings of Paul and their frequency
in reference to God,—atfords a pretty strong presumption in
favor of that coustruction of this ambiguous passagc which
makes the last clause a doxology to the Father; sccondly,
that some additional confirmation is given to this reference
by the dv v we sesip mirrwr, 6 izt zerwe, in Eph. v, 6; and,
Luind/p, that the at first view overwhelming presumptian in
{avor of this construction, founded on the uniform restric-
tion of the designation e, occurring more than five hun-
dred tines, to GGod, the Ifather, in the writings of Paul, is
not weikened, but rather strengthened, by our examination
of the lungnage which he clsewhere uses respecting the dig-
nity of Christ aud his relation to God. And, though our
sources of information arc imperfect, we have seen that
there are very grave reasons for doubting whether the use
of e as a designation of Christ belonged to the language of
Clnistians anywhere at so early a period as the date of this
Epistle (c2r A0, 58).

Beyond a doubt, all the writers of the New Testament
and the carly preachers of Christianity believed that God
was aniled with the man Jesus Christ in a way unique and

¥ On the meaning of K YPIOY in the New Testament, pariicularly on the manner in which
this wonl 15 employed by Tanl in his Epistles,” see the valuable article of Professer Stuant in
the B:0/ea! Repoitary (Andover) for Ocwoher, 183140 733-776.  His view is that the KUOTYE
which Clirist has as the Messiah is a delegated dominion.
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peculiar, distinguishing him from all other .be.:ings; that his
teaching and works and character were dlvme.; that God
had raised him from the dead, and exalted him to be a
Prince and a Saviour; that he came, as the messenger of
God’s love and mercy, to redeem men from s'm., and malfc
them truly sons of God; that * God was 'lfl Christ rccon.cdj
ing the world unto himself.” But no New [estament writer
has dofincd the node of this union w1th‘ God. How muf:h
real tht has been thrown upon the subject by the councils
of Niczea and Constantinople, Ephesus and Chulcc‘don, and
the so-called Athanasian Creed, 1s a question on which thc_rc
may be differences of opinion. The antivrity of coul_\Cl[:.
is another question. DBut it has been no part of my object,
in discussing the construction of th'e passage before us, to
argue against the doctrine of the Nlc%‘nc Creed. ‘I\Iy‘ 1)2111t
is simply the use¢ of language at the time when this Epistle
was written. The questions of doctrine and. language are,
of course, closely connected, but are not identical. ' IF seems
to me that a believer in the deity of Christ, admltFmg the
fact that we have no clear evidence that the “ mediator be-
tween God and men” was ever called ™ God 7 by any Ncw
Testament writer, or any very early preacher uf Christianity,
may recoghize therein a wise Prowden'ce whllch saved ic
nascent Church from controversies and discussions for which

it was not then prepared.

[II. We will now cousider some other constructions of
the passage before us. (See above, p. 335.) .

1. I refrain from discussing in detail the comparative
merits of Nos. 1 and 2. The advocates of No. 1 observe
correctly that it describes Christ as only_z:z mars r.'.m_', not
5 ini =i 0o, which they say would ideutily him with tbe
Father. But if the Father is “ Gad over all,” :mfl Christ
is also “God over all,” the question naturally arises how
the Father can be “fkc God over all,” unless the term
«God " as applied to Christ is used in a lower sense. The
answers to this question would lead us bc_yond the sphcre
of exegesis, and I pass it by. Meyer thinks that, if we
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refer the ¢ ar to Chirist, this is the most natural construction
of the wards; and it scems to have been adopted by most
of the ancient Fathers who have cited the passage, at least
after the Council of Nicica, and in nearly all the generally
received modern translations, from Luther and Tyndale
downwaurls.

2. Coustructiont No. 2 aims to escape the difficulty pre-
sented by No. 1, but invelves some ambiguitics. Does the
scntence mean, “who is over all (Jews as well as Gentiles),
and who is also God blessced for ever” (so Hofmann, Kalnis,
Dic luile. Doy i 353 £)? or docs it mcan, “celui qui est
clevé sur tontes choses, comme Dicn béni éternellement ™ ?
as Godet travslates it (Cowzn. it 256), contending that ixi
micrer 15 not to be connected with oy, but with o, though he
had before translated, inconsistently it would scem, “lui qui
est Dicu auwdessus de toutes choses béni éternellement ™
(pp- 248, 254, Lange finds in the last clause “a quotation
from the synmagogical litergy,” together with ** a strong Pau-
line breviloquence,” the ellipsis in which he supplies in a
manner that must always hold a high place among the curi-
ositics of exegesis. e says, however, that “every exposi-
tion is attended with great difficultics.”” 1 cannot discover
that = God Dblessed ftor ever,” as a kind of compound name
of the Supreme Being, occurs in Jewish liturgies or any-
where clsc. :

3. Construction No. 3 is defended particularly by Gess,
who maintains, in opposition to Schultz and others, that e
here “nicht Christt Machtstellung sondern scine Wesenheit
bezeichaet.”  (Christd Person und erk, 111 207.)  Bat
on this supposition he admits that the connecting of 4
with «dwisezuzoe would present a serious ditficulty.  ““ The
caie with which l'aul elsewhere chooses his expressions in
sich a way that the supreme majesty of the Father shines
forth would be given up” Mcyer thinks that the punctua-
tion adopted by Morus and Gess makes “ die Rede” “noch
zerstiickter, ja kurzathmiger,” than construction No. 5. But
this is rather a matter of taste and feeling. The objections
which seem to me fatal to all the constructions which refer
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the name teic here to Christ have been set forth above, and
need not be repeated.

If the view of Westcott and Hort is correct, the construc
tion of this passage adopted by Hippolytus (Cous. Noét. c. 6)
agrees with that of Gess in finding three distinct affirma-
tions in the clause beginning witi 6 &r, in opposition to those
who would read it mwsxizc But the passage in Hippolytus
is obscure. Sce below under 1V.

4 Under No. 4 I have noticed a possible construction,
for which, as regards the essential point, T have referred to
Wordsworth's note in his V. 7% in Greck, new cod, vol. i
(1864). He translates in his note on ver. 5: “ He that is
existing above all, God Blessed for ever,” and remarks:
“ There is a special emphasis on oéor. He that 2 He Who
is the being One; Jemovau. Sce Johu L 18; Rev. i 4 8;
iv. 8; xi. 17; xvi. 5, compared with Exod. iil, 14, £y siw 6 ov.
And compare on Gal. iii. 20.”"  * He Who came of the Jews,
according to the fes/, is no other than ¢ the BriNg OnE,
Jenovam” We have an assertion of ' His Evistence from
Everlasting in ¢or”  He mistranslates the last part of
Athanasius, Oraz. cont. Arian. i. § 24, p. 338, thus: “ Pand
asserts that He is the splendour of His Father's Glory,
and is the Being One, over all, God Blesscd forever.” 1In
his note on vv. 4, §, on the other hand, he translates the
present passage: “ Christ came, Who is over all, God
Blessed for ever.”

There is some confusion here. The verb ¢wi may denote
simple existence; it may (in contrasts) denote seal in dis-
tinction from secming existence; it may be, and commonly
is, used as a mere copula, connecting the subject with the
predicate. As applied to the Supreme Being in Exod. iii.

14 (Sept.), Wisd. Sol. xiil. I, etc, ¢, “Ile who Is,” de-
scribes him as possessing not only rcal, but independent and
hence eternal existence. This latter use is altogether pecul-
iar. To find it where o is used as a copula, or to suppose
that the two uses can be combined, is purely fanciful and
arbitrary. It was not too fanciful and arbitrary, however,
for some of the Christian Fathers, who argue Christ's cter-
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nal cxistence from the use of o or oar (or guz es?) in such
passages as John i 18; 1i. 13 (I. R.); vi. 46; Rom. ix. 5;
Heb. i 3. So Athanasius, as above ; Epiphanius, ducorat.
c. 5; Gregory of Nyssa, Ado. Eunom, 1ib. x., Opp. (1638) ii.
630-G52; Pseudo-Basil, A, Eunnon. iv. 2, Opp. 1. 282 (399);
Chrysostom, Opp. i 470 1, viii. 87, ed. Montf. ; Hilary, De
Trin. xii. 24; cf. Cyril. Alex. Zies. i 4. So Proclus of
Constantinople, Ep. ad Adrueen. do Fide, c. 14, quoting Rom.
Ix. 5, says.: T it dera, tea deapyer duorsgay, ¢ he SpOke of
him as beoirg, that he might declare in thunder his existence
without begtuning.”  (Migne, Patrol. Gr. 1xv. 872°)

5. The construction, “from whom 1s the Messiah as to
the Hesh, he who 1s over all : God be blessed for ever!” has
found favor with some cminent scholars (see below under
1V.), and dcserves consideration.  If adopted, I think we
should understand ¢ & i7i zarrov N0t as meaning “he who is
superior to all the patriarchs ™ (Justi and others), which is
tame, and would hardly be expressed in this way; nor “he
who is over all things,” whicly, without qualification, seems
too absolute for Paul; but rather, “who is Lord of ad/”
(Jews and Gentiles alike), comp. Acts x. 36; Rom. x. 12,
Nt 32; who, though hie sprang from the Jews, is yet, as the
Messiah, the ruler of a kingdom which embraces all men.
(See Welstein’s note, near the end.) The natural contrast
suggested by the mention of Christ’s relation to the Jews
rai e, MAY justity us in assuming this reference of =arws,
which also accords with the central thought of the Epistle.
The doxology, however, scems exceedingly abrupt and curt ;
and we should expect & ¢-i instead of i as the subject of
the sentence, though n a few cases the word stands in the
nominative without the article. Grimm compares i pdprr,
1 Thess, fi. 5, with wigrec 6 dar, Kom, 1. g; also 2 Cor. v. 1y;
Gal. 1. 6, vi. 7; Luke xx. 38 (). e should also rather
expect iz y7er to stand first in the doxology; but the posi-
tion of words in Greck is so largely subjective, depending
on the feeling of the writer, that we cannot urge this objec-
tion very strongly.  The thought, so frequent in Paul, of
Gud uas the searce, In contrast with, or rather in distinction
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from, Christ as the mecdixm of the Messianic blessings, may
have given the word 6w prominence. (See above, p. 356 f.,
in regard to the position of the subject in contrasts.) Gess
accordingly dismisses the objection founded on the position
of ciinyirér, remarking, “die Voranstellung von o hitte
durch den Gegensatz gegen Christum ecin zureichendces
Motiv " (ubi supra, p. 206). 5:ill, on the whole, construc-
tion No. 7 seems to me much easier and more natural.

6. The construction numbered 6 was, I believe, first pro-
posed by Professor Andrews Norton, in his review of Pro-
fessor Stuart’s Letters to Dr. Channing. This was published
in the Christianr Disciple (Boston) for 1819, new series, vol.
i. p. 370 ff.; on Rom. ix. 5, sce p. 418 ff. The passage is
discussed more fully in his Statemet of Reasons, cte. (Cam-
bridge and Boston), 1833, p. 147 ff.; new ed. (ster. 1856), .
203 ff., 470 ff.,, in which some notes were added by the writer
of the present essay. There, after giving as the literal
rendering, “He who was over all was God, blessed for ever,”
Mr. Norton remarks: “‘He who was over all] that is,
over all which has just been mentioned by the Apostie.”
“ Among the privileges and distinctions of the Jews, it could
not be forgotten by the Apostle, that God had presided over
all their conceras in a particular manner.”

There is no grammatical objection to this construction of
the passage. (Sece above, p. 340, 1st paragr.) Mr. Norton,
in translating vv. 4 and 5, uses the pasz tense in supplying
the ellipsis of the substantive verb. This is done by ather
translators ; e.¢., Conybeare and Howson. It muy be ques-
tioned, however, whether this is fully justified here.  Canon
Kennedy uses the present tense, but seems to take the same
general view of the bearing of the passage as Mr. Nortoa.
See his Occasional Sermons, pp. 64, 65, and Ely Lectures,
pp. S8, 3o.

As regards this view of the passage, I will only say here
that the thought presented in Mr. Norton’s translation did
not nced to be expressed, as it is fully implied in the nature
of the privileges and distinctions enumerated. (See above,
p. 341.) Taking Professor Kcnnedy's rendering, I doubt
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whether the Apostle would have used this language in
respect to the rclation existing between God and the Jewish
people at the time witen he was writing. The Jews gloried
1n God as their God in a special sense (Rom. ii. 17); but, in
Paul’s view, it was (ristians, now, who rightfully gloried in
God through our Lord Jesus Christ (Rom. v. 11; comp.
iti. 20).

7. I add a single remark, which might more properly
have been made before. T have rendered s ymowoc here not
* Christ,” as a meve propcr name, but “the Messiah.” Not
only the usc of the article, but the context, seems to me to
require this.  Westcott and Hort observe in regard to the
word yroser: * We doubt whether the appellative force, with
its various associations and implications, is ever entirely lost
in the New Testament, and are convinced that the number
of passages is small in which Messiahship, of course in the
enlaryged apostolic sense, is not the principal intention of the
word.” (The V. T. in Greok, vol. i, Introd., p. 317.)

IV. We¢ will now take notice of some points connected
with the /Zsvtory of the interpretation of Rom. ix. 5. The
fullest account of this is perhaps that given by Schultz in
the article already repeatedly referred to; but he is neither
very thorough nor very accurate.

The application of the passage by the Christian Fathers"

will naturally come first under counsideration.

The fact that the grecat majority of the Fathers whose
writings have come down to us understood the last part of
the verse to relate to Christ has been regarded by many as
a very weighty argument in favor of that construction. I
have had occasion to consider the value of this argument
in conncction with another passage.  (Sce Essay XVIII,,
p- 445.) The remarks there made apply cqually to the
prescent case.  The fact that the IFathers, In quoting a pas-
sige grammatically ambiguous, have given it a construction
which suited their theology, does not help us much in deter-
mining the true construction.  We must remember, also,
the looser use of the term #:c which prevailed in the latter
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part of the sccond century and later.  (See above, p. 371 £.)
Those in the second and third centuries who held strongly
thc doctrine of the inferiority of the Son, and the Arvians
in the fourth, like the Socinians at a later period, did not
hesitate to apply the name “God” to Christ, and would find
little difficulty in a coustruction of the passage which in-
volved this. They might hesitate about the expression
“God over all”; but, as we have seen, though. natural, it
is not necessary to connect the sz mirtar with

The specimen of patristic exegesis in the construction
given to 2 Cor. iv. 4, where so mauny of the Fathers make
the genitive rof aidroy depend not on o deir, but rar asiomr (sce
Essay XVIIL, x. 5.}, will be sufficient for most persons who
wish to form an estimate of their authority in a case like
thc present. I will only ask further, taking the first exam-
ples that occur to me, how much weight 1s to be attributed
to the judgment of Origen, Cyril of Jerusalem, Chrysostom,
Theodoret, Isidore of Pelusium, Gennadius, Theodorus Mona-
chus, Joannes Damascenus (?), Photius, (Ecumenius (or what
passes under his name), and Theophylact, when, in their zeal
for the freedom of the will, they explain =pitorc in Rom. viii.
28 (Foig kara mpithoir aiyroic), Mot as denoting the Divine pur-
pose, but the purpose or choice of the subjects of the call ?
(Cyril of Alexandria gives the words both meanings at the
same time.) What is the valuc of the opinion of Chrys-
ostom, Joannes Damascenus, (Ecumenius, and Theophylact,
that du "Iyook Xpmozo in Rom. xvi. 27 is to be construed with
ornpiser in ver. 252  Shall we accept the exegesis of Chrys-
ostom and Theophylact when they tell us that in the injunc-
tion of Christ in Matt. v. 30 not to resist ro merypé, 1o zarym
means the devil?

Dean Burgon, in his article on “New Testament Revi
sion” in the Quart. Rew. for Jan., 1882,% has given (p. 54 ff)
perhaps the fullest enumeration yet presented of ancicnt
Christian writers who have referred the ¢ov = # in Romn.
ix. 5 to Christ. He counts up “ 55 illustrious names,” forty
of Greek writers, from Irenzus in the latter part of the

[* Reprinted in The Revision Revised (London, 1883); see p. 212.]
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second century to John of Damascus in the eighth, and
filtcen of Latin writers, from Tertullian at the beginning
of the third century to Facun<dus in the sixth, “who all
see In Rom. ix. 5 a glorious asscrtion of the eternal God-
head of Cuwist.” An cxamination of his list will show
that it nceds some sifting.  DMost of the Latin writers
whom he mentions, as Augustine, knew little or nothing
of Greek, and their authority cannot be very weighty in
determining the construction of an ambiguous Greek scn-
tence.  Of lis illustrious names, six are unfortunately
unknown, being writers “of whom,” as Mr. Burgon mildly
puts it, *3 have been mistaken for Athanasius, and 3 for
Chrysostom.”  Another is the illustrious forger of the An-
swers ta Ten Questions of Paul of Samosata, fathered
upon Dionysius of Alexandria, * certainly spurious,” accord-
ing to Cardinal Ncwman and the best scholars generally,
and marked as pscudonymous by Mr. Burgon himself.
Methodius should alsuo huve been cited as Pseudo-Method-
tus (sce p. 391 f), and Cxsarius as Pscudo-Cresarius.  Among
the other illustrious names, we find “6 of the Bishops at
the Council of Antivch, ap. 269”7 On looking at the
names as they appear in Routh's R/l Sacrae, ed. alt,
(1840), iti. 289, | regret my inability to recall the deeds or
the occasion that made them *“illustrious,”” unless it is the
fact that, as members of that Council, about half a century
before the Council of Nicwea, they condemned the use of the
term o consubstantial,” which was established by the
lattcr as the test and watchword of orthodoxy.

Nuxt to the six bishops and *“ps.-Dionysius Alex.” in Mr.
Burwon's list of the illustrious [Fathers * who sec in Rom,
ix. 5 a glorions asscrtion of the eternal Godhead of Christ,”
we find ©Counstt. App,” that is, the Apostolical Constitu-
tions, with a reference to “vi ¢, 26" He does not quote
the passage. It reads as follows: “Some of the heretics
imagine the Chuist {so Lagarde; or *‘the Lord,” Cotelier
and Ueltzen] to be a mere man . . . ; but others af them
suppose that Jesus hihmsclf is the God over all, glorifying
him as his own Father, supposing him to be Sou and Para-
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clete; than which doctrines what can be inore abomina-
ble?” Compare Const. Apost. iii. 17: *“ The Father is the
God over all, éi=i murrer fir; Christ is the only-begotten God,
the beloved Son, the Lord of glory.” Sce alsovi. 18.

One is surprised, after this, to find that Mr. Burgon did
not cite for the same purpouse Pseudu-lgnatius ad Zars. cc.
2, 5, and ad Philip. c. 7, where it is denied emphatically that
Christ is & =i mévrer @or; and also Origen, Conr. Cols. viil. 14,
who says: ‘“Grant that there are some among the mul-
titude of believers, with their differences of opinion, who
rashly suppose that the Saviour is the Most High God over
all ; yet ccrtainly we do not, for we belicve him when he
said, Zite Fathor w/ho scut e ts greater than 10 The very
strong language which Origen uscs in many other places,
respecting the inferiority of the Son, renders it unlikely
that he applied the last part of this verse to Christ. See,
e.g., Cont. Cels. viil. 15; Do Princip. 1. 3. §5; In loan. tom.
ii. ce. 2, 3, 6; vi. 23; ~xiii. 250 Rufinus's Latin version of
Origen’s Commentary on Romans, which is the only author-
ity for ascribing to Origen the common interpretation of this
passage, is no authority at all. He, according to his own
account of his work, had so transformcd it by omissions,
additions, and alterations, that his friends thought he ought
to claim it as his owia® It was in accordance with his pro-
fessed principles to omit oc¢ alter in the works which he
translated whatever he regarded as dangerous, particuiarly
whatever did not conform to his standard of orthodoxy.
His falsification of other writings of Origen is notoriaus.
Westcott and Hort remark that in the Rufino-Origenian
commentary on this verse “there is not a trace of Origenian
languace, and this is one of the places in which Rufinus
would not fail to indulge his habit of altcring an intcrpre-
tation which he disapproved on doctrinal grounds.” They

* See his Feroratis at the end of the Epistle; Origenis Opp. tv. 658 1., ed. Dela Rue. Mat-
thaei remarks: * Rufini interpretatio, qux parum fidei habet, in epistola ad Romanes, quod
quinbet ipse iutelligit, nou tam pro Origenis opere, quam pro compendio Rufiai haberi deter,
quod haud dubie alia omisit, alia, sicutin ceteris libris, invito Origene admisit.” — Pawli Epp. ad
Thess., etc. (Rigae, 1785), Praefalio, sig. b 2. Sce more fully to the same purpose Redepen-
ving’s Origenes, ii. 189 fi., who speaks of his * Ausscheidung ganzer Stiicke,” and “ Umge-
staltung des Heterodoxen u der Trinititslehre.”  See also Cave, Hist. Lit., art. ** Origenes.”
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also remark, It is dithewt to impute Origen’s silence to
accident in the many pluces in which quotation would have
been natural had he followed the common interpretation.”

Origen should therefore be hencefurth excluded from the
list of Fatliers cited in support of the common punctuation.
It is even “probable,” as Westcott and Hort maintain,
thongh “not ceriain,” that he and Eusebius gave the pas-
sage a different construction.®

As regands Luschius, the presumption is perhaps even
stronger than in the case of Origen. He has nowhere
quoted the passage; but in very numcrous places in his
writings hc uscs #. =i mozor e as a title exclusively belong-
ing to the Father, and imsists upon this against the Sabel-
lans.§ I admit that these considerations are not decisive;
he and Origen may have given the passage an interpretation
similar to that of [lippolytus; but, if they understood it to
relate to Christ, it is certainly strange that they have no-
where quoted it in their numerous writings.

The assumption that Irenweus referred the last part of
this verse to Christ must be regarded as doubtful. The
only place where he has quoted it is Huer. il 16, (al. 18)
§ 3, where his text s preserved only in the Old Latin ver-
sion, which of course cannot determine the construction
which Ircmeus put upon the Greek.  He does not quote it
to prove that Christ is t:o, — the Gnostics gave the name fes
to their Jions, and also to the Demiurgus,— but to prove
the unity of the Civést with the man Jesus, in opposition to
the Guaostics who maintamed that the 2on Christ did not
descend upon Jesus till his baptism.  He had just before

# [ have repiresent-d the eminent scholars named abave as regarding it as ‘' prabable though
nol certain’’ that these Fathers uidersiood the last clanse as selating ts God,  Their note does
imply diat they are wclined to this view; but sobsequeant exanmuaton leads me Lo supposc that
the words quoted weere intended to apply to the Apostolic Constitutions and the Psendo-Ignatius.
Westcott and Huort abse reler, for she application of the phrasc ¢ {7t warvwe Ueor to the Father
in distinctivn frum Chirist, ta “ Melito p. 413 Otto,” ie., to his Agol. fragm. 2; comp. Routh,
i 118, ed. alt.

t See, for example, /e Eccd Theol. @ 3, 7. 8, 11, 20; il. 1, 4, 5(pp. 62 ¢, 65a, 66 ¢, 70 d,
g3 €, 104 a, 107 ¢, d), ard a malliinde of other places, some of whicht are quoted in Wetstein’s
nute. The apparent exception, &isf. Evcl wiik av, vi0 £x1 mierew oy pestin i‘.T(;}:n.L
pévorg (ed. Vales), 1s s fal-e reading . Burton, Schwegler, Laemmer, and Dmdorf omit
xjnGTar on the authority of important M5S.; oo the other hand Heinichen in his recent edi-
tion {(iS03) umits {7¢ gartwe toor, and reads cop ypeTur smply.
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(§ 2) quoted Matt. i. 18 for this purpose (reading &
tpomot) 3 hie now gquotes Rom. &3, 4; ix. 5; and Gal v,
4, 5, for the same purpose. His argument rests on the :3wr
6 ypotic 7o aeti cupsa. and not on the last part of the verse, on
which he makes no remark. Throughout his work against
Heresies, and very often, Irenrcus uscs the title ““the God
over all” as the cxclusive designation of the Father.*®

The passage in which Hippolytus quotes Rom. ix. 5 (Cont.
Noit. c. 6) has already been noticed.  (See above, pp. 378,
383.) The Noectians and Patripassians, according to him,
quoted the text to prove the identity of Christ with the
Father. (J6/d. cc. 2, 3.) He complains that they treat the
words varsdrer (0T moverwrd) ; comp. Epiph. Arer i, 2. West:
cott and Hort understand this to mean that they read all
the words from «xal i dr to aiwrar “as a single clause.” Sem-
ler once took nearly the same view (Hist. Eind. zin S, .
Baumgarten's Unters. theol. Strcitighsaten, 1762, 1. 217, n.
203), but was afterwards doubtful about it (/644 p. 236, n.
235). Fabricius in his note on the passage, and Salmond
in his translation of Hippolytus in the duse-Nicowe Clurist.
Library, ix. 53, give a very different cxplanation.  To
discuss the matter here would require too much space, but
it seemed well to mention it. Possibly in Cous. Noit. c. 6
ebzoysmss 15 misplaced through the mistake of a scribe, and
should stand before +ir woiv aiiiar

Dean Burgon refers also to “Phil. 339,” that is to the
Plibosoplemcna ov Ref omi. Haer. X, 33, ed fin. But o suma
mirrav e there should not, 1 think, be alleged as a quotation
of Rom. ix. 5 applied to Christ. DBunsen’s easy emendation
of the passage (Anal dure-Nie. . 302, comp. his Hippolytus,
2d ed, i. 413) seems to me the true reading, and is sup-
ported by x. 33, ad Znzit. (p. 334), where vite poros sul kurd mdezer
o is distinguished from the IL.ogos. Hippolytus could
hardly have called Christ * #2¢ God over all.”  (See p. 378,
note *.)

>

*Somler (£4 ad Griesbackinm, 1770, p. 77 .0 Antwort, etc, 1770, o 43) and Whithy
(D:isg nadestae, p 125 £) take the above view of this passage of Irenwcus,  For the use of the
d.signation *God over all,” see Iren. Haer ii. 5. § 45 6.l 5) §§2, 35 11, (al. 12.) § 5, £4s ;
130l 18§85 24 (@l 4e) § 25 23 (al 493 § 85 i 8§35 iv. s {al bu)§ 5 vouS § 1, and
many other passages. (Cf. iv. 1. §1.)
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I note in passing that Tischendorf cites incorrectly for
the rcference of the dian cte, to Christ ““ Meth, corviv 86
(Gall 3).” The passage referrcd to is not from the Con-
zvium, but from the discourse of the Pseudo-Methodius De
Simeoie ot Anna, c. 1, ad fin, where we have the mere
exprcssion T wGrinTin $dSyc Tl ixl mavrww tad ovyserddaect.  This is
also one of Dean Burgon’s authorities; but, as the writer
explains himself (c. 2, ad fin.), he secms to mcan by “the
glory of the God over all” not the glory of the Son consid-
ercd by himself, but the glory of the whole Trinity. There
is no quotation of Rom. ix. § here,

The passaze of Amphilochius (Gallandi vi. 409, or Migne
xxxix. ror1) which Tischendorf adduces, with a videtur, as a
reference of Rom. ix. 5 to the Father, seems analogous to
the above, and hardly proves anything on one side or the
other.

In the quotation of Rom. ix. 5 in thc Antiochene Epistle
to Paul of Samosata (see above, p. 388) it is probable that
the six bishops made a slight pause at =érror. The subordi-
nation of the Son is very strongly expressed in the Epistle,
Among other things it is said, “To think that the God of
the universe is callcd a messenger (%;¢%0) is impious; but
the Son is the messenger of the Father, being himself Lord
and God.” (Routh, «z supra, p. 294.)

The Emperor Julian has already becen referred to.  (See
above, p. 346, note.) He was as good a judze of the con-
struction of a Greek sentence as Cyril of Alexandria, or any
other of the Fathers, and quite as likely to interpret impar-
tially.  Well acquainted with the writings of the Christians,
he could hardly have overlooked passages so frequently
quoted in thc controversies on the nature of Christ as Rom.
ix. 5 and Tit. ii. 13. But he did not find the title 6<6 given
to Christ in thcse or any other places (c.g., 1 Tim. iil. 16)
in the writings of Paul.

Amony the orthodox Greek Fathers, Diodorus (of Antioch
and Tarsus) and Photius appear to have understood the s av,
ete, to refer to God. The comment of Diodorus on this
passage is preserved in the important Catena on the Epistle
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to the Romans published by Cramer from a MS. in the
Bodleian Library (Cramer's Catene in N. T, vol. iv.,, Oxon.
1844). The essential part of it reads: xai o péyworor, & v &
To Kurd Gapea. €5 altor. oyeir, o ypetic. Ofbg OF o uérwr avtor, arld
Ko éxi wdrrow éo7i Oede. (p. 162.)  This appears to mean, “ From
them, he says, is the Messiah. But Gop belonzs not to
thcm alone, but is God over all men alike.” Mecver, Tho-
luck, Philippi, and Schultz understand it as relating to the
Father. I do not perccive that this reference is affected by
the fact that Theodore of Mopsuestia, a pupil of Diodorus,
who has borrowed much of the langnage of this comment,
gives the last part a different turn : sui 2o 8; wiyioror, i aivir ki 8
1 ¥GTOC 76 KaTd adpsa, be £5T 000 b mivor qiTwr, A24 Koty TRt (I\ﬁgne,
Patrol. Gr. Ixvi. 833.) Had it been the purpose of Diodorus
to express this meaning, he would probably have inserted
dorer after w0 & or have written i iovo. The omission of the
article before tedr creates no difficulty in taking - as the
subject of the sentence. It is often omitted in such a case
by these later Greek writers.®

Diodorus, it will be remembered, was the founder of
a comparatively rational, grammatico-historical, and logical
school of interpretation, in opposition to the arbitrary exe-
gesis of Scripture which had prevailed among the Fathers.

The passage in Photius (Cone. Manich. iii. 14) appears to
be unequivocal: “ He cries with a loud voice,— whosc are
the covenants, and the Lrws (v rowelsiad, and the promises, and
the holy services (ai rapsiwr) ; and showing most clearly whence
these things are and on whose providencc they have de-
pended [he ad(ls], O G fxl maerwr Orhg 040} pTac tic Torg aibray. CAupet
“So the laws and the holy services and the promises, in
the observance of which the fathers pleased God, and from
whom as to his humanity sprang the M ssiah, are from the
God over all, wue izt mirzer Ocob” (Migne, latrol. Gr. cil. 157.)

Schultz, in the essay so often referred to (p. 480, notc 2),
says that Theodulus 72z /oo, seems to refer the last part of

A ETOL,

* See, for example, Theodore of Mopsuestia on Rom. Wi 15: vili. 28, ix. 10, 14 855, 22-24,
25; xi. 2. (Migne, lxvi. coll. 784, 8323, 8334, S30¢, S40b, 841¢, S4ul, 8520 ) See also Cramer,
p- 11, L 305 15, L 155 27, 1. 245 54, 1. 22, clc.
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our verse to God. He misapprehends the meaning of the
passage in Theodulus, and does not observe that it is taken
from (Ecumcnius.* The Enrarratio in Ep. ad Romanos,
which, in a Latin translation, passcs under the name of
Thcodulus, does not belong to the presbyter or bishop in
Cale-Syria of that name, who died A.p. 492, but is a very
latc Catena, (See Cave)

A few words now respecting the Latin Fathers who have
quoted Rom. ix. 5.

Tertullian is the first. He quotes it once as below, and
once (Prax. c. 15) with super omria beforc deus.t Cyprian
simply cites the passage to prove that Christ is deus (gui
est super omiia dens bencdictus dn swenla), without rcmark.
(Zestim. 1. 6.)  Novatian has already been spoken of. (See
above, p. 378, note *))

I know of no trace of thc reference of the last part of the
verse to God among the Latin writers, except what may be
implied in the language of the Pscudo-Ambrosius (Ambro-
siaster), commonly identificd with Hilary the dcacon, in his
commentary on the Epistle. He rcmarks: “Si quis autem
non putat dc Christo dictum, ¢u: cst Dous, det personam de
qua dictum cst.  De patre enim Deo hoc loco mentio facta
non est.”  This is repcated in the commecentary of Rabanus
Maurus (Migne, Patiol. Lat. cxi. col. 1482). The same in
substance appcars in thc Quacst. Vet c2 Nov. Test., qu. o1,
formerly ascribed to Augustine, and printed in the Bene-
dictine edition of his works, Opp. 11, ii. 2915, ed. Bened.
alt.: “Sed forte ad Patris personam pertinere dicatur. Sed

® See Biblivtk. nuex. vetl. Patrum, viil. 6os, or the Momumenta S. Patrums Orthodox-
ographa uf Gryneus, it. 1163,

t After remarking that he never speaks of Gods or Lords, but following the Apostle, when
the Father and Sou are to be named together, calls the Father God and Jesus Christ Lord, he
says: ‘* Solum autem Christum potero deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus. Ex gwibus Christus,
qui est, inquit, deus super omniz benedictus in acoum omne. Nam et radium solis seorsum
solem vocabo; solem autem nominans, cuius est radius, non statim et radium solem appellabo. -’
(Prar. c. 13, ed. Gcller.) Tlis accords with his language elsewhere: “ Protulit deus sermonem
. . . sicut radix fruticem, et fons fluvium, et sol radium.” (Prax. c. 8.) ‘‘Cum radius ex sole
porTigitur, portio ex summa; sed sol ent in radio . . . nec separatur substantia, sed extenditur.”
(Agoloyel. c. 21.) * Paler tota substantia est ; hlius vero derivatio totius et portio; sicut ipse
protitetur, Quia puler maior me ¢st’' (Prax.c. 9.) ‘“Sermo deus, quia ex deo. ... Quodsi

deus dei tangquam substantivi res, non erit ipse deus [a[x,-u'ﬁwr] sed hactenus deus, qua ex
. . . - - -dr
ipsius substantia, ut poitio aliqua tetins.” (Prax. c. 26.)
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hoc loco nulla est paterni nominis mentio. Ideoque si de
Christo dictum ncgatur, persona cui competat detur.” (This
work is generally ascribed to the Hilary mentioned above.)
The writer scems to have heard of those who interpreted
the passage of God; and, relying apparently upou the Latin
version, he meets their interpretation of the Greck with a
very unintelligent objcction.

The Greek Fathers in Mr. Burgon’s list who have not
already been mentioned are the following: Athanasius,
Basil, Didymus, Gregory of Nyssa, Epiphanins, Theodorus
Mops., Eustathius, Eulogius, Theophilus Alex., Ncestorius,
Theodotus of Ancyra, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Gelasius
Cyz., Anastasius Ant, Leontius Byz., Maximus. Of the
Latins, Ambrose, Hilary, Jerome, Victorinus, the Drevia-
rium, Marius Mercator, Cassian, Alcimus Avit., Fulgentius,
Ferrandus,

« Against such a torrent of Patristic testimony,” says Mr.
Burgon, “ it will not surely be pretended that the Socinian
interpretation, to which our Revisionists give such promi-
nence, can stand.”

But to what does it all amount ?  Simply to the fact that
a mass of writers, to the judgment of most of whom an
intelligent scholar would attach very little weight in any
question of exegesis, have followed that construction of an
ambiguous passage which suited their theological opinions.
Out of the whole list, the two, I suppose, who would be
most generally selected as distinguished from the rest for
sobriety and good sense in interpretation are Chrysostom
and Theodoret. Yct both of them adopted that cxcessively
unnatural, if not impossible, construction of 2 Cor. iv. 4 of
which I have spoken above. (See p. 387.)

Thc same general considerations apply to thc ancient
versions, some of which are ambiguous here, as Westcott
and Hort remark, though the translators probably intended
to have the last part of the verse understood of Christ.

We will now dismiss the Fathers, and notice some facts
belonging to the morc recent history of the interpretation of
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our passage.* I take up the different constructions in the

order in which they arc numbered above, p. 335.

The three most important rccent discussions of the pas-
sage outstle of the commentaries, before that of Dr. Dwight,
are by Dro [Termana Schultz. in the Jilrdiicher f. deutsche
Theol., 1868, pp. 462-500, who defends constructions Nos.
1-3, with w slight preference for No. 1 (p. 483); Dr. C. L.
Wilibald Grimm, in 1lileenfeld’s Zeitsehr, £ wiss. Theol,
1869, pp. 311-322, who adopts No. 5; and Pastor Ernst
Harmsen, #6474, 1872, pp. 510-521, who adopts No. 7.
There is a brief discussion of the passage by Dr. G. Vance
Sunth, Canon Farrar, and Dr. Sunday, in the Exposizer for
May, 1879, ix. 3)7-405, and September, 1879, x. 232-238.
There was a more extended debate in the Jedepenfent (New
York) for Aug 12, Oct. 14, 21, 28, and Nov. 18, 1838, in
which Dr. Joha Proudfit (anonymously), the Rev. Joseph
P. Thompson (the editor), Dr. Z. S. Barstow, and E. A.
took part.

1-3. It would be idle to give a list of the supporters of
Nos. 1-3, who refer the clause in question to Christ.  Among
the commentators, perhaps the more cminent and best known
arc Calvin, Beza, Hammond, LeClere, Limborch, Bengel,
Michaclis, Koppe, Flatt, Tholuck, Olshausen, Stuart, Hodge,
Philippi, Lange (with Schaff and Riddle), Hofmann, Weliss,
Godet, Alford, Vaughan, Sanday (very doubtfully), Gifford.
That the Roman Catholic commantators, as Estius, Klee,
Stengel, Reithmayr, Maier, Beclen, Bisping (not very posi-
tively), Jatho, Klofutar (1880), should adopt this explana-
tion, is almost a mattcer of course. This construction of
the verse is accepted by all the Fratres Polosns, who did not
hesitate to give thc name God to Christ, and to worship
lim, recognizing of course the supremacy of the Father, to
whom thecy applicd the namc God in a higher sense; so

* Literature.— The oldzr literature is given by Walf (Curae) and Liiienthal (Bidliscker
Archivarins, 1795). For the more recent, see Danz, and especially Schultz in the article so
often referred to; alsu, among the conuncmators, Meyer and Van Hengel. E. F. C. Oertel
(Christologic, Hamb. 1732, p. 216 fT ) gives a brief account of the controversy excited by Semler
{1769-71); sce alsu the works named Ly Schuliz, especially Hirt's Orient. u. excg. Bibliothek,
1772, v773. The nanme Bremer (Schultz, p. 462, nute 2) s a tmspnnt for Benner.
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Socinus,* Opp. ii. 581, 5§82, 600 a; cl ii. 377 f.; John Crell,
iu loc. Opp. i, 147; also Respous. ad Grotium, Opp. iv. 230 b;
De Uno Deo Patre, p. 23 a; De Doo gusque Aitred. p. 35 b,
Eth. Christ. p. 348 a; Schiichting (Zaz. Slichtingius), Comin.
post. 1. 254; Wolzogen, Opp. 1. 710, 712; 1i. 301 ; iil. §; Sam.
Przipcovius or Przpkowsky ¢z loc., p. 51. S0 also the Raco-
vian Catechism, §§ 159, 160.

With a singular disregard of these historical facts, Dean
Burgon holds up his hands in holy horror at the marginal
renderings of the Rcvised New Testament at Rom. ix. g,
ascribed to “some modcrn Interpreters,” and stigmatizes
them as ‘“the Socinian gloss”™ ! (Quart. Rev. Jan, 1882,
p. 54 [Rewvision Revised, p. 211])  The Italics are his. He
seems throughout his article to imagine himscelf to be writ-
ing for readers who will take an opprobrious epithet for an
argument, The real “ Socinian gloss™ is adoptcd, and the
arguments for it are rcpeated, as we have scen, by the latest
prominent defender of the construction which Mr. Burgon
himsclf maintains. Among English commentators, compare
Macknight on thc passage.

A slight qualification or supplemcnt of the above state-
ment is, howevcr, required. Schlichting, though he does
not object to the common construction, misled by Erasmus,
is inclined to suspect the genuineness of the word fior, It is
important, in rcference to the history of the interpretation
of this passage, to observe that the statement of Erasmus,
in regard to the omission of this word in the quotations
by some of the Fathcrs, led many astray; among others,
Grotius, who also incorrectly represents the word God as
wanting in the Syriac version. Schoettgen misreprescnted
the case still worse, saying, by mistake of course, “ Hoc
verbum quamplurimi Codices, quidam etiam ex Patribus, non
habent.”

#Socinus speaks of the punctuation and construction proposed by Erasmus, a believer in the
deity of Christ, which makes the ; Qr, elc., a doxology to Gud, thie Father, and says: ** Non est
ulla causa, cur haec interpretaiio, vel potius lectio et interpunciio Erasmi rejici posse videatur;
nisi una tantum, quam Adversarii non afferunt; uneque enim illam ammadverterunt. Ea est,
quod, cum simplex nomen Benedictus idem significat quod Benedictus sit, semper fere solct ante-
pom ei, ad quem refertur, perraro autem postponi.”’

Some of those who are so shocked at what they call ‘ Socinian glosses '’ might perhaps learn

a lesson of candor and fairness Irom: this heretic,
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Schlichting also sugyests, as what “venire alicui in
mentem posset,” the somewhat famous conjecture of v 6 for
¢ but sgjccts it It was taken up afterwards, however, by
a man far inferior in judgment, Samuel Crell (not to be con-
founded with the eminent commentator), in the Juitium Ez.
S. Joaniis restitutum (1726), published under the pseu-
donym of L. M. Artemonius. Its superficial plausibility
scems to have fascinated many ; among them Whitby (Lasz
Thoughts), Jackson of Leicester (Annot. ad Novat. p. 341),
John Taylor of Norwich, Guadby, Wakcfield (Enguiry),
Bishop Edmund Law (Wakefield's M.moirs, i. 447), Bl
sham (Epistles of Parnl), John Jones, and David Schulz (so
says Baumgarten-Crusius).  Even Doddridge and Harwood
speak of it as “ingenious,” and Olshausen calls it “ scharf-
sinuig.” It is quite indcfensible.

Amuong the writers on Biblical Theology, Usteri (Panlin.
Lekrbegr., ste Ausg., 1834, p. 324 f.) refers the clause in
question to Christ, but strongly expresses his sense of the
great difficultics which this involves. He is influcnced es-
pecially by Riickert (1831), who afterwards changed his
mind.  Messner (1856, p. 236 L) regards this refcrence as
probable, though not ccrtain; somewhat more doubtful is
C. F. Schmid (z2d cd, 1859, p. 540 £, or p. 475 f. Eng.
trans.).  Dorner in his rccent work, System der Christl
Glanbeiuslelire (1879), 1. 348, only ventures to say that the
reference to Christ is * the most natural.” Schott, August
Hahn, De Wette, Reuss, Ritschl, arc somctimes cited as
supporting this construction; but later they all went over
to the other side.  Sec below, under No. 7.

For the most claburate defences of the construction we
are considering, besides those which have already been men-
tivned, onc may cousult Dr. John Pye Smith’s Scripture
Lestimony to the Messiak, sth ed. (1859), vol. ii. pp. 370-
377, 401—405, and the commentaries of Flatt (from whom
Professor Stuart has borrowed largely) and Philippi.

4. Construction No. 4 has already bcen sufficiently no-
ticed.  (Sce above, p. 383.)

5. The construction which puts a colon or a period after

i

o
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marror, making the clause beginning with ¢« a doxology to
God, seems to have been first suggested by Erasmus in
the Annotations to his third edition of the Greek Testament
(1522), repeated in the fourth (r527). In his later writings,
and in the note in his last edition (1535), while recognizing
the possibility of this construction, he gave the preference
to No. 7.*¥ It was adopted by Locke in his posthumous
Paraphrase, etc. (London, 1705, and often): *“and of them, as
to his fleshly extraction, Christ is come, he who is over all,
God be blessed for ever, Amen.”’ ILocke’s construction was
preferred by Wetstein in the important note on the passage
in his Greek Testament, vol. ii. (1752), and was adopted by
Prof. L. J. C. Justi in Paulus's Aeworadilicn, 1791, St. 1.
pp. 1-26, treated more fully in his Fermischte Ablrandlungen,
2te Samml, 1798, pp. 309-346; also by E. F. C. Oertel,
Christologie (1792), p. 209 f.  He has a pretty full discussion
of the passage (pp. 195-218). So by G. L. Bauer, 5:4/.
Theol. des N T, Bd. iv. (1802), pp. 10-14, and by C. F,
Ammon ; for though in his BZ6l. Theol, 2te Ausg. (1801),
pp. 220-222, he docs not decide between constructions No.
5 and No. 7, he favors the former in his note on the passage
in the third edition of Koppe on Romans (1824). J. J. Stolz
adopts it in the fourth edition of his Uvbersctzung des N T
(1804), and the third edition of his Erlguteriigen (1808), il
170-191. He gives there an intercsting extract from Sem-
ler's Hist. w. krit. Sammlnngen iiber die sogenannten Bewets-
stellen in der Dogmatik, St. ii. pp. 284-287. So De Wette
in the text of the third edition of his German translation
of the Bible (1839), though he gives constructions Nos. I
and 7 as alternative renderings; in the note in the fourth

" and last edition of his commentary on the Epistle (1847),

though undecided, he seems on the whole rather inclined
to No. 7. This construction (No. §) is supported also by
Baumgarten-Crusius, a scholar to be spoken of with high
respect, in his Cowem. on the Epistle (Jena, 1844), comp. his
Grundsiige der bibl. Theol. (1328), p. 385 f, and his Ereget.
Schriften zaem N. T. 1. 1. (Jena, 1344) p. 260, the latter cited

* Erasmi Opp., Lugd. Ba(. 1703, fi., vol. vi. 6% £ ; ix. 1002 [., 1045 £.
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by Erncsti.  So by Schumann in his Christus (1852), ii. 545,
note; H. I'r. Th. L. Ernesti, Four Ursprunge d. Siinde nack
panlin. Lekigehalte, i (1855) pp. 197-204; Marcker (cited by
Mcyer), whose work T have not scen; and Reuss, Les Epitres
Launlinicrnes (1878), ii. 88.

The best defence of this view, perhaps, is to be found in
the article of Grimm, rcferred to above.

6. On construction Nu. 6, sec above, p. 385 f.

7. Erasmus in his translation renders the words of the
last part of our versc thus: “et ii, cx quibus est Christus
quantum attinct ad carnem, qui est in omnibus deus lau-
dandus in sccula, amen.”  1is parapirase scems a little am-
biguous.* But in the note in his last edition (1535), and
in his later writings, he clearly indicates his preference for
construction No. 7.¥ Bucer (or Butzer) in Joc. (15367?), as
quotcd by Wetstein, suggests this construction as an alter-
native rendering. Curcellicus (Courcclles) in his edition of
thc Greck Testament published in 1658 (also 1675, 1685,
1699) notes that © Quidam addunt punctum post vocem aipra.
quia si id quod sequitur cum precedentibus connecteretur,
potius dicendum vidcatur i isz, vel és o, quam 4 o

Among thosc who have adopted or favored this construe-
tion arc Whiston, in his Primitive Clristianity Reviv'd, vol.
iv. (1711), p. 13 ff.; and Dr. Samuel Clarke, in his Scripture
Doctrine of the Trinity, London, 1712, 3d ed., 1732, p. 85 ff.
He gives also as admissible constructions No. 5 and No. 2,
but places No. 7 first. He was, as is well known, one of
the best classical scholars of his day, as well as one of the
ablest metaphysicians and thcologians. So John Jackson
of Leicester, in his Aunot. ad Novatianum (1726), p. 341,

*“ At Christus sic est homn, ut idem ct Deus sit, non huius ant illius gentis peculiaris, sed
universorum Deus, et idem cum patre Deus, qui [Cbristus? pater? o» Pater cum Christo ?] prae-
sidet omnibus, cuiusque inscrulatuli consilio geruntur haec omnia, cui sohi . . . debetur iaus,” etc.
(Ine suggestion of Erasmus 1s that the word “ God”” in the last clause may denote the whole
Trinity.

1 Sce especially his A pof. adv. monackos guosdar: Hispanos (written in 1528), Opp. ix. 1043~
47+ * Ego coram Deo preficor mili videri Pawdizm hoc sensisse, quod modo significavimus, nec
hunc sermunem {nopric ad Christumn pertinere, sed vel ad Patrem, vel ad totam Trnitatem *’
(eol. 1o45). Comp. Resp. ad Juvewerm Gevontodidascalun (written 13532), col. 1002 ““ipsa res
loquitor, verba Pauli sullum sensum evidemius reddere quam hune: Dous, gus est super omnia,
sit benedictis in secula.  Cui precationi acciuitur, A4 men.”  See also above, under No. 5
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though captivatcd by the specious but worthless conjecture
of & ¢; Wetstein, as an alternative rendering, but rather pre-
ferring to place the stop after =irwr (see the end of his
note) ; Semler, Parapk. Ep. ad Rom. (1760), p. 114 ff., and
in many other writings; on the literature of the Semlcr con-
troversy, sec the refercnces given above, p. 396 n. Semler
was not so well acquainted with the writings of the later as
with those of the earlier Fathers, and in this part of the
field of dcbate his adversaries had the advantage. But he
gave a stimulus to a freer and more impartial treatment of
the question. Iickermann adopted the construction we are
now considering in the sccond edition (1793) of his Thcolo-
gische Beytrage, Bd. 1. St. 1ii. pp. 160-162, though in the
first edition he had opposed it.

Coming now to the present century, we find this construc-
tion adopted by the commentators C. F. Boehme (Lips.
1806), and H. E. G. Paulus, Des Apostels Pawlus Lehr-Bricfe
an die Galater- und Romer-Clriston (Heidelb, 1831), where
he translates (p. 102) : ““ Der iiber allc (Juden und Heiden)
seyende Gott sey gepriesen auf (alle) die Zeitalter hinaus”;
by Professor J. F. Winzer of Leipzig in a Programma on
Rom. ix. 1-5 (Lips. 1832), which 1 have not seen, but find
highly praised; and Karl Schrader, D.r Apostc! Paulus,
Theil iii. (1833), p. 75, and Theil iv. (1835), p. 355. He
translates, ““ Der iiber Allcm Seiende (dcr welcher iber
Allem ist,) Gott, gclobt (sei gelobt) in Ewigkeit!” Tt is
adopted in three commentaries of remarkable independence
and ability which appeared in 1834, namely : those of Pro-
fessor J. G. Reiche of Gottingen, whose note (Theil ii. pp.
268-278) is oune of the fullest and best discussions of the
passage, though he makes some mistakes about the Fathers;
Professor Eduard Kocllner of Gottingen; and Dr. Conrad
Glockler, whom Professor Stuart calls *“a Nicenian” as re-
gards his theolcgical position. K. G. Bretschneider, in the
fourth edition of his Handbuck der Dogmatik (1838), 1. 604 1.,
adopts the same counstruction, though in the earlier editions
of this work he had refcrred the t=ic to Christ. He trans-
lates: “Der Hcrr iiber alles, Gott, sei gepriesen in Ewig-
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keit.”  In 1839, Professor L. J. Ruckert of Jena, in the
sccond cdition of his claborate and valuable commentary
(vol. ii. pp. 13-17), discusscs the passage fully, and though
in the first edition (1831) he had strenuously contended for
the reference of the last part of the verse to Christ, now
pronounces the construction which makes it a doxology to
God *far morc proballe.”” This ycar is also signalized in
the history of the interprctation of vur passage by thc pub-
lication of vol. ii. of the commentary of Professor C. F. A.
Fritzsche of Rostock, who discusscs the passage in a mas-
terly manncr (pp. 260-2735).  Ilis translation has been given
above, p. 354 In the fourth edition of his Greek Testament
with a Latin version, published in 1839, Professor H. A.
Schott of Jena adopted the punctuation and construction
which make the clausc beginning with éar a doxology to
God, though in previous editions he had followed the com-
mou construction. In his essay De Inwocatione Josu Christi
Partic. I (1843), p. 8, the highly csteemed commentator Dr.
Fricdrich Liicke, Professor at Gottingen, refers the last part
of our verse to God. Professor A. L. G. Krehl, of Leipzig,
docs the samc in his Dor Brief an dic Romer ausgelegt,
u. s, w. (1845), p. 322, though in an carlier work, Ncusest.
Handwirterbuck (1843), art. Christus, p. 114, he had cited
Rom. ix. 5 in proof that Christ is called God.

Baur, who makes the passage a doxology to God, has
somc valuable remarks upon it in his Paulus (1845), p. 624
£, 2te Aufl. (1866-67), ii. 263 f.; comp. his Lelre von der
Dreicinighoit (1841), 1. 84, note, and Neutcst. Theol, (1864),
p. 104 Zcller agrees with him (Zheol. Jakvbiicher, 1842,
p. 55).  So J. I. Rabigcer, a believer in the divinc nature of
Christ, in his De Christologia Paulina contra Baurium Com-
meeittatio (1852), pp. 26-28.

We may notice here the great commentators De Wette
and Mcyer. De Wette, not perfectly satisfied with any
view, yet wavers betwcen constructions Nos. 5 and 7; see
above under No. 5. In his Bib/. Doginatik, 3te Aufl. (1831),
P- 249, and in the second edition of his translation of the
New Tcstamcent (1832), he had taken the name “God” here
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as a designation of Christ; but in the third edition of his
translation (1839) he makes it begin a doxology. Meyer in
his Das N. T. griechisch mit ciner ncuen dentschen Ucbersets-
ung (1829) followed the common construction; but in the
first edition of his Comez. (1836), and all later editions, he
makes the passaze a doxology to God. Ilis collaborator,
Huther, maintains in his note on Titus ii. 13 that the name
f:6c is not given to Christ in any of the New Testament
Epistles.

In 1855 appeared the first edition of Jowett’s work on
four of the Epistles of Paul (2d ed., 1859). He translates:
“God, who is over all, is blessed for ever. Amen.” So
Bishop Colenso, Sz Paunl's Ep. to the Romans, cte., London,
1861; Am. ed, New York, 1863.

Ewald, Dic Sendschreiben dos Ap. Paulus, u. s. w. (1857),
translates : “der iiber allen ist Gott sei gelobet in die ewig-
keiten, Amén!” (p. 323; comp. p. 398 f) Scc also his Die
Lehre der Bibel von Gott, Bd. iii. (1874), p. 416, n. 3. Pro-
fessor J. H. Scholten of Leyden, in his Dogmatices Chiist.
Zuitia, ed. 2da, Lugd. Bat. 1858, p. 193 f., adopts the same
construction. So Athanase Coquerel, Clhristologie (Paris,
1858), i. 76, note. So the celebrated Dutch commentator,
Van Hengel, who in tom: ii. of his Zuterpretatio (1859), pp-
343-360, discusses thc passage very fully. He mentions
some Dutch scholars that agree with him, as Vissering and
Scheffer (Godyel. Bijdragen 1853 and 1854), whosc writings
I have not sccn. The eminent Danish commentator, Dr.
H. N. Clausen, Pauli Brev til Romeruce fortolket (Copen-
hagen, 1863), p. 124, translates: ©Han som er over Alt,
Gud, (eller, “Gud, som cr over Alt”) vwere priset 1 liv-
ighed!” (He is the author of the Hermencutil. The Ger-
mans spell his name Kiausen.) Holtzmaun, in his transla-
tion of the Epistle in Bunsen’s Bibclw:rk (1864), vol. iv,
gives the same construction to the passagc; and so Profes-
sor Willibald Bcyschlag of Halle, in his Christologic des
N T, Berlin, 1866, p. 209 .

Professor R. A. Lipsius of Jena, in the Protestanten-Bibel
Newen Testamentes (1872-73), p. 572, translates: “ Der da
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ist iber Allcs, Gott, sci ¢elobt in Ewigkeit ”’; Volkmar,
Ramerbrief (Zarich, 1873), p. 32: “Decr dber Allen seiende
Gott sei gelobt in Ewigkeit!” His comment is (p. 97):
“Der Gott, der iiber wlierz (Volkern) waltet, sei dafir ge-
priescn, dass er aus Isracl den Heiland (fur Alle) hervor-
sehen liess.”  The Rev. John H. Godwin, “Ifon. Prof.
New Coll,, Lond.,” and Congregational Lecturer, translates,
“God who is over all be praiscd for ever. Amen,” and
has a good note. (£p. 7o Roue., London, 1873.) Professor
Lewis Camphell, the cditor of Sophocles, in the Costempo-
rary Rowvicte for August, 1870, p. 484, adopts the rendering
of Professor Jowett. The Rev. Joseph Agar Beet, Wesleyan
Methodist, in a Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans
of very marked ability (London, 1877, 2d cd., 1881), defends
this view in an excellent note (pp. 267-272, 2d ed.). The
samc construction is followed in Hcerm. Bartels's Ercger.
Uebersctsung des Dricfes, cte. (Dessau, 1878), which I men-
tion becaunse Professor Woldemar Schmidt of Leipzig, in a
notice of the book (7ol Literaturzcituig, 1879, No. 22),
expresses his approval of this. C. Holsten, in an article in
the Julrbiickor £ prot. Theol, 1879, p. 683, translates: ““ Der
itber allen Vulkern waltende Gott (der doch Israels Volk so
begnadet hat) sci gepricsen in Ewigkeit !

Some of the best rccent Zranslations adopt this construc-
tion of the passaue; c.g. ¢ Vienw: Tostament, etc. (pub-
lished by the authority of the General Synod of the Dutch
Reformed Cliarch), Amsterdam, 1868 : « Hij, die over alles
is, God, zij geprezen tot in ceuwigheid!” and the versions
by Dr. George R. Noyes (Boston, 1869), Hugues Oltramare
(Geneve, 1872), “(Quc celul qui gouverne toutes choses,
Dicu, cn soit béni ¢terncllement t” Carl \Weizsacker, Das
N 7 weberserzt, Tibingen, 1875, and Dr. Samuel Davidson,
London, 1875, 2d al. 1870.

Nu one who knew the scholarship and the impartiality of
the late Dr. Noyes witl wonder that T have cited him here.
A dispassionate, judicial spirit in the examination of such
questions as the one before us is not the exclusive posses-
sion of the Dean of Chichester and of *the Church” in
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distinction from “the Sects,” though there are many noble
examples of it in the Church of England.

Among critical edizors of the Greek Testamcnt who have
placed a period after sipse, making the passage a doxology to
God, | may mention Harwood (1776), Lachmann (1831-50),
Schott (4th cd., 1839), Tischendorf (1841-73), Muralt (1846
48), Buttmann (1856-67), Aug. Hahn, assisted by his son
G. L. Hahn (1861), Kuenen and Cobet (1861), and Westcott
and Hort (1881) in their margin, representing thc judgment
of Dr. Hort.

To these authorities may be added the names of the gram-
marians Winer and Wilke. See Winer, Gram., 7te Aufl,
1867, §§ 61, 3, e, and 64, 2, b, pp. 513, 545, or 551, 586
Thayer, 690, 733 Moulton; and Wilke, Hermenenti! (1844),
it, 88,

It is worthy of notice that many scholars who had already
in their publications adopted or even strongly contended
for the common construction of this passage, afterwards
saw reason to change their minds. Such was the case
with Eckermann, De Wette, Meyer, Riickert, Bretschneider,
Schatt, Krehl, Hahn (perhaps both father and son); and it
is so with Ritschl, as T am assured by a very intelligent
student (the Rev. Alfred Gooding), who took full notes of
his exegetical lectures on Romans in the semester of 1879—
8o. I know of only one instance of a conversion in the
opposite dircction, that of Dr. G. V. Lechler, who, in the
first cdition of his Das apost. n. das nackapost. Zeitalter
(1831), pp. 38, 39, made the last part of the verse a doxology
to God, but in the second edition (1857), p. 63 f. [and 3d
ed. (1886), Eng. trans., vol. ii. p. 27 £.], applies it to Christ.
He expressly admits, however, as regards the two opposing
views, that ‘“sprachlich und logisch sind beide gleichbe-
rcchtigt.”

“ The awful blindness and obstinacy of Arians and Socin-
ians in their perversions of this passage,” says the Scotch
commentator Haldane, “more fully manifest the depravity
of human nature, and the rooted enmity of the carnal mind
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against God, than the grossest works of the flesh.” # ¢ The
dishoncst shifts,” says Dean Burgon, “ by which unbelievers
scck to evacuate the record which they are powerlcss to
rcfute or deny, are paraded by our Revisionists in the
following” terms.” §  (Ilere Mr. Burgon quotes the margin
of the Revised Version at Rom. ix. s, regarding these render-
ings as “not entitle.l to notice in the margin of the N, T.,”
and their admission as “a very grave offence.”) o ric &, 6
AW 7 STy T, b KaTyup Tar ader a6 fudi. (R()lﬂ. X1V, 45 Rev.
xil. 10.)

In contrast with these utterances, not addressed to the
reason of men, and not adapted to promote Christian charity
or Christian humility, it is refreshing to read a discussion
so calm, so clear, so fair, and so able as that of Professor
Dwight.

NOTE A. (See p. 346)
On the Punctuation of Rom. ix. § in Anclient MSS.

In regard 1o the punctuation of this passage in ancient MSS., though
the malter is in itscl of little importance, it may be well to correct
some current crrors, especially as the supposed absence of a point
after cipme in the MSS. has been urged as an objection to the construc-
tion which makes the o, & 7. 7. a doxology to God. For example,
Dr. Gisiord, the latest comnentator, speaks of the stop after cupse as
found simply “in two or tlirce inferior MSS.”; while Mr. Burgon, in
the Quarterly Revicw for Jannary, 1882, says “ the oldest codices, besides
the whole fady or the corsives [the Italics are his), know nothing about
the method of * some madern Interpreters’” (referring to the margin of
the Revised Version); and he remarks in a note, “ C alone has a point
between o di iz murtar and Qo c07.a05 g ey roiv atovar,  But this is an
entircly different thing from what is noted in the margin.” (p. 54.)

The facts of the case do not accord with these statements. In the
first place, C, according to Tischendorf's very careful edition of this
MS. (Lips. 1543), has no point after marrwr, and there can be little
doubt that such a stop exists only in Mr. Burgon’s very lively imagina-
tion; it Jues have, on the other hand, as Tischendorf’s cdition shows,
Lothi a point and a space after cipne, unquestionably a prima manu.
The Alexandrian MS. (A) has also a point after sipw«, as appears by
Woide's editivn (1756), by the recent photograph published by the

* Exposition of the Lp. (o tie Romnans, Am. reprint of the tifih Edinburgh edicon, p. 454.

t The Onarierly Keview [or Januvary, 1832, p. 54 [see The Revision Revised, p. 211]; sca
atso the same for April, 1882, . 570 [The Revision Revised, p. 353 £.].
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British Museum (1879), and by the express testimony of Dr. Vauce
Smith and of Dr. Sanday, who says, “ The pnint is clearly marked, and
it is evidently by the first band.” (Z%e Expositor, Sept, 1879, X. 233.)
This fact has been overlooked both by Tischendorf and by Westcott
and Hort. There is, moreover, a point after cisxe in the Vatican
MS. (B), which, though it does not appear in the Roman edition. is
amply attested by Dr. Vance Smith from personal inspection (77c £
positor, May, 187y, ix. 399, comp. his 7/ Spirit and the Word of
Christ, London, 1874, p. 1358}, and by others. This poiat also, from the
description of it, seems to be probably by the first hand, though more
careful examination and comparison may be required 1o settle the ques-
tion.* The Clermont MS. (D) ends a stichometric line at sdpi, bat
this does not dctermine the construction of what follows. The Sinaitic
MS. has only a single point (after orror, Romw ix. 20) in the whole page
containing the passage, } cols. of 48 lines each, from Rom. viii. 38
ovre sveoTwTa tO ajreorrrvec, X. 3, inclusive. It is therefore neatral. The
same is true for a different reason of ¥ and G, in which the numerous
points are distributed in the most arbitrary manncr, so that, although
they each have a point after squ«n, it counts for nothing. We have no
report of K, collated by Matthaei, who does not record the punctuation
of MSS. L, the remaining uncial, has a point after ciove accorling to
Tischendorf. There is no break between v v and awge in A, B, C.

As to the cursive MSS., their punctuation has been very rarely
noted by collators. The sweeping statement of Mr, Burgon is made

* The facts as to the Vatican MS. are these. Tizchendarf, who has giwven the most careful
attention to its paleography, states that *’ipsam primam manum passim, in nopnullis lihris haud
raro interpunxisse, sine ulla dubitativne asseverandum ext.”™ (V. 70 1704 pooxx; comp, p.oxxil)
The later hand, of the tenth or eleventh century, has but rarely supplal paints. (7844£) Lhe
original scribe indicates a pause, sometilnes by a sinall space simply; sometimes by such a space
with a point, and sometintes by a point with a wery small space between the letters or wone at all.
Of the latter (here are two unquestionable examples by the first hand in Tischendori™s fac-similes,
made from parts of the MS. which, having bzen accidentally vepeated, were whully nntouched by
the corrector and freshener of the ink; namely, after the word mr'm'/:,’m( in Rom. iv. 4 {cod.
p- 1418), where there is no space, and alter yxrrar in 2 Cor i 15 (cod. p. 1479), where (he space
is exceedingly small. Tischendorf was unable to examine carefully 1the punctuanon of the Ms.
beyond the end uf the Guspel of Luke, but he observed that punctoaiion was muchmore frequent
in the Epistles than in the Gospels. I notice that in the Roman edition there are twelve potais
on the page (p. r453) that co1tains Rom. ix. 5, extending froi Rom. viii. 23 [CA IR BT )
sap, ix. 1, inclusive. There is no extra space after ,5.},,,.',17 but perhaps that does not diminish
the probability (hat the point is by the first hand. There is no extra space, as we have seen, after
m,jé‘(ll]/la in Rom. iv. ¢; and Tischendurf observes (Vor. Test. Sin p. xix.) that there are
points with no space in the Sinaitic MS. alier the words Sopyme Kasee - wrcorsSi - Row,
i. 29. Oun the page of B (1433) which coutains Rom. ix. 5 thiere s no extra space in the printed
edition with the point after gzexds poacthe, col. 1, I. 12, or after zrpe, el 3,1 28, Lo will be
observed chat all the words which hive been mentioned eod with the letter A, which on account
of its peculiar form in the uncial M33. did nol need any exira space for the insertion of a point
after it at the top of the line, the shape of th= letter necessanly leaving a space there. Bur the
absence of extra space after the letter wounld render it less likely that the late corrector would
insert a point after it.

Tt is expressly stated by a gentleman who recently examined the MS,, and whose letter from
Rome I have been penuitted to see, that the point after GJH"" *is of lighter color thian the
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entirely at random. But a point after oipme is found in at least six
cursives, namely: No. 5 (collated by Scholz), 47 (by Griesbach), 71,
77, 80, and 89 (Ly Girch); also in the beautiful Greek Praxapostolos or
Lectionary of the twelfth century belonging to the Library of Harvard
Cullege (pp. 150, 151), and the fine Lectionary in the Astor Library
(p. 117), assigned to the eleventh century (?), formerly in the possession
of the Duke of Sussex. In the Harvard Lectionary there is also a
point after t:ir. which is nol the case in the Astor Library MS.* A
point has also been noted after thac in 17 (Griesb.), and after =drrov in
71 (Birch).t

Incorreet statements are often made in regard to the extreme rarity
of punctuation in our oldest New Tustament MSS. 1 therefore note
the fact that, on the page of the Alexandrian MS. (A) which contains
our passage. extending from Rom. viil. 21 «22a da ror vioraiarta to
mpedlegic cor ey o, L ix. 11, there are sixty-four points in Woide’s
edition; in the LEphracm MS. (C) from Rom. viii. 27 o d epeviwr to auup
ix. 5 in Tischendoif's edition there are forty-five points; for B see
above. In the three pages of Paul’s Epistles in B published by Tisch-
endorf line for line in his A ppendiv coldd. ecleb. Sin. Vat. Alex. (1867),
p- 1445 (Rom. i. 1-20) has fifteen points which he regards as ¢ prima
manw,; p. 1360 (Rom. xv. zg—xvi. 17) has thirty-five; p. 1506 (Col.
iv. 8-1, Thess. i. §), with more than half a column blank, has seven-
teen. These pages, however, were selected partly on account of their
exceptional frequency of punctuation.

The truth is that this whole matter of punctuation in the ancient
MSS. is of cxceedingly small importance, which might be shown more
fully, had not this paper alrcady extended to an excessive length. In
the first place, we cannot jnfer with confidence the construction given
to the passage by the punctuator, the distribution of points even in the
oldest M55, is so abnormal; in the second place, if we could, to how
much would his authority amount?

All that T have argued from the point after aipsa in A, B, C, L, etc,,
is that a puuse after thai word was felt by ancient scribes to be natural.

adjoining letters,” and that it was certainly much fainter shan a point in the space afler e
on the same page, “ which was as black as the touched letters.”

Since the above was printed, 1he point after miyme has been very carefully examined by
Professor libaldo Ubaldi, of the Collegio Roinano, and Father Cozza, one of the ediors of the
Vaiican MS. They conpared it, at my suggestion, with the twelve points represented in the
printed edition of the MS. on lhe same page (1453), and aiso with the points, unquestionably
a primur mans, alter uoy72pua. Rom. iv. 4, and after aeerar, 2 Cor iii. 15, The result is that
the puint after Go;inn is undoubtedly by the first liand, the pale ink of the original being only
partially covered, as in other cases on the same page, by the black ink of the late scribe whao
retouched the ancient writing throughout the MS,

* 'or a careful copy of that pare of the Astor Library MS. which contains Rom. ix. ¢, 5,
I am indebted to the kindaess of the Rev, S. M. Jackson.

+ 1t may Le added, that out uf six cursive MSS. ¢xamined for me by Dr. C. R. Gregory, viz.,
Bsit. Mus. Add. 5:¢G, 7132, 11837 37459, Cutzon 7. 6, 2ud Act. 20 (Paul. 25), all but the last
have a colun after Gupaa, and (he last M 3. is alnost iil2gible in this place. [See p. 432 below.]
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NOTE B. (See p.363.)
On the Distinction between eCroyyros and evroynuérog.

The distinction between eiZuyyséc and ebroyyuirac is dwelt upon by
Philo, D Migr. Abrak. c. 19, Opp. i. 453, in his remarks on Gen. xii. 2.
The former word, according to him, describes one who by nature or
character is worthy of pra;se or blessing, seroptac aSwye; the latter, one
who is in fact praised or blessed, whether rightfully or otherwise. In
other words, eize;s7or, in doxologies, would be lazndandus or lande
dignus ; ebraynuévos landatus. So Theodore of Mopsuestia on Eph. i,
3 explains etioyyrdr as rob {maneiofar xal avwi leotlur dsrog. (Migne, Pazrol.
Gr.Ixvi. g12) It is true that in classical Greek verbals in -vé¢, like
the Latin participles in -fuzs, have generally a simply passive significa-
tion; but we find exceptions, particularly in the later Greek, and espe-
cially in the case of words analogous in meaning to eiZoj;7ér. See in
the Lexicons aiverdc, émauetic, imepanesée, iykeactie, Jytwror, Baruastic,
paxapiarés (2 Mace, vil. 24), qensroc, WERTOL, pUm)TIS, GTINNTOC, FuryTor, Umee
pruvyréc.  On imawerde and extvic, see Philo, wbi supra. (See also
Kithner, Ausfiikrl. Gram., z2te Aufl, i. 716.) This view is confirmed
by the fact that we never find erznjyroc used like eizo;yeivoy with ey
or iorw; wherever the verb is expressed with er?oyyric it is always in
the indicative. For example, in Rom. i. 25, 76r xvicarra, ig STy ERLoy Ty
i 7oi¢ aiavag, it is surely more natural to take ri70;yrdr as signifying “to
be praised,” lawcdandus, than actually “ praised,” landatus. See Fritz-
sche and Van Hengel 7z Zoc., the latter of whom cites the passage of
Philo referred to above. So in other doxologies we find the indica-
tive, sidoyyric &, Ps. cxviil. (exix.) 12; Judith xiii. 17; Tob. iii. 115 viii.
5, 15, 16, 17; xi. 13; Orat. Azar. z; Cant. trium puer, (Fritzsche), 28,
30-33; 1 Esdr. iv. 6o; & Macc. iv. 20; Const. Apost. vil. 34, 49 Act.
Phil. c. 26: Lit. S. Jac. in Hammoad’s Antient Liturgics (Oxford,
1878), pp- 235, 206, 28, 31, 33, 38, 39, 53, 54: Lit. Const. (Anaph. S.
Chrys), p. 119; (Anaph. S. Basil) p. 128; Lit. S. Marci, p. 179; and

50 § b ebkoyyrie, 2 Cora xi. 315 Lit. S. Mardi, pp. 176, 192, This is the

view of many excellent scholars besides Fritzsche and Van Hengel;
as Erasmus, Beza (on Mark xiv. 6t), Crell on Rom. ix. 5, Tholuck,
Riickert, and the lexicographers Schleusner, \Wahl, Bretschneider, and
Robinson. On the other side there are indeed very eminent names, as
Grimm in his Ler., Meyer, De Wette and Philippi on Rom. 1. 25, and
Harless on Eph. 1. 3; but I find no argument in any of them except
Harless, and his arguments seem to me of litile weight. They rest
mainly on the assumption that #7076 is taken to mean *one who
must be praised” instead of “one to whom praise is dwe.”” That the
latter conception of God may naturally be expressed in a doxology is
shown by Rew. iv. U1, advog €l, 6 wiproc kal e puiov, Za 3o T 8afur, K. 7. 7.3
comp. Rev, v. 12. See also Ruinart, Acta Martyrum, ed. Galura, ii.
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186 (S. Donifatius, §12), vt oo mpé e ruy, & - 7., and iii. 62 (SS.
Tarachus, Probus, etc., §11), o7 aivg pimee difo, x. 7. 4.; Const. Ap.
vii. 485 Act. Burn. c. 26; Act. Joh. ¢. 2z; Protev. Jac. c. 25, § 2, MSS.;
Act. Pilb AL ¢ 16, §8, MSS.; Narr. Jos. ¢ 5, §4. 1 accordingly agree
with Buttmann, N\ 7. Grase., p. 120 (137 Thayer), that in doxologies
with ¢/20, 4700 we are to supply <er rather than &y or iorw. The sen-
tence is therefore, in these cases, grammatically considered, declarative,
not optative, though the whole ¢ffecz of the original is perhaps better
given by rendering “lLe Llessed ¥ than “is to be praised.” Compare
further 1 Pet.iv. 115 Matt. vi. 13 (Text. Rec.); Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Cor.
c. 58 (new addil.; rontre, e 32); and see Lightfoots note on Gal. i. 3.

We must notice the diffcrence in meaning, not affecting however
the position of the words, between «i7oj ;7o in the Septuagint when
applicd ty men, as in Gen. (xii. 2, variante lectione) xxiv. 31 (v. 1); xxvi.
29 (v. 1); Deut vii. 1g; (xxviil. 6, v. L xxxiil. 24, v. 1); Judges xvii.
2(v. 1); Ruthiii. 2o; 1 Sam. xv. 13 (v. 1); Judith xiii. 18 (v. 1.); Tobit
xi. 16 (in coe text), xiii. 12 (in one text), 18 (do.), and when applied to
God. In the former case, it is used in the sense of * prospered,”
“Dlessed ” (uamely, by God), and is to be taken, probably, in a simply
passive scnsc; riZoyyurror often occurs as a various reading. As
applied to God, 1 believe Philo’s distinction holds good. In the par-
ticular case, however, to which he refers, Gen. xii. 2, where he reads
eizuyyte (so many other auathorities, sce Holmes), applied to Abraham,
his exposition is fanciful. In several cases the terms may seem to be
intentionally distinguished ; see Gen. xiv. 19, 20; 1 Sam. xxv. 32, 33;
Tobit xi. 16, Sin.; cuntra, Judith xiii. 18.

Oue other remark may be made. In sp2aking of eiioyyréc and sim-
ilar words in "exclamatory doxologies " (see Dr. Dwight as above, PpP-
31-3u), we must guard against a fallacy. “ Exclamatory ” as applied to
sentences denotes a characleristic which exists in very different degrees
in different cascs; where one printer would use a mark of exclamation,
another would often put a period. Because the placing of such a predi-
cate as < #u;sie first in the sentence gives or tends to give it an exclama-
tory character, we cannot straightway draw the inference that in @//
doxologies in which the verb is omitted ¢t4v;47éc, if used, must have the
first place. One may admit that in exclamatory doxologies eistoyyroc
always slands first, and deny that the doxology in Rom. ix. § is exclama-
tory. The elliptical word I suppose to be éori, as in most at least of the
clauses immediately preceding.

XVIL

RECENT DISCUSSIONS OF ROMANS IX. 5.

[From the Journal of the Society of Bidlical Litevature and E.xegesis for 1883.]

SiNce the publication of thc articles on Rom. ix. 5 in
the Journal of our Society for 1881, there have been several
discussions of thc passage which seem worthy of notice,
especially as'in some of them those articles have becn
quoted with approval or criticised. The venerable pastor
and Professor of Theology in the University of Geneva,
Hugues Oltramare, has a long and able note upon it in his
recent elaborate and valuable Commentaire sur I'Epitre anr
Romains (2 vols.,, Geneva and Paris, 1881-82). He adopts
the doxological construction, placing a period after sipmwe. In
England, the marginal note of the Revisers appears to have
given great offence in certain quarters. ‘T must press upon
every reader,” says Canon Cook, “the duty —1I use the word
‘duty’ emphatically — of reading the admirable note of Dr.
Gifford [on this passage] in the ‘Speaker’s Commentary.’
I should scarcely have thought it credible, in face of the
unanswered and unanswerable arguments there urged, that
English divines would venture to have given their sanction
to one of the most pernicious and indefensible innovations
of rationalistic criticism.” (TVie Revised Version of the First
Three Gospels, London, 1832, p. 167, note.) Elsewhere he
speaks of “the very painful and offcnsive note on Romans
ix, 5, in the margin of the Revised Version” (/4id., p. 194).

It appcars that Canon Cook sent a challenge to Canon
Kennedy, Regius Professor of Greek in the University of
Cambridge, to mect the arguments of Dr. Gifford, and that
this led to the publication of the first pamphlet to be
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noticed, the title of which is given below.*  Dr, Gifford re-
plied to Professor Kennedy in a pamphlet of sixty-six pages;t
and Irofessor Kennedy rejoined in a pamphlet of seventy-
two pages, entitled Pawuline Clristology, Part 1.3 We shall
probably have in due time a surrcjoinder by Dr. Gifford, and
Part II. of Professor Kennedy’s Pawuline Clirisiology.

Professor Kennedy translates the last part of Rom. ix. 5
as follows: *“* Andof whom Zs the Christ as concerning flesh.
He who is over all ¢s God, worthy to be praised for ever.
Amen.”  (Scrmon, ete, p. 19) As was remarked above,
pPp. 346, 383, therc is no grammatical difficulty in this con-
struction. But' I cannot adopt the view which Professor
Kennedy takes of the passage. He regards the last part
of Rom. ix. § as added by St. Paul “to win the ear and
gain the confidence of the Jews by declaring his adherence
to doctrines which they prized, a2 Jewish Messiah, and one
supreme God worthy to be praised for ever” (Sermon, p. 21;
comp. pp. 20, 23, and Pauline Clhristology, 1., p. 61.)

My objections to this view are: (1) that there was no need
of Paul’'s declaring his adherence to doctrines which neither
he nor any other Christian of that day was ever charged
with questioning, the Jewish origin of the Messiah, and the
unity of God; and (2) that the lust clause of verse §, accord-
mg to Dr. Kennedy's construction, is not a direct affirma-
tion of mounotheism in distinction from polytheism, though
monotheism is inplied in the language.

Were Professor Kennedy’s construction of the passage to
be adopted, I should rather regard the ¢ iw izt mdrror as having
reference to God’s providential government of the universe,
and especiully to his providential dealings with the Jews, in
the revelations and privileges granted them with a view to

¥ The Divinity of Christ. A Sermon preached on Christmas Day, 13882, before the Univer-
sity of Cambridge. With an Appendix on Rom. ix. 5 and Ti. ii. 13. By Benjamin Hall Ken-
nedy, D.D. ... Printed by desire of the Vice-Chancellor. Cambridge, alss London, 1883.
8vo. pp. vil, 32.

t... A Letter to the Rev. Benjamin Hall Kennedy, D.D., . . . in Reply to Criticisms on the
Inerpretation of Rom. ix. 5, in ““ The Speaker’s Commentary.”” By Edwin Hamilton Gifford,
D.D. ... Cambridge, a/se London, 1883. 8vo. pp. 66.

t Pauline Christology, Part 1. Examinalion of Romans ix. 5, being a Rejoinder to the
Rev. Dr. Giffurd’s Reply. By Benjamin Hall Kennedy, D.D. Cambridge, etc., 1883. 8vo.

pp. 72.

* RECENT DISCUSSIONS OF ROMANS IX. § 413

the grand consummation of them all in the advent of the
Messiah, as the head of a new spiritual dispensation, em-
bracing all men upon equal terms. The & in this connec-
tion, may include the past, present, and future; and we
might paraphrase as follows, supplying what may naturally
be supposed to have been in the mind of the Apostle: “He
who is over all,” He who has presided over the whole his-
tory of the Jewish nation, and bestowed upon it its glorious
privileges ; He whose hand is in all that is now taking place,
who brings good out of evil, the conversion of the Gentiles
out of the temporary blindness and disobedience of the
Jews ; He whose promises will not fail, who has not cast off
his people, and who will finally make all things redound to
the glory of his wisdom and goodness, “is God, blessed for
ever. Amen.”

But with this understanding of the bearing of the i or i
=évrwn, it seems more natural to regard the enumeration of
the distinctive privileges of the Jews as ending with <5 &r o
xptoric 76 kard oapna, and to take the last clause as a doxology,
prompted by the same view of the all-comprehending, benefi-
cent providence of God, and the same devout and grateful
feeling, which inspired the doxology at the end of the
eleventh chapter.

Professor Kennedy is a devout believer in the doctrine of
the Trinity, and the deity of Christ; and one cannot help
admiring the conscientiousness and sturdy honesty which
lead him, in the pure love of truth, to defend an unpop-
ular view of this mooted passage. Ie speaks feelingly of
“that mischievous terrorism, which, like carbonic dioxide
in a crowded and closed room, pervades and corrupts with
its stifling influence our British theological atmosphere.”
“Men,” he says, “who judge of this verse as I do, and who
publish and defend that judgment as 1 do, know that they
have to encounter the open rage of a few, the suppressed
displeasure of a great many, and the silence of masses, who,
whatever they may think on one side or the other, yet for
various private reasons consider ‘golden silence' the safe
course.” (Pauline Christology, L., p. 3; comp. pp. 34, 38.)
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It is not my purpose to enter into any detailed analysis
or criticism of Professor Kennedy's pamphlets. He urges
powerfully against Dr. Gifford’s view the Pauline usage of
fi.or, and other considerations; but on some minor points
takes positions which seem to me untenable, and exposes
himself to the keen criticism of his antagonist, who is not
slow to take advantage of any incautious expression. In
the Pauline Christology, 1., pp. 22, 23, he presents, though
with some hesitation, an extraordinary view of the cause of
Paul’s gricf expressed in Rom. ix. 2, 3; but I will not stop
to discuss it.  He also takes an indefensible position (76:d,
Pp- 26, 32) in regard to Cyril of Alcxandria, and draws, I
conceive, an inference altogether false (pp. 28, 29) from the
passages in Origen against Celsws, viii. 12 and 72. The
former of thesc will be discussed hereafter in reply to Dr.,
Gifford : in the latter we have the expression i i zac: Adyov
saitioi, where the =i =ioc belongs only to %éyer, not to feob also,
as Professor Kennedy scems to understand it ; comp. Cont.
Cols, v, g, roi .. Lwdicyon 36300 kai eup, Christ, according to Ori-
gen, 1S o éxi miae sxipeor, and 6 éxi maor zayue, but not o éxi mace edc,
which is, as Dr. Kennedy elsewhere observes, “the Father's
express title, applied by Origen to the supreme God nearly
100 times.”  (Pauline Christology, 1., p. 27.)

Professor Oltramarc had not seen the articles in our
Jeuwrnal, but replies effectively on many points to the argu-
ments of Godet and Dr. Gifford. I only note here that
Oltramare, Dr. Gifford, and Professor Kennedy agree in tak-
ing ¢ yworin, in ver. 5, not as a proper name, “ Christ,” but in
the sense of “the Christ,” “the Messial,” which the defi-
nite article suggests and the context requires, or at least
favors.

Dr. Gifford’s pamphlet is mainly occupied with a.reply to
Dr. Kennedy ; but he bestows some criticisms on my paper
in the Journal for 1881, of which it scems to me well to
take notice. 1 regret to say that he also makes some com-
plaints, which I must also consider.

He complains, first (Lezter, p. 27), that in quoting a sen-
tence of his (Journal, p. 91 [p. 337 above]) I have omitted
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altogether the first part, in which the cause of Paul’s anguish
is said to be “the fall of his brethren.”

I omitted it simply for the sake of brevity. I had already
assumed this as the cause of his grief, at the beginning of
the discussion (Jourwal, p. 91 [p. 336 £.]). I had expressly
mentioned it as such, twice, on the very page (p. 91 [see as
above]) containing my quotation from Dr. Gifford; it was
implicd in the clause “whom they have rejected,” which I
did quote; and it was a point about which there was no dis-
pute. Every reader would take it for granted that when
Paul's anguish was spoken of, it was his anguish on that
account. Under these circumstances I fail to perceive how
my omission of a part of Dr. Gifford's sentence, in which
I had nothing to criticise, has given him any reasonable
ground of complaint.

Here I observe that Dr. Gifford passcs over without
notice the first point of my eriticism of his sentence (Jour-
nal, pp. 91, 92 [pp. 336, 337 above]). I still venture to
think that it is not unworthy of attention.

Dr. Gifford next complains that after having once quoted
the remainder of his sentence fuily, T proceed to criticise it,
omitting in my second quotation the words “whom they had
rejected.” I omitted this clause because, having been just
quoted, it seemed unnecessary to repeat it; because it
formed no part of the particular privilge of the Jews of
which Dr. Gifford was speaking, the climax of which was
expressed by the words “the Diwvine Saviour” ; and because
its -omission was likely to make the point of my criticism
strike the reader somewhat more forcibly. That I have
done Dr. Gifford no injustice seems to me clear from the
fact that, in the sentence quoted, “his anguish was deepened
[not caused] most of all by the fact that their race gave
birth to the Divine Saviour,” the phrase “his anguish " can
only mean “ his anguish on account of the rejection of the
Messiah by the great majority of his countrymen.” This
is also clearly implied in the first words of my criticism,
“Paul’s grief for his unbelieving countrymen, then.” Not a
word of my criticism, which Dr. Gifford seems to misunder-
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stand, wouk! bce affected in the least by the insertion of the
omitted clause.

Two typographical errors in Dr. Gifford’s pamphlet give
a false color to his complaint. He calls on the reader to
“obscrve the note of admiration in place of the all-important
words ‘whom they had rejected.”” It stands Zuside of the
quotation-marks in the sentence as he gives it, as if I had
ascribed it to Ziwz, but eutsid.: in the sentence as printed in
the Journa/.  Again, in quoting his own sentence from the
Commentary on Romans, he omits the comma before “ whom
they have rcjected,” thus making the relative clause an in-
separable part of the sentence, and aggravating my supposed
offence in omitting it.

In commenting on Dr. Gitford’s assertion that “Paul’s
anguish was deepened most of all by the thought that their
race gave birth to the Divine Saviour, whom they have re-
jected,” I had excluimed, * Paul's grief for his unbelieving
countrymun, then, had extinguished his gratitude for the
inestimable blessings which he personally owed to Christ;
it had extinguished his gratitude for the fact that the God
who rules over all had sent his Son to be the Saviour of the
world!”  (Journal, p. 92 [p. 338 above].)

Dr. Gifford remarks, “Another note of admiration at
Paul’s ngratitude, a pure invention of Professor Abbot”
(Letzer, p. 28).

My critic appears to misunderstand me. I shall be very
sorry if, through my unskilful use of irony of whieh Dr.
Gifford speaks, any other reader has failed to perceive that
my note of admiration is an expression of wonder that in his
rcference to the Jewish birth of the Messiah as deepening
Paul’s gricf at the unbclief of his countrymen, and in his
whole argument against a doxology, Dr. Gifford ignores the
fact that THE aApvexT oF CHRIST, necessarily suggested by
the words sai {5 or o yyuatic 76 sara sdpra, was to the Apostle a
cause of joy and gratitude immensely outweighing all tem-
porary occasions of grief, and might well prompt an outburst
of thanksgiving and praise to God. That the very language
he uses did not suggest this is a marvel. He does not meet
at all the point of my objection to his view.
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It will be observed that I do not, with many commenta-
tors, regard the doxology here as simply or mainly an ex-
pression of gratitude for the distinctive privileges bestowed
upon the Jews as a nation, and still luss for the particular
fact that, as Dr. Gifford expresses it (p. 30, and note in his
Commentary), “ Christ was born a Jew.” That gratitude,
not sorrow, was the predominant sentiment in the mind of
the Apostle in view of these privileges I do not doubt ; but
these particular occasions for thankfulness were lost, I con-
ceive, in the thought of the actual advent of Christ, incom-
parably the greatest and most joyful event in the history of
the world, and the most glorious expression of God’s love
and mercy to man, for which eternal gratitude was due. It
was this which prompted the song of the angels, “Glory to
God in the highest,” and which prampted here the doxology
which so fitly closes the Apostle’s grand historic survey of
those privileges of his people, which were the providential
preparation for it.

Let us now consider more particularly Dr. Gifford’s argu-
ments and criticisms.

JEWISH PRIVILEGES, AND CONNECTION OF THOUGIITS
IN ROM. IX. 1-5.

Dr. Gifford assumes that the Apostle, in his enumeration
of the privileges which God had bestowed on his nation,
names them only as reasons for the decpening of his gricf
for the fall of his countrymen; and thus finds in vv. 1-5 of
the chapter one unbroken strain of lamentation, leaving no
room for a doxology.

It appears to me that this is a very narrow view of what
was probably in the Apostle’s mind, and that there are
other aspects of these privileges, which the way in which
they are mentioned would more naturally suggest to the
reader, and under which it is far more probable that the
Apostle viewed them here. As I have clsewhere observed,
the manncr in which he recites them is not that of onc
touching upon a subject on which it is painful to dwell. To
say nothing here of the vivawr, observe the effect of the repe-
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tition of the o and the ma.  Let us consider some of these
other aspects.

(1) The privileges of the Jews which the Apostle recounts
were the glory of their nation, distinguishing it above all the
other nations of the carth.  This detailed enumeration of
them, so evidently appreciative, was adapted to gratify and
conciliate his Jewish readers, and to assure them of the
sincerity of his affection for his countrymen. It was also
adapted to tuke down the conceit of his Gentile readers, who
were prone to despise the Hebrew race.

(2) These privileges had been the source of inestimable
blessings to the Israclites in the course of their long history.
(Sec Rom. iii. 1, 2) Through them the worship of one
God, who rewarded righteousness and punished iniquity,
was preserved in their nation.

(3) They were parts of a great providential plan which
was to find and had found its consummation in the advent
of the Messiah, “the unspeakable gift” of God's love and
mercy.

(4) They were tokens of the Divine favor to the Jews
as a nation, and especially to their pious ancestors, which
gave assurance to Paul that God would not cast off his
people, whom he had chosen; that they were still “ beloved
for the fathers' sakc”; that the present unhappy state of
things was only temporary, and that, finally, all Israel
should be saved.

The first three aspects of these privileges are obvious,
and wauld naturally suggest themselves to every reader of
the Epistle ; the fourth we have strong reasons for believing
to have been also in the mind of the Apostle. (See the
eleventh chapter.)

Here I must express my surprise at the manner in which
Dr. Gifford has trecated my quotations from the eleventh
chapter in reference to this last-mentioned aspect of the
Jewish privileges.  (Zetter, p. 26 £)  He omits entirely my
statement of the purpose for which T introduce them (Jour-
nal, p. 92 [p. 338 above]), though this is absolutely essential
to the imderstanding of what is meant by ** this view” in the

L
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first sentence which he quotes from me; and then, wholly
without ground, represents me as teaching two things: (1)
“that as we read the simple enumeration of Jewish privi-
leges in vv. 3, 4 [he means vv. 4, 5], we are not to connect
it, as is most natural, with the preceding context.” IHow
can he say this, when in thc whole treatment of the subject
(Journal, pp. 88 £. [p. 333 £.], o1 [337], 2d paragr.,, 103, 105
[p- 353 £]), 1 have taken particular pains to pvint out the
connection of thought, and to show that my view of vv. 4, 5,
agrees with the context? (2) That, “in order to understand
the Apostle’s meaning at this point, we must anticipate by
an effort of our own imagination all the long-sustained argu-
ment . . . and the farreaching prophetic hopes which make
up the three following chapters.” If Dr. Gitford had not
omitted the sentences in which I stated my purpose, it would
be at once seen that I did not make these quotations to
show what the readcr of vv. 4, 5, is expected to draw from
them by an effort of his own imagination, but what the
Apostle, together with other things more obvious to the
reader, may be reasonably supposed to have had in mind
when he wrote. When a person treats at length of a subject
on which he must have meditated often and long, meeting
objections which he must have been frequently called upon
to answer, I have been accustomed to supposc that what he
actually says may afford some indication of what was in his
mind when he began to write.

I admit that the privileges which the Jews enjoyed as a
nation may be regarded as having incidentally aggravated
the sin and the shame of their rejection of the Messiah;
that the contemplation of them under that aspect would
have deepened in some measure the Apostle’s grief; and
that it is possible, though 1 see nothing which directly
proves it, that he viewed them under this aspect here.  Dr.
Gifford’s error, I conceive, lies in ignoring the other obvious
aspects, under which they could be only regarded as occa-
sions of thankfulness; and in uot recognizing the well-
known psychological fact that the same object of thought
often excites in the mind at the same time, or in the most
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rapid succession, mingled emotions of grief and joy and
gratitude. One knows little of the deeper experiences of
life who has not fclt this. That this should be true here
i the case of the Apostle who describes himsclf as “sor-
rawful, yct always rejoicing,” who exhorts his Christian
brethren to “rejoice evermore,” and to “give thanks always
for all things to God, the Father, in the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ,” cannot be regarded as strange or unnatural,

There is no incongruity between sorrow for the misuse
of a great privilege, whether by ourselves or by others, and
devout thankfulness to God for its bestowal. In a pious
mind, these feelings would naturally co-exist. Take, for ex-
ample, the privilege of having been born and educated in
a Christian land, so sadly abuscd by the majority of those
who enjoy it.

I may note here another fallacy which appears to me to
lurk in the language Dr. Gifford uses respecting the Jewish
privilcges.  lle repeatedly speaks of them as “lost” (pp.
30, 34, 35), inferring that the remembrance of themt can
only deepen the Apostie’s yrief. DBut these privileges were
distinctions and glories of the Jewish people which from
their very nature could not be lost. They, and the bless.
ings of which they had been the source, were facts of his-
tory. Even in the case of the unbelieving Jews, though
abuscd, or not taken advantage of, they were not, properly
speaking, “lost.” The privileges themselves remained un-
changed, a permanent subject of thankfulness to God. In
Dr. Gifford’s assumption that verses 4 and 5 arc only a wail
of lamentation, he ignores these obvious considerations,

[ will here state bricfly my view of the connection of
thought between vy, 4, 5, of the ninth chapter, and what
precedes.

In vv. 1-5 the purpose of the Apostie was to conciliate
his Jewish-Christian readers, and in lirectly the unbelieving
Jews,* by assuring them of his strong affection for his peo-

* Though the Epistle to the Rummans was not addressed 10 ucbelicving Jews, one object of
it was to mect, and to ¢nable its rcaders to meet, objections which the unbelicving Jews urged
against Chlaisiianity, and which many Jewish Christians urged against Paul's view of it. The
strenzih of 1he prejodice against himself personaily which the Apaosile of the Gentiles had to

enconnter i -lowi by 1he earaestiess of is asseveration in ver. 1.
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ple, and his appreciation of their privileges.* His affection
is shown (1) by his deep sorrow for the unhappy condition
of the great mass of his countrymen in their rejection of
the Messiah (ver. 2); and (2) by his readiness to make any
sacrifice, even that of his own salvation, were such a thing
possible, if thereby he might bring them to Christ. llis
appreciation of their privileges is indicated by the dctailed
manner in which they are enumerated, and is distinctly ex-
pressed by the airodéc dow Topayrarar and what follows. The
aroee shows that 1t is not merely because he belongs to the
same nation with the Jews that he is ready to make such
a sacrifice for them; but because their nation is suck a
nation, distinguished above all the other nations of the
earth; a nation dedicated to God, whose whole history had
been glorified by extraordinary marks of the Divine favor,
a nation to which he is proud and thankful to belong. The
vrwee introduces the distingunishing charactcristic of his ov;;enic
saci oipse.  They are not merely fellow-countrymen, they are
IsrRAELITES ; and as Philippi remarks, *In dem Namen Israelit
lag die ganze Wirde des Volkes beschlossen.” So far as
the word virave indicates a crusal/ relation, it strengtheus the
reason for the affirmation which imncdrately precedes (not
directly that in ver. 2, to which Dr. Gifford refers it); it
serves, as Tholuck remarks, “ zur Begriindung eines solchen
Grades aufopfernder Liebe.” Dr. Gifford’s assumption that
the memory of these privileges only deepened the Apostle's
grief is not proved by the uirier, and really rests on no
evidence.

So much for the connection of vv. 4, 5, with what pre-
cedes. How naturally the doxology at the end was sug-
gested, and the rcason for the position of %y, are

*So Theophylact, on vv. 1, 2: MizZee mpoitor Seilae, ore ob wiaveee wf £5 A dpan

pay. ' { S, N )
orepu arrob eior. Kead wwa gy 867 wav iumableiay vaita 28y ar, spokauhiver, sai
7&yee mept Tov "E3paivv Th ypycrotepa, Tiv Umeonu Teitye arampar, sat duo?oy i
«itoi¢ cmepaliidrroc draeir. Andonvy. 4,51 Exarrei roivorg vvaife sai psyazi-
vee, tva, bwep Edyv, pi 065y waT Euwatleany 2ejear. Mlpina 88 kul ExaairTetad bt 6
sy Bsir i 3oereTa abrote owbljrar, k7.2, Soalsa, in the main, Theodorct, Calvin, Locke,
and especially Flacius liyricus, whuse vates o vv. 1, 3, amd g are very much o the point. Dr.
Hodge has stated his view of the Apasile's purpose in alniost th2 same laoguage as [ have used
above. (See Journal, p. 91, note [p. 337 above]; sce also Dr. Dwight, #:d., p. 41.)
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pointed out on pp. 88 £, 9o ff., and 104 f. of the Jfournal [pp.
334, 336 {f, 353 f. above], and I need not repeat what is
there said.

[
0 wy.

In Dr. Gifford’s remarks on édr (p. 46), he speaks of my
“gratnitous assumption that ¢ or, in this passage, ‘admits of
being regarded as the subject of an independent sentence,””
and affirms that this “is simply . . . begging the whole ques-
tion in dispute.” It is so if “admits of being regarded” is
synonymous with “ x5t be regarded ” ; not otherwise. That
o or, grammatically considered (and it is of this point that I
was speaking), may either refer to the preceding é ypemic, or
introduce an independent sentence, is simply a thing plain
on the face of the passage. If Dr. Gifford denics this, he
not only contradicts the authorities he cites, who only con-
tend that it is smosc naturally connected with what goes
before, but  virtually charges such scholars as Winer,
Fritzsche, Meyer, Ewald, Van Hengel, Professor Campbell,
Professor Kennedy, Professor Jowett, Dr. Hort, Lachmann,
and Kuencn and Cobet, with ignorance or violation of the
laws of the Greck language in the construction which they
have actually given the passage.’

In reply to Dr. Dwight, who admits that the eonstruction
of this passage is ambiguous, but makes a statement about
“cases similar to that which is here presented,” I remark
that no similar case of ambiguity from the use of the
participle with the article has ever, to my knowledge, been
pointed out, so that we have no means of comparing this
passage with a similar one. Dr. Gifford seems to argue
from this (p. 46) that there is no ambiguity here. But [
fail to perceive any coherence in his reasoning. He “ con-
cludes” that St. Panl “could not possibly have intended his
an ainbiguous construction “in a passage of

]

words to bear’

the highest doctrinal importance.” Certainly. No writer,
whose object is to express and not to conceal his thoughts,
intentio nelly uses ambiguous language. But how does this
prove that the language here is not actually ambiguous?
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The fact that it is so is plain; and it is also obvious that,
had the Apostle intended to express the meaning conveyed
by Dr. Gifford’s construction, all ambiguity would have been
prevented by using ix iero instead of 6 on

If Dr. Gifford’s proposition, “The reference of édv not
ambiguous ” (p. 45), denies a grammatical ambiguity here,
it denies, as I have said, what is plain on the face of the
passage, and what is generally, if not universally, admitted
by competent scholars; if, on the other hand, conceding the
grammatical possibility of two ditferent coustructions of
6w here, he affirms that there is no s/ ambiguity, because
he deems the one he adopts the only one tenable, he simply
begs the whole question.

It is true, as Dr. Gifford observes, that in the cases in
the New Testament in which ¢ o introduces an independent
sentence no other construction is grammatically possible.
But it is equally true, on the other hand, that in the cases
in which s or refers to a preceding subject no other construc-
tion is grammatically possible. It fotlows that the examples
of the use of ¢iw in the New Testament do not help us to
decide which of the two possible constructions is the more
probable here, There are no ‘‘cases similar to that which
is here presented.” Dr. Gifford's claim that 2 Cor. xi. 31 is
similar will be examined presently.

On what ground, then, is it affirmed that the construction
which refers & or to é yuomic is “easier” here than that which
makes it the subject of an independent sentence? There is
not the slightest grammatical difficulty in either. Nor is
there the slightest difficulty in the latter construction, on
account of the fact that the verh is not cipressad. In the
case of a doxology, which the 'Axyw naturally suggests, the
ellipsis of #ori or ey, when eitoyymic is employed, is the con-
stant usage; nor is there any grammatical difficulty in the
construction adopted by Professor Kennedy.

It has indeed been asserted by many, as by Dr. Gifford
for example, that the construction of the @ir for which he
contends here is the “usual” one, and, therefore, more easy
and natural. But the examples which I have cited of the
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other construction disprove this assertion, and also show
that, in gceneral, the construction of the participle with the
article in the nominative case, as the subject of an inde-
pendent sentence, is much more common in the New Testa-
ment than that which refers it to a substantive preceding.
(Sce Journal, p. 97 [above, p. 344].)

In one respect, and one only, so far as I can see, the con-
struction which refers ¢ & to ¢ ymoric may be regarded as the
more natural. It is the one which naturally presents itself
first to the mind. But it has this advantage only for a
moment.  As the reader proceeds, he perceives at once
that +or may introduce an independent sentence, and the
Ay suggests a doxology. Even more may be said: the
separntinn of &or from ¢ yuoric by 7o wara cipna, and the nec-
essary pausc after oime, might at once suggest that ¢ or (not
“who is,” but “*he who is”") may introduce a new sentence.
But waiving this possibility, as soon as it is perceived that
the passage admits grammatically of two constructions, the
question which is the more natural does not depend at all
on the fact that the one presented itself to the mind a
moment before the other, but must be determined by weigh-
ing all the considerations which bear on the scbject. One
of these considerations, sccond to no other in importance,
is Paul's use of language. In the eight preceding chapters
of the Epistle the Apostle has used the word .- as a proper
name, designating the “ one God, the Father,” about eighty-
seven times, and has nowhere applied it to Christ. Could
anything then be more natural than for the primitive reader
of the Epistle to adopt the construction which accords with
this wiiforme usage of the writer?

On p. 48 Dr. Gifford claims that 2 Cor. xi. 31 is “exactly
similar in form” to Rom. ix. 5, and therefore proves ““ that
the clause 4 o ési maursur v, = 7. must, according to Paul’s usage,
be referrcd to the preceding subject & ywemic”; and he again
speaks of the ““exact correspondence between the two pas-
sages.” MHe overlooks two fundamental differences : (1) that
in 2 Cor. xi. 31 the construction which refers the é v to o théc
x 7.7, 18 the only onc possible ; and (2) that what precedes
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the ¢4 does not, as he incorrectly affirms, form a sentence
“grammatically complete,” as in Rom. ix. 5; but, on the
contrary, an essential part of the sentence, the object of the
transitive verb uider (namely, o o yeidonn), is separated from
the verb which governs it by the clause introduced by  ar.

DISTINCTION BETWEEN tedg AND sijuoc.

In regard to the distinction between #ic and srpwic. which
Dr. Gifford charges me with having “ asserted in a most
inaccurate form” (Letter, p. 12), I cannot perccive that he
has pointed out any inaccuracy in my statement. That the
word feéc in genecral expresses a higher dignity than séuer
seems to me beyond question. The use of ripwe in the Sep-
tuagint as a proper name, taking the place of Jehovah on
account of a Jewish superstition respecting the pronuncia-
tion of the tetragramimaton, is something wholly exceptional
and peculiar. 1 have not, however, as Dr. Gifford incor-
rectly represents, “suppressed all reference” to this very
frequent use in the Septuagint aud occasional use in the
New Testament. I note the fact that *“it is scldom used
of God in the writings of Paul except in quotations from or
references to the language of the Old Testament,” and then
remark upon its twofold use as applied to God in the Septu-
agint. (See Journal, p. 127 f. [above, p. 380]) That as a
title of Christ it does not stand for Jehovah is fully shown,
I think, by Cremcr in his Bidlisch-theol. Worterbuch der Neu-
test. Gricitir, ste Aufl, p, 483 ff. [4te Aufl, p. 520], or Eng.
trans., 2d ed.,, p. 382 ff. The argument that as a designa-
tion of Christ in the writings of St. Paul it is equivalent to
Jehovah, because in a very few placcs he applies to Christ
language of the Old Testament in which siue represents
Jehovah, loses all its apparent force when we obscrve the
extraordinary freedom with which he adapts the language
of the Old Testament to his purpose withaut regard to its
meaning in the connection in which it stands. On this it
may be enough to refer to Weiss, Bidl. Thcol. of the N. T,
3d ed, §74. He remarks: “ Paul docs not inquire into the
original meaning of Old Testament expressions; he takes
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them in the sense which he is accustomed to give to similar
expressions, even in the case of such terms as wiore, sipeng,
siagseridatha (Rom, 3 17, %033, X 13, 15).7

In the, passage of the Old Testament (Ps. cx. 1) which
Christ himsclf has quoted (Matt. xxii. 43—45; Mark xii. 35—
37 ; Luke xx. g1—14) as illustrating the meaning of sipwe as
a designation of the Messiah, the Messiah (if the Psalm
refers to him) is clearly distinguished from Jechovah, at
whose right hand he sits, as he is everywhere else in the
Old Testament.*  This very passage is also quoted by the
Apostle Peter as proving that “ God hath ymape Jesus both
Lord and Christ.”  When these and other facts arc adduced
to show that the term “ Lord” as applied to Christ in the
New Testament does not stand for Jehovah, but describes
the dignity and dominion conferred upon him by God, Dr.
Gifford simply remarks that “this reasoning has been cm-
ployed again and again in the Arvian and Unitarian contro-
versics, and again and again refuted.” I wonder how many
of his realders would regard this as a satisfactory answer to
my quotations (if he had givern them) from the Apostles
Peter and Paul, or are ready to assume, with St. Jerome,
that Dominatio involves Deitas.  The “refutations™ to
which Dr. Gifford refers, ““again and again” repeated, do
not appear to have been convincing to those to whom they
werc addressed.

Dr. Gifford refers to Waterland, I’earson, and Weiss.
Weiss has already been sufficiently answered by Weiss;
see above. Waterland and DPearson cite such passages as
Hosea i. 7, “1 will save them by Jchovah their God, and
will not save them by bow, nor by sword, nor by battle, nor
Ly horses, nor by horsemen,” as proving that Jesus Christ
is called Jchovah in the Old Testament. (Pearson, Expos.
of the Creed, p. 217 f., Nichols’s ed.) Pearson cites to the
same purpose Zech, x. 125 Jer. xxiii. 5, 6 (comp. Jer. xxxiii.
15, 16); Zuech, il 10, and other passages. Such exegesis
might perhaps be pardoned in the time of Pearson and
Waterlund, though commentators like Calvin, Pocock, Dru-

= 5ev, fur exampic, Mlicab v 4@ " And e shall stand and feed in the strength of Jehovah,
in the majesty of Lthe name of Jehovah, s Gon.”’
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sius, Grotius, and LeClerc had rejected this wild interpre-
tation; but it can hardly be supposed that it necds a formal
refutation at the present day. It may be cnough to refer
Dr. Gifford to * The Speaker's Commentary’ on the pas-
sages mentioned, and the note in the Jfournal for 1881, p. 124

[above, p. 376].

ORIGEN.

Dr. Gifford still appeals to Rufinus’s translation of Ori-
gen's Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans as proving
that Origen “certainly” interpreted the last part of Rom.
ix. 5 as he does (Lctter, pp. 32 ff, 65).  His positiveness is
not abated by the circumstance that Rufinus so altered,
abridged, and interpolated this work of Origen, that for the
most part we have no means of determining what belongs
to Origen and what to Rufinus, and that his friends thought
he ought to claim it as his own.*

Dr. Gifford gives his readers no hint of this important
fact, of which he could not have been ignorant, and for
which I had cited Matthaei, Redepenning, and Rufinus
himself (Jeurnal, p. 135). There is perhaps no higher
authority in Patrology than Cave, who, in his list of Ori-
gen's writings, thus describes the work on which Dr. Gifford
relies with so much confidence: “ /z Epistolan: af Romanos
Commentariorum tomi 20. quos PESSIMA FIDE A SE VERSOS
MISERE INTERPOLATOS, DETRUNCATOS ct ad mediam fere
partem contractos edidit Rufinus, versione sua in 10. tomos
distributa.” — Hist. Lit s.o. OrRIGENES, 1, 118 ed. Oxon.
1740. Thomasius, in his valuable work on Origen, was more
prudent in his use of authovities. He says: “ Am wenigsten
aber wagte ich den Commentar zu den Romern zu beniitzen,
der nach der Peroratio Rufini in cxplinationcm Origenis
super Epist. Pauli ad Rom. Vol. iv. cine ginzliche Umge-
staltung durch den Ucbersetzer erfahren zu haben scheint.”
(Origenes (1837), p. 90.) Even Burton, who, in his very

k4 Adversus hanc awdaciam excandescit Erasmus, nec immerito guidam Rufinum objur-

garunt, quemadmodum ipse sibi objectum fuisse ait in peraratione swu translanomis, quod soum

potius, quam Origenis nomen hujus operis titnlo non inscripsisset.  Hine etiam f, ut wvix

Oricenem in Origene reperias,” etc. Lumper, &ist. theol.crit., ete., Pars ix. (i792), ¢ s
S ] per, ’ 7
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one-stded  Lestimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, etc.,
quotes largely from spurious works ascribed to Hippolytus
and Dionysius of Alexandria without giving any warning to
the rcader, could not bring himself to cite Rufinus’s trans-
formation of Origen’s Commentary on the Epistle to the
Romans.  (See Zestimonics, ete., 2d ed., p. 339.)

Dr. Gifford's citations from the treatise of Origen against
Celsus do not appear to me to answer his purpose. He
quotes passages (Cont. Cels. 1. 60, 66; ii. 9) in which Origen
has called Christ i but in the last one adduced (ii. g)
the words at the end of the sentence, serd rir row st 0rov kul
=uwipe, @8 De la Rue remarks, “ manifestam continent antith-
csin ad ista, w iz v Sivawr wal Beor, 1t pater susra filtum cve-
Fatnr” ¥ What is wanted is to show that Origen has not
mercly given Christ the appellation 64, “a divine being,”
in contradistinction from ¢ teic, 6 sow irar fede, 6 éxi mao teic. by
which titles he constantly designates the Father, but that
e has called him “God over all,” as he is represented as
making St. Paul do in this so-called translation of Rufinus.
It is the Father alone who in the passages cited by Dr.
Gifford (Cont. Cels. vill. 4, 12) is termed # =i mioc féc; in viii
14 of the same treatise Origen emphatically denies that the
generality of Christians regarded the Saviour as * the God
over all ”; and in the next section he expressly calls him

* De la Rne understands the ka7 to denote * lnferiorem ordinem,” and says it is often so
used. [ doubt this, and, if the word is genuine, should rather take it as meaning ““in accurdance
with the will of,”” or “ by thie will of,”" nearly as in the phrase xurd Heor in Plalo, Arstotle, and
other Greck authors.  But it seems to me very probable that the true reading is ‘ugra',; comp.
Orig. [a foanner, t0m. 0. €. 64, 7w (1& 7@ 7OV wavipa TOv v/wy Heor avyur ; Justin Mar,
Apol .32, gy wpacy Slvawee weTd TOr Tarépa wavror Kkal Jeaxoryr Heoy (and similarly
Apol. 1. «2, 13; ii. 13); Buseh. De Eccl. Theol i. 20,p. g3 ¢ VRUPOC Ta GAwy LET R TO
£ mirrar Hear. The prepusitions gurd and getn are very ofien confounded in MSS. by an
error of the scribe, the abbreviatians for the two words being stmilar. (Montfaucon, Paliesgr.
Gracea, p. 345: Sabas, Specim. Palacogr., Suppl., tabb. xi., xii.) See Bast ad Gregor.
Carinth. ed. Schaefer (131¢), pp. 29, 405, 825, and Irmisch's Herodian iv. 1638, who gives eight
examples. Cobet remarks: ““ Qui codices Graecos triverunt sciunt xqrad et yerd compendiose
sic scribi nt vix oculis discerni possint. Passim confundi solere sciunt omnes.”'— Farize Lec-
tigres, in Mueiosyne vil. 391.

Dr. Giffurd may prefer Burton’s view, who says (Testimonics, etc., 2d ed., p. 293) it *“ can
ouly mean * God afier the pattern of the God of the universe.”™ It would take too much space
to give my reasous for diffcring from him. Martini says (p. 173), ' Entweder ist es s. v. a. per
dexrn [there s some mistake here, perhaps only a comma omitted) cuius axctor est suwmus deus,
oder sccundiuin voluntalenr summi dei.’' Moshein renders it ndckst ; Rossler, nack ; Crum'ie
and Piofessor Kennedy, next fo. These translations rather represent us i, but show what the
translators thought the context to require, and may thus be regarded as confirmiug my conjecture,
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“inferior” to the Father (imodeiomepor), as he elsewhere speaks
of him as irdrrwr mpdg rov mavipa and deivepo zoe wury (De Princip.
i 3, §5), and says that “he is excelled by the Father as much
as (or even more than) he and the Iloly Spirit excel other
beings,” and that “in no respect docs he compare with the
Father”’ (vt ov;spivera ke’ oidév 76 =arpi, f12 _foan. tom. xii. c¢. 25,
Opp. iv. 235). It is not easy to believe that one who uses
such language as this applied the last clause of Rom. ix. 5
to Christ.

In the passage Cont. Cels. viil. 4, T perccive no ground for
regarding the titles ror éxi maar o vae Brin, and rov i Taa Kipor Tar
swior, as denoting equal dignity. The latter, hizgh as it is,
as applied to Christ, is far from proving that he might be
called #xi mavrwr 6eic. The last sentence quoted by Dr. Gifford
shows the distinction. The purport of it is that “he has
risen to the Goo ovErR ALL who worships Hiy undividedly ™
(this is said in opposition to the worship of the heathen, dis-
tributed among many gods), *through him who alone leads
men to God, namely, the Son, the God-Logos and Wisdom,”
etc. The relation of the Son to the Father, from whom he
has derived all that makes him an object of worship, and
whose image he is, is such, according to Origen, that the
relative worship paid to him is all x/timate/y paid to the
God over all, the Father, who alone is the Supreme Object
of worship.

Still less, if possible, is the quotation from Cont. Cels. viii.
12 to Dr. Gifford’s purpose. [t teaches, he says, ‘that
Christ is to be worshipped as being One with the Supreme
God” *“One” in what sensc? Dr. Gifford omits the
words that immediately follow, in which Origen cites Acts
iv. 32, “ And the multitude of believers were of onc heart
and one soul,” as explaining the meaning of the words, “ 1
and the Father are one.”” * A little further on Origen says :
“We worship, then, the Father of the Truth, and the Son,
who is the Truth;{ two distinct persons, but one in agree-

*So in his Comm. in Joan. tom. xill. €. 34, Opp. iv. 245, Origen explains Juhn x. 30 as
relating 1o the unity of w:% between the Father and the Son.

+ Comp. Origen, /u Joan. wm. ii. ¢ 18, Opp. iv. 36§ cavhp vie a7 giling Heae Trcior
{671 Kab peilww i [we should read, perhaps, i ;] 47 ke : ** the God who is the Father of the
Trwh is more and greater thau the Trath.”’
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ment of thought, and in harmony of feeling, and in same-
ness of will,” arru 8iu i dzoerdoee mpd; para, Fv 8¢ i duovoig, kul T cruguria,
; so that he who has seen the Son
... has scen in him, who is the image of God, God him-

Kl T Teviuryne Tob dorzguatog
sclf.” *

In the view of Origen, the moral union between the
Father and the Son was perfect, so that the worship of the
Son, regarded as the image of the Father, reflecting his
moral perfections, his goodness and righteousness and truth,
is virtually the worship of the Fuather himself; it terminates
in hint as its ultimate object.  (See Cont. Cels, vitl. 13, ad fin.)

Origen’s ideas respecting the worship of the Son appear
distinctly in what he says of prayer. In his treatise on
Praycr, he tcaches that prayer, properly speaking, is “per-
haps never to be offcred to any originated being, 1of evcn 10
Christ himsclf, but only to the God and Father of all, to
whom our Saviour himsclf prayed and teaches us to pray.”
(Do Orat. ¢. 15; Opp. i. 222.) There is much more to the
same purpose. In his later work against Celsus, he says
that “cvery supplication and prayer, and intercession, and
thanksgiving is to be sent up to the GOD OVER ALL, lirough
the High Pricst, who is above all angels, the living Logos,
and God.  But we shall also supplicate the Logos himself,
and make requests to him, and give thanks and pray, if we
are able to distinguish between prayer properly speaking
and prayer in a lvoser sense, it dreduetla karainien tie Topi mpocev Y
wegeozi i i e e (Cont, Cels. v. 4, and see also v. 5,
Opp. i. §80.) Compare Cont. Ccls. viii. 26: “We ought to
pray only to the Gov oVER ALL; yet it is proper to pray
also to the only-begotten, the first-born of the whole creation,
the Logos of God, aud to request him, as a High Priest, to
carry up vur prayers which rcach him to His Gop and our
Gad.”  Sao Coat. Cels. viii. 13: * We worship the one God,

*1) may be well 10 natice here an ambignous sentence in this section, which has been trans-
lated, incurrectly, I think, * We worship one God, therefure, the Father aud the Son, as we
Lave explained.” The Greek is, {ra wie v, an dxodedonerrr, 708 Turipa [ wel mw
v Hepwemiione . We shuald, 1 belicve, place a comma afler maripe, and wranslate, ** We
worslip, therelure, vne God, the Father, and the Son.”  This is confirmed by what fallows, cited
above, and by the language used in the next section (c. 13): & Tov & Yedw, wul Tov Era

Cop QUTon had fujel aal tingra L L. G donsr,
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and the one Son, who is his Logos and Image, with suppli-
cations and petitions as we are able, bringing our prayers to
the GOD OF THE UNIVERSE #oug/ his only-begotten Son,
to whom we first offer them; besceching him, who is the
propitiation for our sins, to present, as High Priest, our
prayers and sacrifices and intercessions to the GOD ovER
ALL.”*

I do not see how any one can read these passages and
regard it as probable, much less as ccrtain, that Origen un.
derstood Paul in Rom. ix. 5§ to describe Christ as & a ixi
widrrur fede, eidoy yrig vic roic wiovae. 1t 1s clear, at any rate, that he
did not understand the passage as Dr. Gifford does (L.t
p. 3), as “a testimony to the co-EauaL Gopnean of the Son.”

Dr. Gifford’s argument from the Sclecza 1w Thienos, iv. s,
rests on a false assumption, which has been already suffi-
ciently remarked upon.

PUNCTUATION IN MANUSCRIPTS.

On p. 36 of Dr. Gifford’s Letter, speaking of punctuation
in MSS,, he observes that “it 1s universally acknowledged
that no marks of punctuation or division were in use till
long after the days of St. Paul.” This remark, if intended
to apply io Greek MSS. in generul, is inaccurate, and indi-
cates that Dr. Gifford has been misled by untrustworthy
authorities. If it is intended to apply to New Testament
MSS, I do not see how the fact can be proved, as we pos-
sess no MSS. of the New Testament of earlier date than
the fourth century. But the essential point in Dr. Gifford's
remarks is, that the punctuation in MSS. of the New Testa-
ment is of no authority. This is very true; and it should
have been remembered by the many commentators (includ-
ing Dr. Gifford) who have made the assertion (very incorrect
in point of fact), that a stop after o« is found in only two
or three inferior MSS. in Rom. ix. 5, as if that were an argu-
ment against a doxology here.

*[t may be worth while to note that Origen (Conz. Cels. viii. 9) justifics the honor paid to the
Son an the ground that he receives it by the appointment of the Father (dxodessuure 07e 070
oot SédoTat m”.‘g.’n To Tiachas, citing John v. 23) and is declared by God 1o be @ Serr 74
Sevrtepevoionr nera Tor edr Tov wrzwr | Teunc. (Cont Cels. v 57.)

S
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The results of some recent investigation in regard to this
matter are given in our Jomrnal for 1882, p. 161 [p. 406f.
above]. The investigation has since, through the kindness
of Dr. C. R. Gregory, been carried somewhat farther. I can
now name, besides the uncials A, B, C, L, the first three of
which are not “inferior MSS.,” at least twenty-six cursives
which have a stop after «i«e, the same in general which they
have after wioear or "Azie. In all probability, the result of an
exaniination would show that three-quarters or four-fifths of
the cursive MSS. containing Rom. ix. § have a stop after
Gapra.

In regard to Codex A, Canon Cook thinks the testimony
of Dr. Vance Smith, wham Dr. Gifford cites as saying that
the stop after eiwe is “evidently a prima manu,” is “ not
verified or likely to he verified.” #  Many others will ques-
tion the testimony of a Unitarian heretic. It would have
been only fair, therefore, to have added the fact, mentioned
on p. 150 of the Journal [p. 407 above], that Dr. Sanday
agrecs with him. I would add that I am informed, on good
authority, that Dr. Scrivener has examined the MS. at this
place with the same result.

The whole matter is in itself unimportant; but it is
important that writers like Dean Burgon should cease im-
posing upon unlcarned rcaders by making reckless asser-
tions about it.

VAN HENGEL ON THE +0 xaré odpka.

As regards the limitation 76 seri sipna (Letier, p. 38 1), the
examples cited by Van Hengel from Plato’s Philebus (c. 7,
p. 17 and Isocrates (Ad Nicocl. ¢ 29 al. 30) in support of
his view, and urged by Dr. Gifford in opposition to it, are,
I think, not to the purpose on either side. The formulc
“A and afse B,” and “not only A, but B,” into which the
quotations, so far as they bear on the matter, may be re-
solved, do not express “antithesis,” but agreement. Dr.
Gifford's citation from Demosthenes (Cont. Eubul. p. 1229, 1.
14) furnishes no analogy to the =i sura cipse here, and is wholly

* Canan Cook, Kevised Fersion of the First Three Gospels, p. 1947 comp. p. 167.

i
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irrelevant, for two reasons : (1) because the ro st {udc [al. suac]
is introduced with a ¢+, which of course leads one to expect
an antithesis, such as follows, expressed by &; and (2) be-
cause the =i «e? inac is probably to be regarded as the direct
object of the verb fappeir, used here, as often, transitively,
like its opposite podsistar.  Van Hengel's rule relates only to
clauses like 7o ko éué, 7o é5 tnor, in which the article =¢ with its
adjunct is neither the object nor the subject of a verb, or at
least of any verb expressed. (See Van Hengel, /utcrp. Ep.
Pauli ad Rom. ii. 348.)

IRENAUS.

As to the quotation of Rom. ix. 5 by Irenmus (Haer. 1il.
16, § 3), I must still, for the reasons assigned in the jousrnal
(p. 300 above), regard it as doubtful whether he referred the
last clause of the verse to Christ. In opposition to the
Gnostics who held that the Eon Chsist first descended upon
Jesus at his baptism, Irenweus is quoting passages which, like
i Gv b ypiore 70 st ipsa, speak of the Clirist as born.  But why,
Dr. Gifford asks, does he quote the remainder of the passage,
if it had nothing to do with his argument? (Lctter, p. 42.) 1
answer, he may well have included it in his quotation, if he
regarded it as a doxology, or gave it Dr. Kennedy’s con-
struction, for the same purpose as Photius has quoted it in
his work against the Manichzans (see Journal, p. 138 £. [p.
393 above]); namely, as confirming the doctrine insisted on
throughout his book, that the God of the Jews, the God of
the Old Testament, was not, as all the Gnostics contended,
a being inferior to the Supreme God, but the God over all.
So understood, it would agree with the language which
Irenzus uses so often elsewhere, describing the Father as
the God over all, while he nowhere, to my knowledge, speaks
of the Son as God over all. T admit that Irenzus-way have
applied the last clause to Christ, separating the ¢ from é ov
&t wivrov as a distinct predicate; but I perceive nothing
which determines with certainty the construction he gave
it. The whole question is of the least possible consequence.
One who could treat 2 Cor. iv. 4 as he has done (Hacer. iii. 7,
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§1; iv. 20, § 2) is certainly no authority in exegesis in a
case where doctrinal prejudice could have an influence.

Dr. Gifford thinks that Irenzeus “most probably” refers
to Rom. ix. § when he says (Haer. iii. 12, § 9) that the mys-
tery which was made known to Paul by revelation was that
o mathor £77 Mewrice Maridron olcoe nipron tiw mdrvor wid Jaizere Kai Beor Kal
wurie iomne 1le omits the words that ivmediately follow, pre-
“served in the old Latin version: “ab eo qui est omnium
Deus accipiens potcstatem, quoniam subiectus factus est
usque ad mortem, mortem autem crucis,” where Christ as
v is distinguished from him who is “omnium Deus,” from
whom he reecived his power.  This does not go far towards
proving that Irenccus would call Chrisz «“ God over all.” 1
obscrve incidentally that Irenxus’s explanation of “the mys-
tery which was made known to Paul by revelation” (Eph.
iti. 3) differs widely from that which Paul himself gives
(Eph. iii. 6 ff.).

CLLEMENT OF ROME.

Passing to p. 41 of Dr. Gifford's Le#ter, 1 remark that if
Clement of Rome in the passage cited (Cor. ¢. 32) had Rom,
ix. 5 in mind, as he probably did, and regarded the last
clansc as applicable to Christ, it would have been altogether
to his purposc to have added it to the 7o sara aipra, his pur-
posc being to magnify the distinctions bestowed by God
on the patriarch Jacob. Dr. Gifford will not, T think, find
many who regard the simple expression “the Lord Jesus™
as equivalent to “ He who is over all, God blessed for ever’’;
it is rather the equivalent of the Pauline ¢ pusvi, a title
which, when it denotes the Messiah, involves lordship. So
far, then, from inferring, as Dr. Gifford does, from this pas-
sage of Clement, that he © probably ™ (Letter, p. 65) applied
the last clause to Christ, [ should infer from his omitting it,
where, thus understood, it would have been so much to his
purpose, that he probably did #of.  This presumption would
be cenfirmed by the way in which he speaks of Christ, and
distinguishes him from God, throughout his Epistle.
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THE NEWLY DISCOVERED QUOTATION OF ROMANS IX. 5§ BY
IREN_EUS.

Dr. Gifford (Lctter, p. 41) adduces a passage from Ire-
nzus, “ which no one,” he observes, “so far as I know, has
hitherto noticed in this connection. Prof. Abbot indeed
says (p. 136) that the only place where Irencus has quoted
Rom. ix. 5 is Haer. iii. 16 (a/. 18), §3. Alas! for the man
who ventures on that spirited but dangerous hobby, the uni-
versal negative. These are the words of Irenwus in Fragm.
xvil. (Stieren): E5 dv o IploToc wpoerumdtly wal fxeyrdotly sal Eyeropthy.
£r udy yap 10 Twoip wpoerendty:  Ex d8 Tov Aevl kul wob "lobda 76 Karta capka
¢ BasAedc kai lepeic syergby”’

Dr. Gifford has fortunately given the Greck of the passage
that is to put me to shame, and I have not the slightest ap-
prehension that any reader of his Letzer will call the frag-
ment of Irenceus which he cites a quotation of Rom. ix. §;
at the very utmost, it could only be termed an a/lusion to
that passage. The editor of the =upi or Catena from which
this fragment is taken (Nicephorus Theotoki), and the edi-
tors and translators of Irenxus, as Grabe, Massuet, Stieren,
Migne, Harvey, Roberts and Rambaut, and Keble, though
they all refer in the margin to supposed quotations, have
failed to make any reference here to Rom. ix. 5. If it be a
quotation, the discovery of the fact belongs probably to Dr.
Gifford alone. It will be observed that Dr. Giftord spaces
the letters in #5 v é ypovée as if they must be regarded as
guoted from Rom. ix. 5. He does not note the fact that this
fragment of Irenzus is part of a comment on Deut. xxvii.
12, and is given in a fuller form in a Latin translation by
Franciscus Zephyrus or Zephyrius (= Zafiri) in his edition
of a Catena on Deuteronomy, as cited by Grabe in his edi-
tion of Irenzus (p. 469). This reads: “ Notandum, benedi-
cendi munus in TRIBUBUS demandatum, EX Quisus CHRISTUS
designatus cognoscitur et generatur,” etc.,, and shows how
little the 5 dv,x+.4 has to do with Rom. ix. 5, and how
groundless is the inference which Dr. Gifford draws from
this accidental coincidence of expression.
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Long before Dr. Gifford’s Letfer was published T had
noted this fragment, together with a similar passage in Ire-
naxzus (Haer iv. 4, § 1), as examples of o xari sdpma without an
antithesis expressed, and had caused them to be printed
among the Additions and Corrections in the number of the
Sournal for 1882, p. 160, referring to the Journa/ for 1881,
p. 1o1. So far as they go, they both, I think, favor my view
of the contruverted passage rather than Dr. Gifford’s. If
they are to be regarded as guofations of Rom. ix. 5, they
favor it more than I had supposed.

POSITION OF etiaynroc.

In Dr. Gifford's remarks on the position of ertoyr=é; (Letter,
p. 54 £), he maintains that in the text of the Septuagint, in
Ps. Ixviii. 20 (Sept. Ixvii. 19), «i2v40é should be rcad but
once, and connected with what follows. For this, so far as
I can ascertain, he has the authority of only two unimpor-
tant cursive MSS. (Nos. 183, 202),— in which the omission
of one cirnyyrec 1s readily explained as accidental, on account
of the Lomaotoleuton or dittography,— in opposition to all the
other known MSS. of the Psalms, more than a hundred in
number, including the uncials, among them § and B of the
tourth century, and the Verona MS. of the fifth or sixth.
(The Alexandrian MS. and the Ziirich Psalter are mutilated
herc.) The omission of the first e«i7s;470r, moreover, leaves
the aipoc oo simply hanging in the air, without any con-
struction. To adopt such a reading in the face of such evi-
dence is to do violence to all rational principles of textual
criticism.  The difference between the XX and the He-
brew is easily explained bty the supposition that in the
Hecebrew copy used by the translators, the s1ym3 was repeated
(which might easily have happened), or at least that they
thought it ought to be.

Dr. Gifford takes no notice of my explanation of the
reason for the ordinary position of such words as ebdoyproc,
civny pudvor, froaraper, ete,, in doxologics, benedictions, and
malcdictions, or of the cxceptions which I adduce (save Ps.
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Ixviii. 20, which I waive), or of my argument that, if we take
the last clause as a doxology, the position of eidoyyric after
the subject is not only fully accounted for, but is rather
required by the very same laio of the Greck laiuguage which
governs all the examples that have heen alleged against the
d.()xological construction.  (Journal, pp. 103-111.)  As this
view is supported by so eminent a grammarian as Winer, to
say nothing of Meyer, Fritzsche, and other scholars, it seems
to me that it deserved consideration.

DIFFERENT SENSES OF &iroyyric,

On p. 56 of Dr. Gitford's Ze#scr, he gives as examples of
the use and meaning of the word tizoyyric the expressions
“Blessed be God” and “ Blessed be thou of the Lord,” and
remarks that “Dr. Abbot ‘overlooks the fact’ that, what-
ever difference there may be, it lies wot in the sense of the
word eiaoyyvag, but in the different relations of the pefsons
blessing and blessed.” I must confess that T have over.
looked the fact, if it be a fact; and must also confess my
belief that not a few of Dr. Gifford’s readers will be sur
prised at the proposition that there is no difference in the
sense of the word «izo;476 when, applied to God, it means
“ prailsed" or “worthy to be praised,” and when, applied to
men, 1t means *“ prospered ” or ““blessed ” by God. The fact
on which Dr. Gifford seems to lay great stress, that si7ay yrir
in these different senses represents the same Hcbrew word
will not weigh much with those who consider that nmn):
words in common use have several very different meanings
in Hebrew as well as in other languages. The two mea?x-
ings are as distinct as those of «ixojia in the sense of Jaus,
landatio, celebratio (Grimm, Lev. s vivosia No. 1), and of
boumn, beneficinmn (Grimm, 7bid., No. 5).

The very common use of rizoyyric in doxologies to God
seems to have led the Septuagint translators to restrict its
applica‘tion in the sense of “praised,” or rather “worthy to
be pralsed,". to t.he Supreme Being. To this perhaps the
only exception is in the cxpression tiiojszic 6 spiros cov in
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1 Sam. xxv. 33. In the New Testament, apart from the pas-
sage in debate, its application is restricted to God, *“ the God
and Tather of our Lord Jesus Christ.” My point is that
whatever force there may be in the argument from this ex-
tensive .usage in favor of its application to God rather than
to Christ in Rom. ix. §, it is not dininished in the slightest
degree by the fact that in a few passages of the LXX the
word is applied to men in the very different sense of “pros-
pered ” or “recipicnts of blessings.” Ze. benefits, from God.

I have now, I believe, taken notice of all the points of im.
portance in which Dr. Gifford has criticised my statements,
or statements which he has ascribed to me. T am not with-
out hope that in a future edition of his pamphlet he may see
reason for modifying some of his remarks, and for giving
more fully the context of some of his quotations.

g il

b 1 i ki

XVIIL

ON THE CONSTRUCTION OF TITUS IL 13.
{From the Journal of the Socicty of Biblical Literature and Exegesis, 1881.]

The Greek reads as follows: Tpocde youerur Tihe uakupiay Exwida
xat éxwsaveiar ic disye vob pe;drov Urot kal owripoc juav 'lyour Xpuertor (or
Xpwrob ‘Ujool).

Shall we translate, “the appearing of the glory of onr
great God ard Saviour Jesus Christ”? or, “the appearing
of the glory of e great God and our Saoionr Jesus Christ ' ?

It was formerly contended by Granville Sharp, and after-
wards by Bishop Middleton, that the absence of the Greek
article before swripor in Tit, il. 13 and 2 Pet. i. 1, and before
80i in Eph. v. 5, is alone sufficient to prove that the two
appellatives connected by « belong to one subject.®* “Itis
impossible,” says Middleton in his note on Tit. ii. 13, “to
understand feop and swrier otherwise than of one person.”
This ground is now generally abandoned, and it is admitted
that, grammatically, either construction is possible. I need

# Sharp applied his famous rule alse to 2z Thess. 1. 12, but Middleton thinks that this text
affords no certain evidence in his favor. Winer disposes of it summarily as merely a case in
whicl m'-pmg is used for ¢ m'-/,u,g the word M"/HU[ taking, in a measure, the character of a
proper name. Inz Thess. i. 11, § troc I;v[[(:)ll denotes God in distinction from * our Lord Jesus ™’
(ver. 12); itis therefore unnatural in the extreme to take this titte in the last clause of 24¢ zory
sanne sentence (ver. 12) as a designation of Christ.  We may then reject withont hesitation Gran-
ville Sharp’s construction, which in fact has the support of but few respectable scholars.

As to 1 Tim. v. 2¢ and 2 Tim. iv. 1, it is enough to refer to the notes of Bishop Middleton
and Bishop Ellicott on the former passage. Compare the remarkable various reading in Gal. ii.
20, adopted by Lachmann and Trege!les (text), but not by Tischeudorf or Wesicott and Hur(,—
év Tiorel o 73 Tob Deob kel Xpierob,

In Eph. v. 5, év 74 Jaccreia toi Xpioroi xai Qeol, the Xjugrotr and lror are regarded
a= denoting distinet subjects by a large majority of the best commeutators, as De Wetie, Meyer,
Olshausen, Meier, Holzhausen, Flatt, Matthics, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bleck, Ewald, Schenkel,
Braune and Riddle {(in Lange's Cornz., Amer. trans.), Conybeare, Bloomiield, Ellicott, Fadie,
Alford, Canon Barry in Ellicott’s &. 7. Comm., and Prebendary Meyrick tn “‘ the Speaker's
Commentary '’ {1881).

In the Revised New Testament, the coustruction contended for so slrenuously by Middleton
in Eph. v. 5, and by Sharp in 2 Thess. 1. 12, has not besn deemed worthy of notice.




