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ARTICLE III.
DE WETTE'S COMMENTARY ON ROMANS &: 13—19.

Translated by M. Btuart, Professor at Andover.

Introductory Remarks.

[IT may be proper to state some reasons, why a portion of Com-
mentary by De Wette on Rom. 5: 12—19 has been translated, and is
here inserted.

Every one conversant with theolegy or exegesis knows what im-
portance has been attached to the passage of Secripture in question.
It is appealed to beyond all others, as peculiarly exhibiting the con-
dition of fallen man, and the connection of his depravity and guilt
with the fall of the first human pair. The doctrine of original sin, or
(as the Germans call it) snherited sin (Erbsiinde), has been regarded,
by a large portion of evangelical theologians, as having its most ample
and solid basis in the passage before us. Of course, their opponents
have made évery possible effort to show, that the passage has been
misunderstood and misinterpreted by them. The contest has been
going on, in respect to this subject, ever since the days of Augustine
and Pelagius, and even from a period still more remote. It would
form a library of no small extent, were all that has been written on
this subject embodied and published. Nor can we well wonder at
this. The subject is one of the deepest interest. Men of sober
thought and reflection will be prone to ask: What is our present na-
tive condition as moral and accountable beings? If corrupt and de-
praved, how has this been brought about, inasmuch as we naturally
expect everything which comes from the hands of th& Creator to be
good? Can sin, or a sinful state or condition, be propagated? How
far are we accountable for a state or condition, which we did not con-
tribute in any way originally to form or introduce? How far are we,
or can we reasonably be, accountable for the acts of others? These
and many more of the like questions must give a high degree of inter-
est to Rom. 5: 12—19; for it is here, either directly or consequen-
tially, that material is found by the mass of theologians who are of the
stricter cast, for the solution of such questions. Hence the animated
attacks upon what is called the orthodox exposition of this passage,
and the equally animated defences of that exposition.
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Of late, some distinguished critics and theologians in Germany have
renewed, in an animated way, the discussion of these matters. Pamph-
lets, monogramms, small volumes, excursus appended to commenta-
ries, etc., have been issued almost every year, until, as one would
naturally suppose, the subject has been presented in nearly every pos-
sible light. In circumstances such as these, and after all the improve-
ments made in sacred philology, it scems desirable that the theolo-
gian and the interpreter among us should have acoess to some abridged
and summary view of what has been achieved by discussion; and
such an one is presented in the pages of De Wette, a translation of
which follows the present remarks.

‘What has just been stated is the leading reason for publishing the
exegesis of De Wette. But there are other reasons, at which we will
merely glance.

No living writer in the province of theology, sacred archaeology,
and Hebrew and Greek philology and exegesis, can lay claim to more
distinction in regard to extent and accuracy of knowledge acquired by
study, than De Wette, though in particular departments men of greater
ability may be found. It is a matter of the most unfeigned regret, on
the part of all who are acquainted with his writings, and are at the
same time the friends of evangelical sentiment, that his eritical views
are mostly of the neological cast, and his theological ones, in many re-
spects, deeply tinged with the philosophy of the day. ~Still he is dif-
ferent, in not a few important particulars, from most of the distin-
guished writers of the neological school. He never rails. He em-
ploys no sarcasm or bitterness. He does not purposely misrepresent
the views of those from whom he differs. He never exhibits levity,
or indifference to religion. In feeling, he is understood and exten-
sively believed to be nearer to the orthodox party than to the other.
Those of evangelical sentiment, at least many of them who are ao-
quainted with De Wette, even regard him as cherishing substantially
the views and fgelings of a Christian. His Aead, they say, has been
turned by speculative philosophy, and is not in a right position, but his
Aeart beats truly, at Jeast it often does 80, and responds to the hearts
of others who love and believe the truth. ,

One thing, at least, can be truly said of De Wette as & commenta-
tor, especially as he appears in his latest works of interpretation.
This is, that he rarely introduces anything but the simple principles
of exegesis and philology, in order to establish his views of the mean~.
ing of Scripture. All creeds and confessions are left out of sight, and
the text, and context, and tenor of discourse, and peculiarities of idiom,
and matiers of antiquity that have respect to various objects and opin-
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ions and circumstances, are ever resorted to as the only reliable guides
‘on which an interpreter can depend. Impartially, for the most part,
bas he dealt with all these exegetical subsidiaries. And that he
brings to the decision of any exegetical question, a rare skill in de-
tecting the nicer shades of language, a highly cultivated aesthetical
feeling, and great discrimination in judging of the real and logical
course of thought, no intelligent reader of him can deny or even doubt.

In one respect De Wette has some advantage over those who come
to the investigation of Scripture with all their opinions formed and
settled beforehand. The latter are often found in the attitude of pug-
nacious reasoners, now explaining away this, then introducing that,
just as they wish to defend or to build up their own doctrinal strac-
ture. The paramount authority of the Scriptures they acknowledge,
and hence the strenuous effort to make them speak what they them-
selves believe. De Wette is apparently free from any strong bias in
this way. He is virtually a serious, sober Naturalist, (if I may so
characterize him). He believes in the divine origin and authority of
the Scriptures in the same sense in which he believes in the divine
origin of all that ia rational and moral in man, and of all that is good
and beautifnl in the world of nature around us. He regards the scrip-
tural writers as well meaning, honest, sincere men, with the best in-
tentions and most landable purposes in view. But he also regards
them as liable to mistakes, both as to matters of fact and of doctrine.
He moreover believes them to have been too credulous, and thinks
that they were somewhat tinctured with the superstitions of their age
and country. Of course he attributes no dinding authority to their
decisions ; and he is, in this way, placed as it were in a state of indif-
ference, whether this or that statement or sentiment of the scriptural
writers i8 correct or erroneous. So it comes about, almost as a2 mat-
ter of conrse, that he has no strong bias toward finding in the Serip-
tures this or that particular sentiment. 'We may easily conceive, that
a acholar, in such a position, might investigate the Bible simply in a
philological way, without any serious concern what the result of his
investigation may turn out to be.

The translator of the following piece is very far from believing such
a state of mind to be, on the whole, the most promising as to the real
discovery of moral and religious truth. But he must think, that to
such a man there is comparatively little embarrassment, in the way
of striving to obtain the simple resuits of philology.

Of all the essays which the translator bas read on Rom. 5: 12—19,
he knows of none which have carried out simple hermgneutical prin-
ciples in exegesis 8o entirely and exclusively as De Wette. This is
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another reason for presenting the translation that folows. It cannot
fail to be a matter of interest to all emnest inquirers, to know what
are the fair results of such a process as De Wette has instituted.
This process, from the hand of such a critic as he, deserves, gnd should
elicit, the serious study of all who wish to arrive at the conclusions to
which a purely philological discussion will lead them.

There is another consideration of some importance to many of the
readers of the Bibliotheca Sacra. De Wette has nearly finished an Kxe-
getical Manual, i. e. a brief synoptical interpretation, of the whole New
Testament. His work, although not yet extensively known and used
among us, will doubtless, ere long, be in the hands of many readers.
Those who have had no opportunity to consalt it, 8o as to know the
manner and value of it, may learn, from the specimen now to be sub-
mitted to them, what they have to expect from the writer in question.

It is easy to sece, that a commentary on the plan of De Wette must
be exceedingly compressed and terse. Single words are made to
gpeak whole sentences; single sentences, a whole paragraph. Henece
the difficulty of reading and understanding De Wette’s critical notes.
Indeed, it must be rare, that the beginner in exegesis can be able to
take in and fully understand the whole course of thought. De Wette
supposes his readers to be already familiarly acquainted with all or
most of the best critical works, including commentaries, literary in-
troductions, and monogramms on particular passages. Hence he ad-
verts to such works by a single word, or short sentence, leaving the -
reader to ill out what is lacking by his own knowledge. His abridg+
ments of words, almoat without number, are also very embarrassing
to the unexperienced reader. So far as it regards proper names, this
difficulty is mostly obviated in the following pages, by fully writing
out the names which might occasion difficulty ta many or most readers
in our country. Beyond this the translator has not thought it best to
g0, because it is a part of his design to present De Wette as he is—
terse, compressed, not to say abrupt, nearly beyond example.

The translator does not pledge himself as having in every case pre-
sented the exact shades of De Weite's meaning; for in fact he i al-
most untranslatable. Another language maust fail to hit off some of
the light and shade of his German sketches. But the aim has been,
to be as nearly literal as the matter would bear, so far as our language
would furnish the means, This is purposely done with the design of
presenting De Wette as he is, or at least of coming as near to an ex-
act likeness as may be.

The question is frequently asked : Why not present the whole of
De Wette’s Commentary in an English translation? An answer to
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this may perhaps be found, in the specimen of it now to be sabjoined.
If not, then I would say, (1) Because our public are not prepared to
receive and profit by it. His circle of references is mainly beyond
our circle of reading and knowledge. His work makes demands on
the reader, which most readers among us are not prepared to meet.
Of course, much of his book would remain unintelligible, and there-
fore unprofitable. His trees are planted in a foreign soil and climate,
and they will not bear transplanting without either stinting their
growth, or rendering them fruitless. (2) Because the general ten-
dency of his work leads on to mere Rationalism, and to a denial of
the divine anthority, consistency, and excellence of the Secriptures.

If the reader of the following exegesis expects to be interested in it,
or to profit by it, he must do this by dint of real study, not of cursory
perusal. A page or two will satisfy him of this. Bat if he will sub-
mit to patient labor and study, and has the power of appreciating what
the author has done, he will find that there is scarcely a question of
importance in respect to philology, that is not brought under examina-
tion. Various readings, points of grammar, matters of idiom, connec-
tion of thought, relation of parts to each other and to the whole, dif-
ferent opinions of respectable critics, different doctrinal views—in a
word, everything which can fairly come within the compass of inter-
pretation, is touched upon by De Wette, and his opinion, with the
reasons for it, is summarily expressed. So much is crowded into a
eompass so small, that it can be duly understood and appreciated only
by severe and intelligent effort.

Both parties in the contest among us about original sin, will be
surprised, it i3 probable, at the results which De Wette presents.
Those who contend for the views of the Westminster Catechism,
would little expect from such latitudinarianism as that of De Wette,
8 resnlt which differs only in some minor respects from their own.
Those who are opposed to such views, will be dizsappointed at finding
De Wette approach 8o near to the other party ; inasmuch as they nat-
urally, and perhaps confidently, expected very different conclusions
from such a man. On v. 12 he says: “ The apostle teaches the
spread of sin, as well as death, among all men, in and through Adam.
But the way and manner of this be does not particularly explain.”
In respect to the spread of sin, he also declares, that “ in part it comes
through the natural and organic propagation of a sinful inclination ;"
in part « throngh our social relations and connections;” and, “as the
basis of both theae, the apostle teaches the native likeness of all men,
by virtue of which the sin of Adam becomes the sin of all.  Still the
sin that is propagated or inherited is finally the free act of all, for
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which they are accountable. It is on this ground that he establishes
the accounntability of all, and the justice of punishment. How near
this view comes to that of Pres. Edwards, every discerniog reader
will easily perceive,

It is no part of the translator's object to canvass, on the present oc-
casion, the right or wrong of De Wette’s views, but simply to present
them to the reader. De Wette has left out of view the case of in-
fants; and many a theological question that has been raised, he has
not considered, because it did not come within his plan. How far
philology supports his conclusions in general, the reader will judge for
himself. But in whatever way he may decide this question, I think
be will be constrained to say, that a more acute, subtile, thorough,
philological analysis of the words and sentiments of Rom. 5: 12—19,
cannot well be found, among all the essays that have been written
upon it. Whether we agree or disagree in the results with the inter-
preter, we shall at least feel under obligation to him for having done
so much to cast light on the simple meaning of the language which
Paul has employed, in the development of his views respecting our
connection with Adam and with Christ—M. S.]

Summary of vs. 12—19. While the apostle is bringing into view
Jjustification by Christ and its effects which are fraught with blessings,
he feels himself impelled to cast a comparative look on the times which
had preceded. With Christ begins a new period of life and happiness
for men, after death and misery had before his appearance been pre-
dominant. Both of these states are in one respect alike, viz. as to the
fact that one individual, here Christ and there Adam, stands at the
" head. .As by one (Adam) sin and death came upon all men, so by one
(Christ) justification, life, and happiness, are imparted to all. The
difference between them fs, that in the one case sin, death, and corrup-
tion reigned, while in the other grace in a surpassing measure, life, and
happiness, bear sway. .

Comp. Joat, Versuch e. Erklirung von Rom. 5: 12—21, in Schmidt, Bibl. Krit.
Exeget. IL 2. Schott, Program. in Ep. ad Rom. 5: 1214, Opuac. I. Finkh, Neue
Erklirung von Rom. 5: 12. Tab. Zeitach. 1830, I. Schmid, Bemerkung 0b. Rom.
5: 12, ib. IV. Rothe, Nens Versuch einer Aunsleg. d. Rom. 5: 12—21. 1836.

(V. 12.) Az tovro, therefors, accordingly, stands related to vs. 1—
11, which describe the effects of justification by Christ. Rothe refers
the relation to the idea comprised in these verses of the altered rela-
tion of men to God by reason of their sanctification, and supposes this
to be the definité point of comparison with the clause &g’ @ mdvzeg
npagror. That thought, however, is merely accessory, and the lead-
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ing idea of the passage is the swrnpia, and in this is comprised the
contrast or opposite of sin and death in v. 12,

womeg, a particle which may mark either the first or the second
member of a comparison. Most interpreters hold the clause before us
to be the first member ; but Cocceius, Elsner, Koppe, and a few others,
regard it ag the second, and they supply the preceding member out of
the paragraph that goes before. But in this the points of comparison
are not at least explicitly stated; and if we make out the first member
by the words 7y xazallayyy éAafousy 3¢ avrov, one does mot well
know what he is entering upon by the comparison. Those who take
aomep 3i' dvo¢ . 7. . to be the first member, fall into still greater dif-
ficulties ; for in this case no second member of the comparison can be
pointed ont. It cannot be v. 18, making vs. 13—17 a parenthesis,
(Grotius, Wetstein, Reiche, Flatt); for the dpa ovs of that verse
manifestly points it out as a deduction from the context immediately
preceding. Moreover, ve. 13—17 have not the nature of a parenthe-
sis. Vs 13, 14, do indeed make an interruption of the course of
thought ; but at the end of v. 14 is a proper period, and v. 15 begins
a contrast. Nor can the second member of the comparison be found
in the words xai ovzwg (i. e. ovzrws xai by inversion, Clericus, Wol-
fius) ; for in this way iz rovzo would be made superfluous, and the
comparison with Christ would be superseded. Nor can it be in the
words xai dia 17¢ duagrias o Bdvaros (Erasmus, Beza), whereby in
Tike manner the comparison between Adam and Christ would be left
out of view. Nor do the words o¢ fo7s T¥mog 7o ufddovrog,in v. 14,
constitute the second member (Calvin, Tholuck, Koliner, Meyer) ;
for this clanse, being coordinate and comprising a conclusion, by its .
form involves the idea of a comparison that has been already made.
The supposition, that the after-clause was forgotten by the writer
(Origen, Bengel, Riickert, Fritzsche, Win. § 64. I11. a. 494, Rothe),
is to be sure in some measure supported by the digressive nature of
vs. 13, 14; but it is not probable that the apostle, v. 15, would bring
into view the dissimilarity between Adam and Christ, rather than
complete a comparison already begun.

It is an error to suppose that there must be two members of a com-
parison definitely in mind, if not plainly declared. The firat is silently
omitted ; as if we should say: Therefore so as, and then leave it to
the reader to make out the whole relation of the comparison from the
one member of it which is expressed. Exactly in this way is the
comparison managed after womzg in Matt. 25: 14, and after xa@oi¢ in
Gal 3: 6. In the passage before us, Paul thinks of no other point of
comparison than this, viz. that through one man a change in the con-

28
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dition of all mankind was introdnced. In this respect is Adam a type
of Christ. But at the same time, the full comparison rests upon seve-
ral points of contrast also, which are brought to view in vs. 15—17;
and by adding these he prepares the way for a full exhibition at last
of similarity and contrast in vs. 18, 19. This arrangement of thought
is disturbed by the usual mode of interpretation; for in this, one as-
sumes that the whole second member of the comparison, comprising
similarity and dissimilarity, is virtually expressed in v. 12. In this
case, the contrast in vs. 15 seq. appears to destroy the comparison;
and v. 18, which has the form of a deduction, assumes the nature of
an annoying repetition. (Erroneously do Grotius and others hold
dga ovy to be & sign of resumption). The matter may perhape be
made clear, by the following exhibition of the course of thought:
¢ Therefore does Christ stand sn a relation to mankind like to that which
Adam bears, by whom sin and death came into the world, (v. 12—to
ijAi0sy). The additional clause: g’ ¢ mavres yuagror leads to a
digression in vindication of its correctness, which is contained in v. 18,
dyos yop vopov x. 7. 4, on to v. 14, 77y magaPacens Addu. With
the secondary and associated clause, 6¢ é67: zUmog x. 7. 1, the apostle
reverts again to the comparison in v. 12.

Sinee however the entire comparison comprises conirasts [as well
as similitudes], these are developed in vs. 15—17. They lie in
the ideas designated by mepanroua and yagiosue with yags, which
is regarded as far superior in its effects (v. 15); in xaraxgue
and dixaiopa ; in sly auapricas and molda magarrwpara (v. 16);
and in Sasazog and {wy with the much greater dominion of the latter
{v. 17). With these points of contrast, however, points of similitade
are at the same time developed; which are ¢ sig [ 48du] and o sk
-GyBowmog [ Xpwordc]; also of moddol the posterity of Adam, and os
molAoi those who belong to Christ (v. 15); and together with these,
the Basievear of Gararos, and the fasdevey &y [of (v. 17). It is
mnow, at the close of all this, that the apostle comprises both together,
viz. contrasts and similitudes, and fully makes out his simple parallels
in vs. 18, 19, as already in thought he had done in v. 12.

A0 évios avBoinov 1 auagric el 1oy xoouoy sicihde. The mean.
ing of this clause is to be determined by correctly defining each par-
ticular idea. Light is cast upon it by Rom. 7: 7 seq., where a sub-
jective view of the same thing is presented. The word auagria is
not the mere abstract of actual sin (Beiche, Meyer), in sach a way
that Paul designates merely the very first period of its rise or origin ;
but, like v. 21 and 8: 9, it designates sin as a domsnant power, partly
as a principle, such as in accordance with 7: 8 slumbers in every man
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and develops itself in its dominant sway over men in general, and
partly as a sinful state or condition, such as Pan! has described in 1:
17—38:21. The word does not mean simply sinfulness, nor is the
idea designated by it exactly inheritod ssm (Calv.), or the habit of sin
(Olshansen), or ssnful sncknation (Rothe). To admit a personifica-
tion (Reiche, Fritzsche, and others), such an one as finds place in 7:
8 seq., we bave no sofficient ground in the plain expression sig oy
x0opoy sisjAds. This means not merely began to be, was first com-
mitied (Reiche, Fritssche, Meyer), i. e. that which before was possible
now began its actual existence, without comprising also the idea of
extension. This is intimated by the 3’ é»o¢ asPpwmov which is placed
in contrast with sdsre, and attaches itself to the ides of xdopog, which
is equivalent to mankind, not merely Auman nature (Reiche), or the
moral communily, becanse sin is something of a moral natare. In the
same way is it spoken of in Wiad. 2: 24. 14: 14, and Gal. 8: 28 with
simply fpyes@ou. Siill, the idea of extension is afterwards more fully
brought to view.

8 ivig drOpoimov == dic 0V magamreiuasos (Jix Tis wagaxois)
105 dvog drdpuinov, va. 18, 19. Aid is here connected with the orig-
inal canse (v. 19), like the Dat. case in v. 17, only that the latter has
respect to action, but the one before us to the agent, and so a dis-
tinetion is marked between the immediate and mediate canse. (Comp.
Matth. Gramm. Graec. § 896, Rothe, p. 112). The one man is Adam,
not Eve (Pelagius), although Paul in 1 Tim. 2: 14 names the latter
as being first led away (comp. 2 Cor. 11: 8), because, in reference to
the world (the mass of men) the woman disappears behind the man,
and not because the sin of Adam was peculiar and inexcusable, while
that of Eve was excusable (Fritzsche).

xai Qi 775 apeprias o Odsatos, i. e. Odyarog eis Tov xocuor
#id7i 82, namely in consequence of the divine sentence of condemna-
tion, Gen. 2: 17. 8: 19. It is not therefore mere spiritual death, bat
corporeal which is meant (Chrys., Aug., Calov., and others, Reiche,
Meyer, Fritzache). Since, however, this stands connected with all the
misery of sin, sickness (1 Cor. 11: 80), fear (Heb. 2: 15), and, out of
Christ, with eternal death; and since the apostle elsewhere employs
the word in a more elevated sense (6: 16, 21. 7: 10 [comp. the con-
trasted 2y [wny), 8: 6. 3 Cor. 7: 10), 50 here, at least in an obscure
way, the ideas of evil and eternal death are to be connected with the
word. (Comp. Krabbe, Lehre v. d. Siinde u. d. Tode, s. 196. Rothe,
8.177. Dihne, 8. 57 seq.). The more comprehensive idea is withoat
hesitation admitied here by Xoppe, Tholuck, Koliner, Riickert (edit.
2, hesitatingly). The contrast dwxasoovsy [wfi¢ v. 18, and {wyf ais-
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wiog v. 21, decides not the meaning here with certainty, because in
these phrases the idea of a resurrection, in contrast with the death of
the body, is the principal and leading one.

Kai ovsws, and 80, and consequently (11: 28), i e. in consequence
of the entrance of sin and death into the world ; therefore, sabstan-
tially, in consequence of the connection of sin and death (Olshausen,
Meyer) ; not—of sin by one man, v. 18 (Finkh) ; not—because Adam
died on account of sin (Reiche, Fritssche).——Eis ndarras drdoanovs
850 0ev, diffused itself wnto all menm, i. e. came npon or invaded all
men; not—was enforced throughout (Lather). Aigyscdai, to go
away from one place to another, to depart any where, Luke 2: 15.
Acts 11: 19; also said of something which diffuses itaelf, Luke 5: 15.
—TITdyrag ¢rdpumovs differs from xosuor as the concrete parts of a
thing are diverse from the abstract whole (Rothe); difpyes@ou from
siospyscBas 8ig 7. xod-, a8 going from house to bouse differs from en-
tering into a city.—The second 60 ddvaros is wanting in Mss. D. E.
F. G. 62, al. Ttal. Aug. al, and in Chrysostom and others it stands
after 37202y. Probably it is not gennine ; and we can well dispense
with it, (which Fritsache denies). At all events, 0 ®dvarog is the
subject of the verb, [whether we regard it as expressed or implied],
and not 7 dpagria x. 0 Odv. (Aug.). It is erroneons, moreover,
(Chbry., Theod., Reiche, Fritgsche) to limit the extansion, diOer,
to death only; for (1) The diffusion of sin also is partly intimated
and partly supposed, in the clauses 5 duagria . . . siojA®e, in xai ov-
#og, and in the following é¢’ ¢ mdyre fuagroy ; in part it is expressly
eaid in v. 19. (2) One cannot otherwise well comprehend, how sin,
which is general, came upon men; nor why merely death, which is
the punishment of sin (6: 23), and not sin also, shonld bave come up-
on Adam and his posterity. To be sure, the apostle regards the death
of Adam as the resnlt of a positive and primitive sentence of God
(xpipa v. 16) ; but the diffusion of the same among other men, he
eould hardly regard in the same light, since no declaration of the Old
Testament to such a purpoee is anywhere to be found. It is indeed
true that in Sir. 25: 24. Wisd. 2: 24, and by many among the Jews
(comp. Wetatein, Tholuck, Reiche, Fritzsche, in loc., and my Bib.
Dogmatik, § 278, note ¢), only the death is spokem of which was
brought upon men by Adam; and it is even said, that this death has
come upon the righteous who bave not sinned, (Rabbi Bechai in Lib.
mpn 2, Bava Bathra f. 17, 1. Shabb. f. 55, 2). But it is still a
fundamental position of the Old Testament, that all men from their
birth are sinnera; and this can hardly be explained in any other way
than throngh the fall of Adam. Many of the Jews, mareover, do in
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fact derive from this source the general sinfulness of men, e. g. R.
Shem Tob in Sepher Haemunoth. The interpreter can bave no
doubt on this point, viz. that the apostle tsaches the spread of sin as
well as death among all men, tn and through Adam. But in respect
to the way and manner in which this takea place, he makes no partic-
ular explanations. Adam'’s first sin, and his death ordained by God
as & punishment, were the original cause of a physico-moral corrup-
tion. (Paul appears, as also Augustine, to have regarded the first
man, though made of daat [1 Cor. 15: 47}, as capable before his fall
of a natural immortality, Bib. Dogm. § 119]. Death comes undoubt-
edly in the way of natural propagation. So also in part does sin,
which became an inclination that organically propagated itself; in
part, however, it was continued and diffused by virtue of a commu-
nity-state or condition, (Pelagius says, by tmstation, which is vapid).
Finglly, one must admit, as the basis of both organic and social propa-
gation, the original likeness of all men, by virtue of which the sin of
Adam becomes common to all, and sin propagated or inherited is still
the free act of every man. (See Lehrb. der Sittenlehre, § 34). The
seqael will exhibit an accordance with these views.

’Eg’ ¢ is rendered 8i6r; by Thomas Mag. and Phavorinus; which
is equivalent to éai zovre or, (7 on account of, becauss that, Acts
8: 16. Matt. 19: 9. Matth, § 586), and almost all interpreters follow
in this track, even Fritzsche, Hermann ad Viger. But Origen, Au-
gustine, Beza, Estius, explain it by sn whom (Adam). Chrys,
Theoph., Oecumenius, Elsner, on account of whom ; Grotius, by whom
(Adam) ; Finkh, guamguam. In point of fact, the meaning decause
that fits well this passage; and that in 2 Cor. 5: 4. But Rothe, re-
garding ¢’ ¢ as equivalent to éni zovTm wots, i e. under the condi-
tion that, when joined with the Inf. or Indic. Fut. (Matth. § 479), un-
derstands it as meaning under the certainty that, so that, for that, in-
asmuch as; comp. Synesins Ep. 78, p. 221 C. edit. Petav: xai vov
Nkioy eldey imi Grrois dvOpwnos 9’ ¢ Ieyvadiov Eypayey, ““and by
agreement a man saw the light of the sun on condition that he im-
peached Gennadius,” (Zeunius ad Viger. p. 30, “ Ahac lege wt Genna-
diom in jus vocaret ;”” Hermann, p. 710, in opposition to this, % eam 0b
causam quod Gennadiom accusasset.”) Theophilus Ant. ad Autol. Lib,
IL p. 105, B. ed. Colon., &9’ @ ovx isyvas Gavarscm avrovs, under the
certainty that, so that, he could not kill them. But here because is the
only apposite meaning. By this method of explanation we attain to
the idea, that the death of Adam's posterity together with their sinning
was fixed, the one as the condition of the other; while the common
view presents this matter as though each one’s own proper sin was
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the cause of his death. In the meantime, Paul does not mean, by his
mivees uagroy, either that all bacame sinful (Calv., Thol.), or that
aoll suffered the penalty of sin (Grotius, Chrys. yeyovas: Svmrol), but
Re asserts merely the actual development of sin that periained to all in
the actual sin of all, and the justice of the punishment on the ground of
tndividual accountability. This contradicts neither the deeper con-
nection above alleged between the sin of Adam and of his posterity,
nor the ideal or immediate impntation of the first; nor does it in any
way exclude the individual or the mediate.

" The preceding clause may seemingly contradiet 4: 15, “ Where
there is no law, there is no transgression ;” and hence the apostle pro-
ceeds here to vindicate it (yig). “Ayoi vouov, not to the end of (dur-
ing) the law (Orig., Chrys., Theodoret) ; which indeed the usus lo-
quendi would allow (Fritzsche against Riickert), but untsl the law, i. e.
from Adam to Moses (v. 14), baving respect to 4: 15.—Afpagria 5s,
#n was, i. e. there was sinning ; in which Paul has reference to the
testimony of Genesis respecting the corruption of men before the time
of Moses.—_Auagriz . .. yopuov, & concession or limitation (J¢), sin
however was not reckoned, i. e. not brought into account (Phil. v. 18),
viz. objectively, but not by the civil judge (Fritzsche), but by God
(Estius, Bengel, Olshausen, Reiche, Kollner, Rothe) ; not by the sin-
ner himself (Aug., Amb., Luther, Melancth., Calvin, Beza, Balduin,
Usteri, Riickert), for the word siloysi» supposes a relation between
#wo, of whom one reckons something to the other. Besides, the cus-
tomary psychology of the apostle does not lead to this, (comp. émiyre-
o1 tijc apapriag, 8: 20, and oi Aoyisuni xarnyopovrreg, 2: 15.— Where
no law 1s, or where the law 1s not, which comes at last to the same
thing ; for this is always said respecting the time before the law of
Moses, and is by no means a universal position. [ But comp. 4: 13,
where this is first said, and where the strain of the reasoning shows
that the assertion is of a general nature. It must be as true at one
time, as at another, from the very nature of the case. Is not the po-
sition of De Wette then, in this ease, a very doubtful one?—Tr.].
The Noachic precept in Gen. 9: 6 Paul does not appear to have look-
ed npon in the light of a positive law, since he considers the time
before Moses to have been without law. This clause of limitation,
however, is itself again to be limited. Sin is either to be reckoned,
or it is not sin. The apostle, therefore, in respect to sins before the
time of Moaes, does not simply and-positively deny accountability, but
orly in a relative or comparative sense ; just as he says of the heathen :
As many as have sinned dsduwg, shall also perish @vduwg, 2: 12.
Now punishment presupposes accountabelity, althongh it may be in a
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lesser degree. ‘Well known is the distinction between intentional and
unintentional sins, (Ltke 12: 47 seq. Sittenlehre, § 31). Both, how-
ever, are to be accounted for in the way of punishment. Intentional
8in, committed against an express law, Paul names sapdfacys, 4: 15.
The clause before us then must mean : ¢ Where there is no law, there
sin is not reckoned as 8 sapdfasis, i. e. as & transgression of a posi-
tive precept, (Est.), and 80 the sentiment is the same as that in 4: 15
(Dihne says: The verb élloyeizas must be limited by mentally sap-
plying »ouq or éx sduov). Because now the very idea of sin presup-
poses a violation of some law, and the apostle ascribes sin to the times
which preceded Moees, so Rosenmiiller and Calovius are in the right,
when they suppose that the law of nature must be here in view. They
do not, however, do this in the way of an orderly connection of
thonght. Meyer, after Susskind, doubting the affirmative declaration
of what the passage before us contains, has takea the clause in an
interrogative sense, the answer to which is to be in the negative ;—a
sheer mistake.

(V. 14.) But death reigned, etc.; but, in contrast with the forego-
ing limitation. Meaning: Death was a universal necessity to which
all were subjected. If we dwell now on the relation of this clause to
the preceding context, it is clear that the apostle means to confirm the
assertion, that death Aas passed through upon all men, in contrast with
the clause that sin 15 not smpuled, etc. But is the causal clause, which
follows, because all have smnned, rendered null? Just as little as the
idea of sin is annulled by the ovx éidoysizas, x. #. 4, which is to be
relatively understood. Hence the sentiment of the Apostle is: Al
have, through their own sin, although not to be accounted for on the
ground of a positive law, brought death upon themselves.

Even over thase who did not sin, i. e. notwithstanding the diversity
of sin, still death came upon all. ’Eni does not denote extent (Meyer),
but on or upon, Luke 19: 14. The genuineness of xai is not shaken
by the few Mas. which omit it, (viz. 67** Clar.). Moreover the xeé
affords a ground or reason for the genuineness of the uy here, without
which it would be destitute of meaning. Cod. 62. 63. 67, et al. apud
Rufin,, Ambrosiaster, Origen, Cyprian, al., omit the us; but the testi-
mony of almost all the Mas., and of many of the fathers, speaks in its
favour with a force of evidence decidedly superior. In fact, the omis-
sion of the uy is plainly a mere expedient to get rid of an apparent
contradiction (at. lenst weordxng to the Latin version) between this
clause and the £p’ @ mdrzeg Juageoy.

After the imilitude of Adam’s transgression. ’Eni, after the man-
ner of, comp. 6: 5, and see émi in 2 Cor. 9: 6. Luke 1: 59, where éai
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designates the idea of a normal conformity. The present clause stands
connected with auagrioarres and not with 8xedleveey. Chrys.,
Theoph., Bengel, connect the reign of death over men before the law
with the similitude of Adam’s transgression; Elsner thus, ¢ propter
imaginem peccati Adami,” 1. e. on account of inherited sin ; Homberg,
Finkb. But in this way here would be a direct contradiction with
the ép’ @ merreg fucgroy, [which brings men’s own sin into the ac-
count,—Tr.]. The emphasis lies upon sapafacis, the transgression
of a8 deflnite command. Photius: ¢ Adam transgressed and sinned
against a law definite and sanctioned; but they sinned, contemning
the self taught reason of nature.” Erroneous is it to assume, with
Beza, that the sinfglness of children is here meant; for the apostle
has no special referencs to their mortality, although it may be included
in his general position. Equally so to assume, with Grotius and Wet-
stein, that such as have not sinned at all, bot lived piously, are meant.
Reiche, plainly without good reason, finds the difference not in the
ainning bat in the punsshment, which in Adam’s case was immediate,
in that of his posterity mediate. Plainly the words xei émi . . . A3au
form a limitation of the above declaration, becauss that all have sinned,
like to that which is made by the foregoing duaprin 8i ovx éloyeiras
. 7. 1., so that now the full idea of the apostle is this: Al have by
their own sin, although this is not reckoned after any positive law and
is different from the transgression of Adam, occassoned death to them-
selves. It is erroneous, therefore, to attribute the mortality of men
merely to Adam’s death, and to derive it wholly from natural propa-
gation, (Chrys., Theophyl., Theodoret, who however admits the sin
of posterity). It is erroneous, also, while the sinning of posterity is
admitted, to refer back the punishment of death, which they suffer on
account of sinning, immediately to the sentence of God against Adam ;
for in such case, the circumstance that death accompanies sin is over-
looked, for in conformity with this, death comes upon all decause all
have sinned. In itgelf not erroneous, but still not within the circle of
the apostle’s thought, is it to seek the moral ground of death in the
immediate imputation of Adam’s transgression (Koliner, with the old-
er theologians) ; or in the guilt connected with inherited sin (Bengel,
Elsner). According to Paul, the gronnd of death lies in the actual
#in of men, which is by virtue of their original connection with Adam’s
gin, (not by an arbitrary decree of God, but by a natural moral ar-
rangement), 80 that their sin, like his, is punished with death.

Who ¢ the type of the future [Adam). This refers back to v. 12,
and what is there implied, is here expressly said, as to the similitude
between Adam and Christ. “Og refers to Adam, and is not through



1848.] Contrasis of the Type and Antitype. 77

attraction to be referred to the foregoing words, so as to be equivalent
to o (Koppe).—Tvmog, type, resemblance, exampls (Phil. 8:17) ; and
here, as in 1 Cor. 10: 6, istorscal type, parallel, and in this case &
type by reason of similitude in the way of contrast. A historically
objective connection between type and antitype, so that one is a ne-
cessary condition to the other, has Paul in this case full surely as-
sumed—Tov psAlovrog, not neuter = the futore, viz. future salva-
tion (Koppe), but masc., meaning Adam, comp. 1 Cor. 15: 45. So
Neve Shalom, IL 5. 8, speaks of the other Adam (Thol, Fritssche) ;
moreover, not of Asm who formerly was to come (Besa, Reiche), but,
in reference to the then present time, for which Christ as triamphaat
was yet to be manifested (Fritsache).

Ve 15—17. T'hese exhibit, in a siriking manner, tha points of con-
trast betwoen the type and ths antitype, or their conirasied relations to
sach other ; and this leads to an snvestsgation of the relation stself.

(V. 15.) AAX ovy o3¢ . . . ydgicua, i. €. not as the offence 30 is the
Jree gift.  In other words: Although Adam is a type of Christ, there
are points of difference or contrast between the offence of the formen
and the free gifi of the latter. Some (Homberg, Heumann, Rosenm.)
make this verse with v. 16 an interrogation ; erroneously, for thereby
the contrast is destroyed.— T'o saganrwus, offence, stumbling, desige
nates the transgression of Adam == gegdfacis in v. 14, which was
the ground of the reign of sin after him. ITagamrswpa always desig-
nates an actual specific transgression, and differs from apagria in this
respect, viz. that the latter is generic, comp. v. 20.—7T'0 yagioua, the
gracious gift, i. e. justificatibn, forms no direct contrast to the preced-
ing word; and one might have expected to find vaxny here, as in v.
19. Paul however bas his eye here upon the consequences of Adam’s
transgression, and to these he opposes (as he well might) 26 yaoua.

The remainder of the verse, & yag 7¢ . . . énegiooevae, represents
the first point of contrast between sagamrmua and yagiops; and this
is presented in the way of a bypothetical conclusion, in which the rea-
soning is a minore ad majus, vie. If (so apd eo) . . . then 30 smuch the
more (thus and 80). Does mold@ uaidor refer to a more of quaniity,
i. e. to & more intensive manifestation of force or energy ? ( Theophet.,
Calv., Beza, Thol, Ruckert, Kolner, Reiche, Rothe); or, as in 5: 8
seq., does it mark a logical more of poesibility or certainty? (Chrys.,
Grotins, Fritzache). The point is still in dispute. In the meantime,
the first method of interpretation places the difference between the
operation of the offence and of the free gift in a more couspicuous
point of light.  (So Rothe, Rickert). The relation of the fore-clause
1o the corresponding after-clause, is that of & contraat in which one of

Yor. V. No. 18, 24




278 De Wette's Commentary on Rom. 5: 12-—19, [(Mar,

its parallels has an increased intensity. Comparison manifests this;
for (1) The oi modloi dxéGasor of the fore-clanse, wherein lies the
idea of extended influence, corresponds to the els rov¢ moddovg énme-
piscevos of the after-clause. The apostle here erploys oi moiloi, and
not mdvres as in v. 12, becanse he could not say, on the one hand,
that grace had extended to all. In like manner, in such cases, of
moAdoi in Matt. 20: 28. 26: 28. (2) To the mapdmroua in the fore-
clause corresponds, in the latter clause, not ydgioua as before, but 5
200 vov Beob xai 7 dwpea tii¢ yagizos, which does not mean merely
the gracious gift (Thol.), or the like, but presents the iden of ydgioue
both in the bestowment of it and in its source. Xeapic is not, as in v.
17, the operation of grace, but operative grace, for the other view
would weaken the sentiment here.—Ey yagirs . . . Xpwrov belongs
to or connects with #napiosevss, and marks the manner of the media-
tion ; it should not be connected with 7 ydgis . . . dwpea (Kollner,
Rothe). It is equivalent to é» Xpisrg, only more emphatic, inas-
much as his grace (propitiatory love, 2 Cor. 8: 9) is named as the me-
dium of divine grace. The article in 7§ ro¥ d»o¢ . 7. 1, is also em-
phatic: per benevolentiam quae unius est Christi, (Fritzsche, comp.
Rothe). (3) To the g0 évog in the fore-clause, corresponds zov évdg
asBpeinov in the after-clause.—Enzpicoevoe, comp. 8: 7. The Aor-
ist relates to the actual participation of the mollof, i. e. of Christians
in time already past.

(V. 16.) A second designation of dissimilitndes. Kai ovx oig . . .
26 duipnua. The Verb éoxi is of course implied. The various read-
ing, auagziuaros (D. E. F. G. Syr. Vulg. Theodoret, all.) has Lach-
mann rightly excluded from the text. It is manifestly a mere cor-
rection of the common reading.—As’ éro¢ aueprroarrog, Rothe and
Megyer interpret without any supplement ; Rothe as follows: And the
JSree gift is not in the same way as through one having sinned, i. e. the
free gift is not limited after the manner of one who has sinned. But
(1) This is too subtile. (2) There is nothing in the tenor of the fol-
lowing discourse respecting such a difference. (8) In this way, the
contrast of £vc would be destroyed. Meyer gives the phrase the fol-
lowing turn: And not as through one who has sinned, is ths free gift,
i. e. this i8 not so as if it were occasioned by one who had sinned.
In like manner Fritzsche: “t6 dojpnua non sic habere [ait Paalus],
quemadmodum 3¢ #vds auapricarcos [10 mapinrmpa existiterit],”
i. e. he makes out a supplement with mapdrroua éyévero. This
means, according to him, that the free gift differs from the offence in
this respect, viz. that the former was not, like the latter, introduced
by one who sinned. Against this view there are several objections,
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(1) The first clause here must impliedly include within itself that
which the subsequent development and confirmation comprised in #é
pé» yap x. 7. A. contains. But according to this interpretation, both
xazaxgipe and dixaioua are excluded, and all bangs merely upon
#rds. (2) This exegesis makes diuz == ix, or the reverse. But did
marks the original cause, (and as the cause of the doipmua no one
would think of Adam), and éx the occaston. In the first clause, Theo-
phylact and Reiche anticipatively supply #6 xazaxpia; Bengel, Tho-
luck, Kollner, prefer 76 xpiue. Paul could not well have intended
for a supplement here the principal assertion in v. 12, 7 auagria sis

. . 0 Bavarog, because the idea of sin is already comprised in 2f¢
apaproas. Neither did he regard o Gdvaros eloyifey as a supple-
ment (Grotius, Estius, Koppe), because he thought here in an indefi-
nite way of the consequences of having sinned, and intended after-
wards to give a more particular explanation. Paul gives here merely
the original caose ; for he virtually repeats here what is said in v. 12,
3 ivos dvBpdmov x. 7. X, merely substituting aunpzioarzoc for de-
Bewnov, because the idea of sin committed could not here be dispensed
with. Beza deals arbitrarily here with the laws of grammar, since he
converts into a substantive the whole clause, by prefixing ¢a. He
however very nearly hits upon the true sense. This seems strictly
to be as follows: And not like to that which took place through one
that sinned, 1s the free gift. The word doignua is more indefinite than
lapwpa, and this corresponds well with the somewhat indefinite &’

apamoanoc

To pév yag xoiua . . . xardxpipa, scil. yévezo, _;udgmmt was by
reason of one unto ctmdemnatwn Rothe’s construetion : 76 uév [scil.
& £vo¢ a,uagrqaunog] yeQ aou xoma, does not at all fit the passage.
—E% évog of course implies eupagryoarros (Meyer), or else ufOQoo-
#ov, comp. vs. 12, 15, 17. To make a complement here of apagrsy-
pazos (Beza, Thol., Rothe) is forbidden by the laws of language, and
by no means rendered neceassary on account of the #x moiloy mapa-
mroudros, since the like contrast is presented between one sinner
and many sins, as between one sin and many sins.

To xgipcs . . . azaxgipe Fritzache explains thus : ¢ The forbidding
of the fruit, and the sentence against Adam and all who sinned after
him.' Reiche thus: ¢ The sentence against Adam, and that against
his posterity.’ Riickert (2) Thus: ¢ The one who had sinned was
stricken by the divine sentence and the consequence thereof, viz.
death ; from him has gone forth sentence throughout all, and become
a sentence of condembation to all’ Theophylact: ¢ Sin, deservedly
condemnable, flowing from one, Adam, became a matter of condem-
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nation, i. e. of death, or of more sins, ever after to his posterity.” That
xazeixpiic has reference 1o posterity, and that the sentiment is to be
completed by an implied fydvero and ey narrag dedpoimovs, (which
Meyer names anticipative), is certain from v. 18. One must com-
prise under it what lies in vs. 12, 19 ; and consequently not merely
Odvaros (Reiche), but also apagrowlol xarecrddnsar. 10 xpiua
cannot mean merely the prokibition before the fall, because £§ évdg
does not mean through one (Fritzsche), but from or out of one ; and
xpipee therefore is conceived of as something which had befallen Ad-
am, and by reason of this had also befallen others. The sentiment of
Reiche and Riickert, then, as given above, seems to be correct.

To 8¢ ydpwopc . . . sic Sixeioue, scil. Syévero.  Xdptoua again in-
troduces the more definite idea of the gracious gift on account of the
Sixaicopa, which is not to be understood as in v. 18 (Rothe), but as
the opposite of xardxpie, with the meaning that attaches itself to the
Paaline use of dixaioty, viz. sentence of absolution. 1t is parallel with
the dixaimos of v. 18, i. e. acquittal (Fritzsche).—~Ex wrolloly magan-
Tooudroy, springing from or occasioned by many offences, i. e. as the
xeevaxprua was incurred by men who sinned much, this gave occasion
for the large manifestations of pardoning and justifying grace.—The
second point of difference between Adam’s influence and that of
Christ consists in this, that in the first case sentence occasioned by
one sinner became condemnation ; in the second, the gracious gift in
the way of justification was on the occasion of many sins.

(V. 17.) Here Paul confirms (yag) the Jast thought of the preced-
ing verse, ¢is dixaiope (Fritzsche), inasmuch as he, by a conclusion
like that in v. 15, renders prominent the glorious consequences of jus-
tification. At the same time, however, he brings to view a third
point of difference between the influence of Adam and of Christ, viz.
that of much greater dominion. Rothe denies this connection, and
attaches v. 17 to v. 15, making v. 16 a parenthesis. It is decisive
against this, that the 27jc dmwpeas 77c Sixatoavsns of v. 17 presupposes
the eds Quxaioope of v. 16, and connects itself with it. (Comp. Riick-
ert.)

T§ 7rov &vos mapanmreipe. The various reading, & (év vg) dn
nagamrauare corresponds to the erroneous reading above, viz. apag-
rjuarog for duagricasros, v. 16, and belongs to the same Codices,
only here some other witnesses are wanting. On the other hand, A.
has év £v/, and Origen v évég. Lachmann reads arbitrarily, évi ma-
panropare, which Koellner and Rothe approve.. Meyer holds év dsi
a8 original, while Fritzache supports the common Var. Lect. on account
of consistency. Plainly 7o érog is superfluous, on account of the fol-

Y



1848.) Reign of Death and of Grace. 281

lowing 3i& rov svdg. The apostle, in the first place, employs r¢p zo¥
#90¢ meganvoiparos as corresponding to v. 15; then, as correspond-
ing to 8/ évog auagricasros and & évog in v. 16, he employs dia 70b
éd¢; the last particularly, because at the close of this investigation
he wishes to make prominent the parallel between Adam and Christ.
The contrasts, on the other hand, which he intends to bring particu-
larly into view, are (1) By the offence of one (with the implied spread
of its consequences)—and they who recesve abundance of grace and the ’
Aft of justification. (2) Death reigned —they shall reign in life.
Paul has pat in contrast with 7¢5 20t évos sapanrmuaz: the opposite
phrase 3§ smegicoai, x. 7. 1 ; and in opposition to 0 davaros é8acilevae
he has not opposed 5 {0y facidevos, as we expect; but he has cho-
sen another turn of expression which brings into view free moral per-
sonality, the predicates of which are life and dominion (fasiisic),
(comp. Rothe). The form of the conclusion is the same as in v. 15;
and moddg paddor is to be taken here as there.

Oi. .. dauParorres is equivalent to of moddoi iy ovg 4 yetgis ToU
0200 x. 1. A, and of like import with énspicosvas in v. 15, and xai 70
gepicp aly Sixaiopun Eyévero in v. 16. The y megisosia answers to
megiscevas; the efg yagiros to the 5 ydeis Tov deov, only that here,
as in 1: 5, it is conceived of as an operation, or as something introdu-
ced and appropriated; 77¢ dwpeas is used as in v. 15, only witha
meaning adapted to justsfication borrowed from the sentiment of v.
16. The omission of ¢ dwpeis in B. 49. Orig., Chrys., al.; like--
wise the omission of 3¢ dixatoaveye in C. 70* Orig. ; as also the va-
rious readings, Ty dwgedy and xai 7is Sweeds xai T7¢ SixasocUIrg ;
are all mere corrections for the sake of avoiding many Genitives. The
connection of 7fj¢ dwgeds with iy megisasiuy is proper on account of
v. 15, and the common various reading gives a correct meaning.

Oi Lapfdvorres (pres. Part.), one might expect Aapovzsg (Aor.),
so Fritzsche, Meyer ; but the Part. prea. here marks the continued ap-
propriation of grace (Rothe).—Ey [wf, the opposite of Sararos, and
not merely the resurrection of the body is meant, but also a spiritual
and moral resurrection ; just as in the &dvazos which is by sin (v. 12),
& spiritual and moral death is included.

Bacsisvoovo: is here employed, because in the contrasted clause
we have 0 Gdvaros IPacilevoe. However, the same expression is
elsewhere (2 Tim. 2: 12) employed with the like meaning, i. o. to de-
signate future happiness. The like in Rev. 20: 4. 22: 5, but there
partly with reference to an objective Messianic kingdom, and partly
in a subjective moral sense, because & resgn implies the highest de-
velopment of freedom and the highest gratification of every desire.

24¢
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(V. 18.) “Aoa ov», & well known inference particle of Paul, and
contrary to Greek usage placed at the beginning, (7: 8, 25. 8:12, et
sacpe). It serves here as an introduction to the summing up of what
precedes (vs. 16,17). That it does not fall back upon v. 12 (Rothe),
one may see from the words mapdaropa and xaraxppe (which are
in vs. 16, 17). It is only in v. 19, that ouagrodo! xarecrddncay

‘looks back to the #¢’ @ mdsreg uapror of v. 12. After 8¢ dvog ma-
panzoiparos here, the supplement is commonly made of 7o xpie
dyévero, (and so Riickert, Fritzsche); and after 3¢ ##d¢ Sixatoiparog
the supplement 76 ydpispa fyérero is regarded as implied. The bet-
ter way is to supply the less definite éyevero, gndfn, happened to, came
to or upon. In the second clause, if & verb were supplied, it must be
in the Future (Fritzsche) ; designedly therefore did the apostle omit
the verb, 8o as to leave out the limitation of time, becanse he here ex-
tends his view to all, sic mdvrag.

47 #v6¢ mapantoiparos. To construe this as being of the masc.
gender, (so do Koppe, Tholuck, Fritzsche), is against the idiom, and
even against its conformity to v. 17, which joins the article with 7a-
pamzoiuars (Rothe), although the view of Koppe, etc., rests on a sup-
posed conformity of the two passages. The same is true respecting
3 dvog Bixauiporog. This word is here employed in a sense differ-
ent from that which it has in v. 16, and designates the opposite of
naganroua, i. e. righteous doing (Rev. 19: 8. Bar. 2: 19, not means
of justification, Beza, Bengel), and is equivalent to smaxor] in v. 19.
(Megyer, sentence of acquittal ; Rothe, fulfilment of justice, both er-
roneously). The word vraxoy refers to the death of Jesus, which
was a proof of the most perfect obedience, and thereby was a moral
action of the highest kind. Reiche and Fritzsche attach to the Suxeu-
ouarog here the idea of Jesus’ incarnation, Phil. 2: 5 seq. The older
theologians find their actsve obedience here, (Form. Concord. p. 684
8eq.)

Eis dixaiocy Lofe, to justification of lifs, i. e. to a justification
which frees us from death, and makes us partakers of life.

(V. 19.) I'dp, before an explanatory sentence, as elsewhere in ke
way. The sy xardxgsue of v. 18 is here explained by auagrodod
xarecrddnoas, and the eis dixaloow by Sixetor xerecradijcovros.—
‘Apaproloi xarecrédycas, wers made sinners. ‘Auagrmwlol must here
bave its full meaning, i. e. that of active and then of suffering sinners.
Chrys., Theophl., vzetSvyor xoddoet, erroneously. Kaficroizrar means
sistere, constituere, to present, to set forth, and then to make into somes-
thing, 2 Pet. 1: 8. In the passive, to e made this or that, to becomse,
without any exact paraliel in the New Testament; for James &: 4,
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xadicraras may be of the Middle Voice; pass. in Thucyd. IL 65
(Pritzache). That it is altogether equivalent to yiveo®as (Phavori-
nus), is incorrect. It always means to be made something. On the
other hand, one must not, with Grotins and Boehme, explain it as
meaning tAey ave freated as stmmers ; nor with Koppe, Reiche, and
Fritesche, they appear as sinners, vit. in consequence of the penalty of
death coming upon them, (Fritz. “ eorum mors eos peccavisse osten-
dit”) The simple thonght is, They.are deoome actual sinners ; not
merely throngh imputation, (Besa, Bengel). Comp. notes on v. 12,
80 in the after-clanse, dixasos sazmoradrjoorsai, not, they shall be
rightoous ; not, they shall be treated as righleous, but de made righteous
== be justified ; and this, not through the imputation of active obedi-
¢oce of another, but in accordance with the usual idea of justification,
i . pardoning merey. The Fut. tense is employed here, as in 8: 80,
because justification in respect to the many is not yet completed.
Reiche refers it to the fature revelation of the glory of Christians af-
ter the resurreetion (7).

ARTICLE 1V,

THE PRODUCE OF THE VINEYARD IN THE EAST.
By Rev. Honry Homos, American Missionary at Constantinople.

Ir & country where wine, as in America, is known as a great pro-
moter of the crime of drunkenness, and where the vintage is supposed
o be gathered chiefly for the purpose of making wine, it is difffealt
for the mind to do justice to the common language of Scripture which
extols the vine and its products as one of the staffs of life. The fruits
of the vine, designated by ten different words in the Bible, that are
transiated wine in our version, are in more than thirty different pas-
sages, associated with the tithes and offerings, or with oorn and oil, a8
emblems of temporal blessings. Along with the field of grain is men-
tioned the vineyard ; along with the harvest is mentioned the vintage ;
along with corn and oil, wine is almost always combined as the third
representative of the three chief bleasings of the year. We will quote
but two of the many passages of this kind. “ And he will love thee

and bless thee and moktiply thee : he will also bless the fruit of thy .

womb, and the frait of thy land, thy corn, and thy wine (&rosh) and
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