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PREFACE

HEN in 1896 I began work upon the Epistle to the
Galatians with definite reference to the preparation
of this Commentary, it was with a clear conviction

that if I was to make any appreciable contribution to the
understanding of the epistle, it would be by confining myself
to a few of the several lines of study which an interpréter might
properly and profitably undertake. I decided not to attempt
an exhaustive study of the history of the interpretation of the
epistle, or of the rabbinic writings and method of exegesis.
Convinced that, despite all that had been done in the study of
the vocabulary of the New Testament, much remained still to
be done, and strongly inclined to expect that such study would
aid materially in the recovery of the primary elements of the
thought of the apostle Paul, persuaded also that such lexico-
graphical work would prepare the way for a clearer perception
of the course of thought of the epistle, I determined, while not
wholly neglecting other lines of study, to give my chief atten-
tion, first, to a fresh historical study of the vocabulary of the
letter, and then to an endeavour to trace its course of thought
with exactness and to state it with clearness. '

When the study of the religions of the Roman empire, com-
monly known as the mystery religions, came into prominence, I
gave some study to them, with the result that I became con-
vinced that the contribution which a thorough investigation of
them would make to the interpretation of this epistle, would
not justify the postponement of the publication of this work
for the period of years which such investigation would require.

Meantime, a growing sense of the close relationship between
the experiences of the early Christian church, as these are dis-
closed in the letter, and those through which Christianity of
our own day is passing, had greatly increased my sense of the
practical value of the letter to the church of to-day, and be-
gotten a strong desire to make this clear to my readers.
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viil PREFACE

Whether I have been justified in thus emphasising these
three things, meanings of words, course of thought, relation of
the problems discussed by the apostle to those of our own day,
others must judge. The choice at any rate was deliberately
made and has been persistently followed.

Of the lexicographical studies which were made in pursuance
of this plan, one, which consumed many months and was ex-
tended over years, proved in character and bulk unsuited to be
included in this volume, and was published separately under
the title, Spirit, Soul and Flesh: The Usage of Ivebua, Wvxr and
Zdpk in Greek Writings and Translated Works from the Earliest
Period to 180 A. D.; and of their Equivalents . . . in the Hebrew
Old Testament. Chicago, 1918. The other studies of this
character the publishers have graciously consented to include in
this volume, the longer ones in an appendix at the end of the
volume, the shorter ones scattered through it.

In the quarter of a century in which I have made this Com-
mentary the chief centre of my work as a student of the New
Testament, I have called to my assistance in the collection of
material and to a certain extent in the study of it, a goodly
number of those who have been studying in my classes, chiefly
Fellows of the University of Chicago. To all such I wish to
express my appreciation of their services. But I desire espe-
cially to mention Professor Arthur Wakefield Slaten, Ph.D., of
the Young Men’s Christian Association College in Chicago,
who for a period of nearly five years worked with me in almost
daily fellowship, and to whom I am deeply indebted for his
patient and skilful assistance, and Professor Benjamin Willard
Robinson, Ph.D., of the Chicago Theological Seminary, who
has generously read the proofs of the book, and made me many
valuable suggestions. The list of others, authors whose books
I have used, and colleagues whom I have consulted, is far too

long to be printed here. ErnEst D. BURTON

July 1, 1920.
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ABBREVIATIONS.

It is assumed that references to the books of the Bible and the O. T.
Apocrypha, and to the classical and Jewish-Greek authors will be self-
explanatory. The notation is that of the standard editions. In the refer-
ences to Aristotle the figures first following the author’s name refer to the
Paris edition of his works, those in parenthesis to page, column, and line
of the Editio Borussica (Berlin). In the case of Josephus the figures pre-
ceding the parenthesis refer to the books and sections of the edition
of B. Niese, 7 vols., Berlin, 188795, those in parenthesis to the chapter and
sections indicated in Whiston’s English translation. In the case of Philo
the figures before the parenthesis denote the sections of the edition of
Cohn and Wendland, 6 vols., Berlin, 1896-1915, those in parenthesis the
sections of the edition of Richter, to which also the notation of Yonge's
English translation correspond. For explanation of the abbreviations
employed in the text critical notes and not found in this list the reader is
referred to the section on the Text, pp. Ixziv f., and to the workson Textual
Criticism there listed. References to authors, both ancient and modern,
supposed to be easily interpreted by reference to the Bibliography are not
included in this list. The titles of works infrequently referred to are in
general not included in the following list but are printed fully enough for
identification when the works are mentioned.

AJT. = The American Journal of | Beng. = Bengel. See Bibliography,
Theology. p. lxxxiii. .

Ambrst. = Ambrosiaster. Ce. 305 | Bgu. = Agyptische Urkunden ous
A D. See Ltft, p. 233 den kimiglichen Museen wu

DCB. . 2.
Berlin : Griechische Urkun-
RV. = i i
ARV. = The Holy Bible, Revised, den I-IV. Berlin, 1805,

American Standard Edi-

tion. New York, 1go1. Boeckh, C. I. G. = Corpus Inscrip-
Aug. = Aurelius Augustinus. Ca, tionum Grecarum  edidit
304. See Ltft., p. 232; Augustus Boeckius, Berlin,
DCB. 1828-77.
AV. = The Holy Bible. Authorised | Bl~D. = Blass, F., Gremmatik des
Version of 1611. neutestamentlichen  Griech-
isch. Gottingen, 18g6.
BDB. = Brown, Driver, and Briggs, Vierte vollig neugearbeitete
Hebrew and English Lexi- Auflage, besorgt von Albert
con. Boston, 1906. De Brunner, 1913.

xi



xii ABBREVIATIONS

BMT = Burton, Ernest De Witt,
Syntax of the Moods ond
Tenses in New Testament
Greek. Third edition.
Chicago, 189¢8.

BSSF. = Burton, Ernest De Witt,
Spirit, Soul, and Flesh.
Chicago, 1918.

Butt. = Buttmann, A., A Grammar
of the New Testament Greek.
E. T. by J. H. Thayer.
Andover, 1873.

Bous. = Bousset, Wilhelm. See Bib-
liography, p. Ixxxvi.

Bous. Rel. d. Jud. = Bousset, W.,
Religion des Judentums im
neutestamentlichen Zeitalter.
Zweite Aufi. Berlin, 1go6.

BW., = The Biblical World.

BZ. = Biblische Zeilschrift.

Cal. = Calov. See Bibliography,
p. Ixxxiii.

Calv. = Calvin. See Bibliography,
p. Ixxxiii, and S. and H.,
p. ciii.

Cf. = Confer, compare.

Ch.AP, = Charles, R.H., 4 pocrypha
and Pseudepigrapha of the
Old Testament. 2 vols. Ox-
ford, 1913.

Chrys. = Joannes Chrysostomus.
1 407, See Ltit., p. 228.

Cremer = Cremer, H., Biblisch-theo-
logisches W orterbuch der
neutestamentlichen Grdcitds.
Zehnte vollig durchgear-
beitete Auflage herausge-
geben von Julius Kogel
Gotha, 1911-15.

Cyr. = Cyril of Alexandria. 1 444.
See DCB.

Cyr*™* = Cyril of Jerusalem. ¢t 386.
See DCB.

Dal.WJ. = Dalman, The Words of
Jesus. Edinburgh, 1902.

Dam. = Joannes Damascenus. T ca.
756. See S. and H., p. c.;
DCB.

DCB. = Dictionary of Christian Biog-
raphy, Lilerature, Sects, and
Docirines. Edited by Wm.
Smith and Henry Wace.
4 vols. London 1877-87.

De.BS.= Deissmann, Bible Studies.
Edinburgh, 1go1.

de W. = de Wette, M. L. See Bib-
liography, p. Ixxziv.

Dib.Gwt. = Dibelius, Die Geister-
well im Glauben des Paulus.
Géttingen, 1909.

Did. = Adayd) 1év 3d¥exx *Anoath-
2wv. Various editions.

Ell. = Ellicott, C. J. See Bibliog-
raphy, p. lxxxiv.

Encye. Bib. = Encyclopedia Biblica.
Edited by T. K. Cheyne
and J. S. Black. 4 vols.
London, 1899-1903.

Epiph. = Epiphanius. {404. See
DCB.

Erasm. = Erasmus. See Bibliogra-
phy, p. Ixxxiii.

Est. = Estius. See Bibliography,

p- Ixxxiii.

E. T. = English translation.

Euthal. = Euthalius. 459. SeeLtft.,
p. 230, and DCB,

Frit. = Fritzsche, K. F. A. See Bib-
lingraphy, p. lxxxiv.

Gild. Syn. = Gildersleeve, Basil L.,
Syntax of Classical Greek
from Homer to Demosthenes.
2 vols. New York, 1900,
I91I.



ABBREVIATIONS

GMT = Gildersleeve, Basil L., Syn-
tax of the Moods and Tenses
of the Greek Verb. Revised
and enlarged. Boston,
1889.

Grimm = Grimm, C. L. W., Lexicon
Grevo-Latinum in  Libros
Novi Testamenti. (Basedon
the Clavis Novi Testamenti
Philologica of C. G. Wilke.)
Editio secunda, emendata
et aucta. Leipzig, 1879.

Grot. = Grotius, Hugo. See Bibli-
ography, p. lxxxiii.

HDB. = Dictionary of the Bible. Ed-
ited by James Hastings.
5 vols. Edinburgh and
New York, 1898-1905.

Hier. = Eusebius Hieronymus (Je-
rome). T420. See Ltit.,
p- 232, and DCB.

Hilg. = Hilgenfeld, Adolf. See Bib-
liography, p. lxxxiv,

Introd. = Introduction.
Iren. = Irenzus. {igo. See DCB.

JBL.= The Journal of Biblical Lit-
erature.

Jelf = Jelf, W. E., A Grammar of the
Greek Language. Fifth edi-
tion. Oxford, 1881.

JfpT. = Jahrbuch fiir protestantische
Theologie.

Just. Mart. = Justin Martyr. Ca.
150.

Ka.AP. = Kautzsch, Emil, Apocry-
Dhen und Pseudepigraphen
des Alten Testaments. 2
vols. Tiibingen, 1900,

xiii

Kiihner-Gerth = Kiihner, Raphael,
Ausfiikrliche Grammatik der
griechischen Sprache. Dritte
Auflage in neuer Bearbeit-
ung, besorgt von Bernhard
Gerth. 2 vols. Leipzig,
1898, 1904.

L. & S. = Liddell, H. G., and Scott,
R., Greek English Lexicon.
Seventh edition revised.
New York, 1882.-

Ln. = Lachmann, C., Novum Testa-
menium Grece et Latine.
(Ed. major) 2 vols. Ber-
lin, 1842, 1850.

Ltft. = Lightfoot, J. B. See Bibli-
ography, p. lxxxv.

Luth. = Luther, M. See Bibliogra-
phy, p. Ixxxiii, and S.
and H., p. ciii.

Lxx = The Old Testament in Greek
. according to the Sepiuagint.
Quotations are from the
edition of H. B. Swete.
3 vols. Cambridge, 1887~
9.

M. and M. Voc. = Moulton, J. H,,
and Milligan, G., Vocabu-
lary of the Greek New Testa-
ment. 1914~

Mcion. = Marcion. See DCB.

MGNTG. = Moulton, J. H, 4
Grammar of New Testament
Greek. Vol. 1. Prolego-
mena. Edinburgh, 1906.

Mey. = Meyer, H. A. W. See Bib-
liography, p. Ixxxiv.

Moff. = Moffatt, Jas., Iniroduction
to the Literature of the New
Testament. Edinburgh and
New York, 1911.
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ms., mss. = manuscript,

scripts,

manu-

Oecum. = Oecumenius, Tenth cen-
tury. See Ltft., p. 234;
S.and H,, p. c.

Ols. = Olshausen, H. See Bibliog-
raphy, p. Ixxxiv.

Or. = Origenes. t253. See Ltft., p.
227, and DCB.

Pap. Amh. = The Amherst Papyri.
2 vols. Edited by B. P.
Grenfell and A. S. Hunt.
London 1900-1.

Pap. Gd. Cairo = Greek Papyri from
the Cairo Museum. Edited
by E. J. Goodspeed. Chi-
cago, 1902.

Pap. Kar. = Papyri from Karanis.
Edited by E. J. Goodspeed,
in University of Chicago
Studies in Classical Philol-
ogy. Chicago, 19oo.

Pap. Lond. = Greek Papyri in the
British Musewm. Vols, 1,
II, edited by F. G. Kenyon;

vol. III, by F. G. Kenyon

and H. 1. Bell; vol. IV, by
H.I. Bell. London, 1893-
1910.

Pap. Oxyr. = The Oxyrhynchus Pa-
pyri. Vols. I-VI, X-XIII,
edited by B. P. Grenfell
and A. S. Hunt; vols. VII-
IXby A. S. Hunt. London
1898-1919.

Pap. Tebt. = The Tebtunis Papyri.
Vol. 1 edited by B. P.
Grenfell, A. S. Hunt, and
J. G. Smyly; vol. II by
B. P. Grenfell, A. S. Hunt,
and E. J. Goodspeed.
London, 1902-7.

ABBREVIATIONS

Patr. Ap. = Apostolic Fathers.
Pelag. = Pelagius. Ca. 410. See
Ltft., p. 233; S. and H,,
p. d; DCB.
Pollux, Onom. = Pollux, Julius, Ono-
masticon, various editions.
PRE.= Real-Encyclopddie fitr pro-
testantische Theologie und
Kirche.  Dritte Auflage,
herausgegeben von A.
Hauck, 1896-1913.
= Preuschen, Erwin, Voil-
stindiges - Griechisch-
Deutsches Handwérierbuch
3y den Schrifien des Neuen
Testaments und der #brigen
urchristlichen Literatur.
Giessen, 1910,
PThR. = Princeton Theological Re-
view.

¢. v. = quod vide, which see.

Preusch.

Rad. = Radermacher, L., Neutesta-
mentliche Grammaiik. Ti-
bingen, 1911.

Ram. = Ramsay, W. M. See Bib-
liography, p. Ixxxvi. Also
Introd., p. xxiv.

Rob. = Robertson, Archibald T.,
Grammar of the Greek New
Testament. New York,
1014.

Riick. = Riickert, Leopold Imman-
uel. See Bibliography, p.
Ixxxiv.

RV. = The Holy Bible, Revised. Ox-
ford,N.T.,1881, O.T.1884.

S. and H. ; Sanday, Wm., and
Headlam, A. C., 4 Critical
and Exegetical Commentary
on the Epistle to the Romans.
Edinburgh and New York,

1895.
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Schm. = Schmiedel, P. W,

Schr. = Schiirer, Geschichte des Jiudi-
schen Volkes im Zeitalter
Jesu Christi. Vierte Auf-
lage, 1901-9.

Sd. = Soden, Hermann Freiherr
von, Die Schriften des
Neuen Testamenis. Got-
tingen, 1902-13. Handaus-
gabe (Griechisches Neues
Testament), 1913.

Seml. = Semler. See Bibliography,
p. lxxxiii.

Sief. = Sieffert, F. See Bibliogra-
phy, p. Ixxxv.

SLQON. = Slaten, Arthur Wakefield,
Qualitative Nouns in the
Pauline Epistles. Chicago,
1918.

Smith, DB = William Smitk's Dic-
tionary of the Bible. Re-
vised and edited by H. B.
Hackett and Ezra Abbot.
Boston, 1867.

SNT. = Die Schriften des Neuen
Testaments, herausgegeben
von J. Weiss. Zweite Auf-
lage. Géttingen, 1go7-8.

Th.St.u.Krit. = Theologische Studien
und Kritiken.

Tdf. = Tischendorf, Constantin,
Novum Testamentum Greace.
Editio octava crit. maj.
Leipzig, 1869-72.

Tert. = Tertullian. {ca. 223. See
DCB.

Th. = Thayer, Joseph Henry, 4
Greek English Lexicon of the

New Testament. New York,

1886. Rev. edition, 1889.
- Thdrt. = Theodoretus. tca. 438.

See Ltit., p. 230; DCB.

Thphyl. = Theophylactus. Ca.1077.

TR. = Textus Receptus, the Greek
text of the New Testament
as commonly accepted from
1516 till the modern critical
period.

Tr. = Tregelles, Greek New Testa-
mené. London, 1857~79.

u. s. = ul supra, as above.

Vg. = Vulgate, text of the Latin
Bible,

Victorin, = C. Marius Victorinus.
Ca. 360 A.D. See Litit.,
p. 231; DCB,

W. = Winer, G. B., Grammatik des
newdestamentlichen Sprech-
idioms. Various editions
and translations.

WM. = Eng. translation of the sixth
edition of the preceding
(1867) by W. F. Moulton.
Third edition revised. Ed-

. inburgh, 1882.

WSchm, .= Winer, G. B.,Gromma-
ik, etc.,%. s. Achte Auflage
neu bearbeitet von P,
Schmiedel. Theil I. G&t-
tingen, 1894.

Weizs. = Weizsicker, C., Das apos-
tolische Zeitalter. Zweite
Aufl. Freiburg, i. B. 18g2.
Das Neue Testament, iiber-
setzt von C. Weizsdcker.

Wetst, = Wetstein. See Bibliogra-
phy, p. lxxxiii.

WH. = Westcott, B. F,, and Hort,
F. J. A., The New Testa-
ment in the original Greek.
London, 1881. Vol.I,Text;
vol. II, Introduction and

Appendix.
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Wies. = Wieseler, Karl. See Bibli- | ZntW, = Zeitschrift fir die neutesta-

ography, p. Ixxxv. mentliche Wissenschaft.
Ws. = Weiss, Bernbard. See Bib- | ZwTh. = Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaft-
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ZEWEL. = Zeitschrift fir kirchliche
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Theologie. Leben.



INTRODUCTION

1. GALATIA AND THE GALATIANS

Greek authors use the terms Kehrol, Kéhrac, and T'aldray,
Latin authors the similar terms Celte, Galate, and Galli, with-
out clear discrimination.* In Polybius and Pausanias KeAof
and I'aAdrac are used synonymously, as in Greek writers gen-
erally Ké\rar and I'aNdrae are.f Thus Polybius though com-
monly using the name Ke\ro{ (see 3. 40, 41, 60, 67~74; ¢f. 3. 59)
of the people whom he describes in 3. 37 as occupying the coun-
try from Narbo to the Pyrenees, yet occasionally calls them
Taldrae (3. 40; cf. 3. 3), and their country Tadaria (3. 59).
In 3. 62, 65, he uses the adjective 'aAarikds.  Similarly Pau-
sanias 10Yf- uses Kehroland I'aAdTac interchangeably of the
Gauls who invaded Greece. Diodorus Siculus, 5. 32*, however,
distinguishes between the I'aMdrat of the north and the
KéMrac of the south.f

On the question whether the names KeArol, KéNra: and
T'aldrac were etymologically variant forms of the same name
or of diverse origin, scholars have been divided, Niese, for
example, identifying them,§ Contzen,|l Tarn il and apparently
most other modern philologists regarding them as of diverse
origin. D’Arbois de Jubainville** apparently regards the words

* Kedroi: Hdt. 29; Xen. Hell. 7. 1%; Pausan. 1¢; Polyb. 3. 60, etc. KéArac: Straho, 4. 18,
TaAdrac: Pausan. 1* 4; Polyb. 2. 15. Celtee: Ceesar B. G. 1t. Galatse: Cic. ad 4., VI s8; Tacit.
Ann. 35° Galli: Ceesar B. G. 1. Various compounds occur both in Greek and Latin. Thus
KeA7oAiyves: Strabo, 4. 6% KeArooxi@aiy Strabo, 1.29; ‘EAAgvoyaddras: Diod. Sic. 5. 32%.
TaAAoypawxoi, TaAAoypacxia: Strabo, 2. §%; 12. st (cited by Woodhouse, Encyc. Bib.). Gal-
logreecia: Livy 3811; Gallogreeci: Livy 38v.

t Tarn, Astigonos Gonatas, p. 141, £. 0. 11.

$ Niese, art. “Galli” in Pouly-Wissows, discounts this passage in Diodorus as late evi-
dence. Tarn, op. cit. ibid., takes issue with Niese on this point, holding that Diodorus is
here quoting Posidonius. Even so, however, the evidence would be later than Polybius.

§ Art. “Galli” in Pauly-Wissowa, inil.

|| Die Wanderung der Keltem, Leipzig, 1861, p. 3. 1 09p. cst., p. 141.

*x ¢Les Celtes, les Galates, les Gaulois,” in Revue Archéologigue, x3x 2 (1875), P. 4 1.

xva

I3



INTRODUCTION

as etymologically distinct, but the people as ethnographically
identical.

Related to this linguistic question, but not identical with it,
is that of the nature of the tie uniting the various tribes which
were grouped together under the terms KéArat or I'addrac, or
both., Was the basis of this grouping racial, the tribes being
of ultimately common origin; or linguistic, tribes of perhaps
different origin having come to speak related languages; or cul-
tural, different races sharing in a common civilisation; or eco-
nomic and military, the several tribes participating in a com-
mon migratory movement?* Related to this in turn is the
question, whence and when these Celtic or Gallic peoples came
into western Europe. All these questions pertain to a period
long previous to that with which we are concerned, and lie
outside the scope of an introduction to Paul’s Epistle to the
Galatians.

Of more immediate interest, however, are the eastward move-
ments of the Gauls, which led to the ultimate settlement of a
portion of the race in Asia Minor and the establishment of an
eastern Gaul in which, or in an extension of which bearing its
name, Paul was in process of time to preach the gospel and
found churches. The stages of the process seem to have been
as follows:

1. Under a chieftain whose name or title was Brennus the
Gauls invaded Italy in B. c. 390 and captured Rome, although
the capitol itself resisted the siege successfully (Polyb. 2. 18).
The attack upon Rome seems to have been a punitive expedi-
tion, and when it was completed and indemnity extorted from
the Romans the invaders retired (Livy 5%%-; Polyb. 2. 19-21).
Polybius calls these Gauls I'aAdrat and Kehtol (¢f, 2. 22f1.),
their country I'alar{a,

2. A second Brennus, about 281 B. C., led another east-
ward movement which had as its object the finding of a new
home for the overcrowded Gauls. Routed by the Atolians
at Delphi, the Gauls withdrew from Greece and, joining an-

* Ripley, Roces of Europe, pp. 124-128; 470-475; 490-492; McCulloch, art. “Celts” in
Hastings, Dict. Rel. and Eith.
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other detachment of the same general stream of eastward mov-
ing Celts, invaded Asia Minor (Livy 38%).

Tarn, op. cil. pp. 439 ff. holds that the common treatment of the
Gallic attack upon Delphi as constituting the invasion of Greece is
incorrect. He regards the latter as part of a general home-seeking
movement of the Gauls, of which the former was an incident. He
bases his opinion upon the Koan decree of B. c. 278, which distinguishes
between two divisions of the Gauls who invaded Greece, one of which
attacked Delphi. Tarn admits, however, that the events were very
early confused. The source for our knowledge of the details of these
events is Pausanias, Bk. 10 passim, esp. 105f-.

3. At first overrunning the whole peninsula, they were later,
about 239 B. c., defeated by Attalus I, king of Pergamum.
As a result of this defeat they were confined to a territory
somewhat north and east of the centre, bounded on the north
by Bithynia and Paphlagonia, on the east by Pontus, on the
south by Cappadocia and Lycaonia, and on the west by Phrygia,
and traversed by the rivers Halys and Sangarius. In 189 B.C.
this eastern Gaul, called by the Greeks Galatia, or Gallogrzcia,
shared the fate of the rest of Asia Minor and came under the
power of the Romans, its status being that of a dependent
kingdom (Strabo, 12.5Y).

4. In the latter half of the first century B. c. Galatia was
materially increased in extent. On the death of Deiotarus,
king of Galatia, about B. c. 40, Antony conferred the kingdom
of Galatia with the eastern part of Paphlagonia, on Kastor,
son-in-law of Deiotarus, and to Amyntas, secretary of the late
Deiotarus, gave a new kingdom, comprising portions of Pisidia
and Phrygia. A few years later, B. c. 36, Kastor died, and his
Paphlagonian dominion was given to his brother, but his Gala-
tian realm to Amyntas, who also retained his Phrygio-Pisidian
dominion. In the same year he also received a part of Pam-
phylia. To unite these two separated territories, Galatia and
Phrygio-Pisidia, Amyntas was given, also, Lycaonia, or-a con-
siderable portion of it. After the battle of Actium Augustus
gave to Amyntas the country of Cilicia Tracheia.*

* Ramsay, Com. on Galatians, pp. 101, 109 f.; Perrot, De Galatia Provincia Romana, cap.
II, esp. pp. 42 .
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5. When in B. c. 25 Amyntas was killed in the war with
the Homonades, his kingdom was converted into a Roman
province, but the part of Pamphylia which had belonged to
him was restored to that province, and Cilicia Tracheia was
given to Archelaus. In B. c. 5a large part of Paphlagonia was
added to Galatia, and at some time before, or in, the reign of
Claudius (41-54 A. D.), the territory of the Homonades.*

This situation gave rise to a double use of the term I'alaria
as applied to a territory in Asia Minor, the newer, official sense,
not at once or wholly displacing the older, ethnographic sense.
The former is found in the following passages from Pliny, Taci-
tus, and Ptolemy:

Pliny, Hist. Nai. 5. 146, 147 (42): Simul dicendum videtur et de
Galatia, qua superposita agrosmaiori ex parte Phrygie tenet caputque
quondam eius Gordium. Qui partem eam insidere Gallorum Tolisto-
bogi et Voturi et Ambitouti vocantur, qui Moniz et Paphlagoni=
regionem Trogmi. Prztenditur Cappadocia a septentrione et solis
ortu, cujus uberrimam partem occupavere Tectosages ac Touto-
bodiaci. Et gentes quidem hz. Populi vero ac tetrarchiz omnes
numero CXCV. Oppida Tectosagum Ancyra, Trogmorum Tavium,
Tolistobogiorum Pisinuus. Przter hos celebres Actalenses, Alassenses,
Comenses, Didienses, Hierorenses, Lystreni, Neapolitani, (Eandenses,
Seleucenses, Sebasteni, Timoniacenses, Thebaseni. Attingit Galatia et
Pamphyliz Cabaliam et Milyas qui circa Barim sunt et Cyllanicum et
Oroandicum Pisidiz tractum, item Lycaonie partem Obizenen.

Tacitus, Hist. 2°: Galatiam ac Pamphyliam provincias Calpurnio
Asprenati regendas Galba permiserat.

Tacitus, Ann. 13%: Igitur dimissis quibus senectus aut valetudo
adversa erat, supplementum petivit. Et habiti per Galatiam Cappa-
dociamque dilectus.

Ptolemy 5¢: ‘H Dalatie meptoplletar dnd piv 3bcews Bifuvig xat
wéper g "Adlag xatd thy éxtebeippdmy yoaupdy drd tie peonpfelas
Mapguhig dxd 100 elpnpévou mpds 1 "Aclg Tépatos &g T00 xatd TapdA-
Aoy Bxovrog & 3’ AR’Y(R dwd Bt dvarahdy Kaxmadoxlag péper w9 dxd
<ol elonpévou mépartos péyot tod Ilévrou.

It appears also in Boeckh, C. I. G. 3991:

*Exitporov Tileplou Khavdlou Kafoapos TeBastod Nepuavixod xat Néow-
vog KAaudlov Kaloapos Zefasroi Neppavinot Nahatixiis dxapyalag tdv dau-
©ol slepyétyy xat xtlomyy,

® Encye. Bib. vol. II, col. 1502,
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On the other hand, Memnon, a resident of Asia Minor, writ-
ing in the second century, refers to the land inhabited by the
Celtic tribes as “the now so-called Galatia.”

obtot 3T moANYY émehBbvres xdpay albis dvexdenoay, xat i alpedaiong
abrois &reréivovro thy viv adatlay xaloupévyy, elg tpets woipas tabiny
Swavefpavtes. Fragg. Hist. Grec. Ed. Didot. III 536.

Other inscriptions (C. I. G. 4016, 4017, 4031, 4039, p. 102), bear no
decisive testimony, being capable of interpretation in either sense.
See Perrot, 0p. cit., p. 102. Cf. Sief. Kom. p. 11; contra Zahn, Introd.
pp. 184 f., and Ram. in Stud. Bib. et Eccl. IV 26-38.

II. WHERE WERE THE GALATIAN CHURCHES?
‘A.  The Aliernative Opinions.

The facts narrated in the preceding paragraphs respecting
the gradual extension of the term I'alario over larger areas,
show that in the period when Paul was writing his letters the
term was used in more than one sense of an eastern territory,
denoting, on the one hand, the district of which the people of
Gallic blood who came from the West had gained control before
the incoming of the Roman power, and, on the other hand, the
whole of the territory which constituted the Roman province
of Galatia, including both the district just named and the
adjacent portions of -Lycaonia, Pisidia, and Phrygia. These
two usages being both in existence in Paul’s day, he may have
used it in either sense. In itself the answer to the question in
which sense he employed the word would not of necessity
determine the location of the churches of Galatia to which our
epistle was addressed, since churches in either part of Galatia,
or a group partly in one and partly in the other, would be in
the province, But it happens that the statements of the Book
of Acts concerning the apostle’s missionary journeys in Asia
Minor and the relation of these statements to the evidence of
the epistle are such that, if we assume the historicity of the
former, the determination of Paul’s use of the word Galatia
will determine also the location of the churches.
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In Acts, chaps. 13, 14, it is related that Paul visited Pam-
phylia, Pisidia, and Lycaonia, and founded churches in Derbe,
Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch (13! 14 x4t & 2-24),  This journey
and these churches were evidently in the province of Galatia,
but in its southern portion, not in the part of the province
which was known as Galatia before the days of Amyntas.
There is no intimation that at this time Paul entered the north-
ern portion of the province, and such an extension of his jour-
ney northward is practically excluded by Acts 14%-%, . If at
any time he founded churches in this latter region, it was
doubtless neither at this time, nor on what is commonly called
his third missionary journey (Acts 18%), but on the second, in
the period referred to in Acts 166. Whether it is probable that
churches were founded at this time will be considered later.
What is important to point out here is that if there were Chris-
tian churches founded by Paul in the northern, more strictly
Gallic portion of the province of Galatia, the letter to the
Galatians can not have been addressed both to this group
and to the churches of the southern, non-Gallic part of the
province. For the letter itself, especially 3! 48f., clearly
implies that the churches addressed were all founded in the
same period, on one general occasion; whereas the two groups
of churches, if such there were, were founded one group on
one journey, and the other on another, some years later, This
being the case, if when Paul wrote his epistle there were churches
in northern Galatia founded by him, these churches, being
in Galatia in whatever sense the term was used, must have
been included in the term “the churches of Galatia,” and
the churches of southern Galatia excluded. But in that event,
since these southern churches were located in Galatia in the
larger, Roman, sense, Paul could not have been using the
term in that sense, but in its older, narrower, ethnographic
sense. In short, if there were any churches in northern Gala-
tia when the letter was written, Paul’s letter was addressed to
them only, and he used the term in the ethnographic sense.

On the other hand, if Paul used the term Galatia in the
Roman sense as designating the province, then since it is cer-
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tain that there were churches in the southern, non-Gallic por-
tion of the province, these must have been included in the
apostle’s phrase, ‘“the churches of Galatia,” and, for the same
reason that excluded these churches on the former hypothesis,
the northern churches are now themselves excluded. Indeed,
the latter could not on this hypothesis have existed when the
letter was written; for, had they been in existence, they must
have been included in the phrase, “the churches of Galatia,”
but, on the other hand, could not have been included along
with the churches of southern Galatia, because they were not
founded on the same journey as the latter.

On the basis, therefore, of the Acts narrative, and the evi-
dence of the letter that “the churches of Galatia” to which it
was addressed constituted one group founded on the same gen-
eral occasion, we must exclude any hypothesis that the letter
was addressed to churches in both parts of the province, and
make our choice between the two hypotheses: (a) that Paul
founded churches in northern Galatia on his second missionary
journey, and addressed the letter to them and them only, using
the term Galatia in its older, ethnographic sense; and (b) that
he founded no churches in northern Galatia, and that he ad-
dressed his letter to the churches of Derbe, Lystra, Iconium,
and (Pisidian) Antioch, using the term Galatia in the political
sense.

There is indeed a third possibility, viz., that he founded churches in
northern Galatia on his second missionary journey, but that he wrote
his letter before founding these churches, and addressed it to the
only churches then existing in Galatia, those of the southern part of
the province. But this hypothesis will not, in fact, require separate
consideration, for the examination of the evidence for the other two
will incidentally suffice to show its improbability.

It is incumbent upon us, therefore, to consider these two
crucial questions, viz., what was Paul’s use of the term Galatia,
and whether he founded churches in northern Galatia.
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B. The History of Opinion.

Before considering these questions, however, it will be well
to sketch briefly the history of opinion on the matter of the
location of the churches.

Ancient interpreters took it for granted without discussion that the
churches were in the northern, Gallic, part of the province (¢f. Zahn,
Kom. p. 12), and this view has been adopted in modern times by
Neander, "Pflansung u. Leitung, 1838; Conybeare and Howson, S?.
Paul, 1851, and various later editions; Hilgenfeld, Einleitung, 1875;
Farrar, St. Poul, 1880; Holsten, Evangelium des Paulus, 1880; H. J.
Holtzmann, Einleitung, 1886; Schiirer, Jahrb. fiir prot. Theol. vol.
XVIII, 18¢g2; Godet, Introduction, 1894; Jilicher, Einleitung, 1894,
1906%; Chase in Expositor, Ser. IV, vols. VIII, IX; Mommsen, “Die
Rechtsverhiltnisse des Apostels Paulus,” in Znil¥. 1901, p. 86; Schmie-
del in Encyc. Bib. vol. II, cols. 1596-1616; Steinmann, Die Abfassungs-
zeit des Galaterbriefs, 1906; Der Leserkreis des Galaterbriefs, 1908; Mof-
fatt, Introduction, 1911; and by the following commentators on the
epistle: Hilgenfeld, 1852; Wieseler, 1859; Meyer, 1841 and various
later editions; Lightfoot, 1865 and various later editions; Ellicott,
1865; Alford, 18491, 1871%; Sieffert, 189g¢; Findlay, in Exp. Grk. Test.
1910

The South-Galatian view was first proposed by J. J. Schmidt, rector
of Ilfeld, whom J. D. Michaelis combated in his Einleitung, 1788.
(See Zahn, Einleit2 1 130, E. T. p. 183, but for 1199 read 1788); then
advocated more at length by Mynster in Einleitung in den Brief an
die Galater in his Kleinere Schrifien, 1825; by Bottger, Beitrige, 1837;
and Thiersch, Die Kirche im apostolischen Zeitalter, 18521, 1879 It
received fresh attention when Perrot advocated it in his De Galatia
Provincia Romans, 1867, and since his day has been defended by
Renan, St. Paul, 1869, and various later editions; Hausrath, Neufes-
tamentliche Zeitgeschichte; by Ramsay, who has written voluminously
in its defence (Church in the Roman Empire, 1893, 1895¢; Studia Biblia
e Ecdesiastica, vol. IV, 1896; Historical Commeniary on Galatians,
1900, and various essays, especially in The Expositor); Rendall, in The
Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. IX; Gifford, in The Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. X;
Clemen, “Die Adressaten des Galaterbriefs,” in ZwTh. XXXVII
396—423; also Paulus, vol. I, 1904; McGiffert, Apostolic Age, 1897;
Askwith, The Epistle to the Galatians : Its Destination and Date, 1899;
Bartlet, dpostolic Age, 1899; J. Weiss, art. ‘“Kleinasien,” in PRE.
vol. X; Bacon, Inirod. to N. T. 1900; Woodhouse in Encyc. Béb. vol. II,
col. 1592 f.; Zahn, Einleitungt, 1900, E. T., 1909, 1917 Kommeniar,
1gos; Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, 1911; Emmet, in The
Readers’ Commentary, 1912.
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Of the above discussions those of Lightfoot, Chase, Schmiedel, and
Moffatt on the North-Galatian side, and those of Ramsay, Woodhouse,
Zahn, Clemen, and Lake on the South-Galatian side, are most worthy
of consultation.

From this sketch of the history of opinion, we return to con-
sider the evidence on which a decision of the question must be
based, and gnder the two heads named above.

C. Paul’s Use of the Term Talar(a

1. The letter is addressed 7ais éx\yoiais s Talarlas,
It is apparently the habit of the apostle, in speaking of churches,
either to name the individual church by the city in which it
was located or by the person in whose house it met, or grouping
them together, to follow the Roman political divisions, and to
designate each group by the name of the Roman province in
which it belonged. See, on the one hand, 1 Thes. 1! 2 Thes. 1*
1 Cor. 12 2 Cor. 1'* Rom. 16" % 1 Cor. 16'** Col. 4% Phm. 3,
the four latter being cases of a church in a house, the rest
churches in a city; and, on the other hand, 2 Cor. 8! (év Tals
éxxhnoiars Tis Maxedovias) 1 Cor. 161 2 Cor. 1b,

Indeed, it seems to be Paul’s habit not simply in the designa-
tion of churches, but in.general, to use the geographical terms
that were officially recognised by the Roman Government.
Thus he uses names of cities, Antioch, Ephesus, Troas, Thes-
salonica, Philippi, Athens, Corinth, Jerusalem, Rome, and of
Roman provinces, Judea, Syria, Cilicia, Asia, Macedonia,
Achaia, but never Lycaonia, Pisidia, Mysia or Lydia.

It is indeed contended by Schm. (Encyc. Bib. vol. T1, col. 1604), and
by Sief. that some of these terms may be used by Paul in their popular
ethnographic sense rather than in their strictly political sense. This
is doubtless to be admitted, but the absence of any terms that are
unambiguously ethnographic and non-political, and of any clear case
of the employment of a term of double meaning in the non-political
sense leaves little ground for this hypothesis.

To this uniform employment of Roman terms Judzea can not be cited
as an exception. For throughout the period in which those letters of
Paul were written in which he mentions Judeza (see 1 Thes. 24 Gal. 1
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2 Cor. 1 Rom. 15*), Jud®a was 2 Roman province under procurators,
and though it sustained in this period as in the years 6—41 a. D. a kind
of dependence on the province of Syria (Schiirer, Gesch. d. Jiid. V.2,
vol. I, p. 564, E. T. L ii 165) it was clearly recognised as a province
under its own governor. See more fully in detached note on Judza,
PD. 435 f. Nor is it probable that Illyricum in Rom. 15" is an excep-
tion. For in Paul’s day this term was the name of a Roman province,
extending northwest along the Adriatic from the river Drilon to the
Arsia (Mommsen, Provinces of the Roman Empire, I 24 f.; art. “Illyri-
cum,” in Encyc. Bib. and HDB 1 vol. ed.) and to its border Paul may
quite possibly have penetrated. The argument of Woodhouse in
Encyc. Bib. vol. II, col. 2161, that péyer in Rom. 15'* must mean
“into,” and that because we have no other evidence that Paul ever
went into the province of Illyricum, we must assume that by Illyricum
he meant Illyris Graca, that portion of Macedonia which adjoins
Ilyricum on the southeast, is, to say the least, inconclusive. For
neither does péypt naturally mean “into,” nor is it explained why, if
Paul meant Illyris, he should have written *TAhupixév; nor have we
any more evidence that Paul went into or to Illyris Greca, than we
have respecting Illyricum, this passage furnishing all that we possess
in either case.

In 1 Cor. 16!, which is of peculiar interest because of its use of the
very name with whose usage we are concerned, there is a reference to
the collection of money for the Christians of Jerusalem, which is also
spoken of in 2 Cor., chaps. 8, 9, and in Rom. 15%. From these pas-
sages it is clear that during the two years or so next preceding the
writing of the Epistle to the Romans and Paul’s last visit to Jerusalem,
he gave much attention to the gathering of gifts for the poor Christians
of Jerusalem from among his Gentile churches. The Corinthian pas-
sages show that in the gathering of the funds he engaged the services
of his fellow-missionaries, and Acts 20¢ suggests that in the transmis-
sion of the gifts to Jerusalem he associated with himself representatives
of the churches from which the gifts came. Now it is significant that
whenever in his epistles he speaks of this enterprise he uses the names
of the provinces (see 2 Cor. 8! g* + Rom. 152¢) and in such way as to
imply that he made the province the unit and pitted the churches of
one province against those of another in friendly rivalry. This sug-
gests that Galatia in 1 Cor. 16! is itself a province-name. It does not,
indeed, exclude the possibility that in Galatia there were two groups of
churches, those of southern Galatia and those of northern Galatia.
But independently of that question, it has a bearing on the apostle’s
usage of geographical terms, and in connection with 2 Cor. 815-%, esp. 2,
and Acts 20¢ it also favours the opinion that there was but one group
of Galatian churches, viz., those of southern Galatia. And this in turn
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confirms the view that Paul’s use of terms is exclusively Roman. For
the names mentioned in Acts 204, compared with 1 Cor. 16%, suggest
that as he had gathered the money by provinces, so he selected the
representatives of the churches who were to accompany him to Jeru-
salem on the same basis. In that case Sopater, Aristarchus, Secundus,
and probably Luke himself, represented Macedonia. The absence of
representatives from Achaia is strange, especially in view of 163; it has
been suggested and is not improbable that the Corinthians, modifying
the suggestion of Paul in 1 Cor. 16* 4, or possibly taking it in the sense
which they had the discernment to recognise to be his real thought,
designated Paul as their representative. Tychicus and Trophimus
are the delegates from Asia, and Gaius and Timothy frem Galatia.
But as both these latter are from southern Galatia, northern Galatia
is unrepresented, a situation not, indeed, impossible if the churches of
Galatia in 1 Cor. 16! means those of northern Galatia, or those of
both northern and southern Galatia, but in either case improbable.
Of the three hypotheses, then, (a) that “the churches of Galatia,” in
1 Cor. 16! are the churches of northern Galatia, the name being used
ethnographically; (b) that the term is used provincially, but the
churches were of two groups, those of northern Galatia and those of
southern Galatia, and (c) that the term is used provincially and the
churches are those of southern Galatia, there being none in northern
Galatia, the third is most consistent with the evidence. The first not
only makes the use of the term different from that which is usual with
Paul, but is at variance with the natural implication of Acts 20! by
putting the churches in one region and the delegates in another. The
second is open to the second of these objections and also finds in Corin-
thians a different use of the phrase and term from that which occurs
in Galatians. The third is consistent with all the evidence.

The evidence of the Pauline epistles is, therefore, decidedly
more favourable to a uniformly Roman use of geographical
terms by the apostle and the view that by Galatia he means
both in 1 Cor. 16! and Gal. 1% the Roman province, than to a
mixed usage such as is found, for example, in Acts.

This judgment is somewhat confirmed by 1 Pet. 11. Galatia being
there grouped along with Pontus, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia, all
of which are provinces, is itself presumably the name of a province,
and there is a certain measure of probability that the author of this
letter, who gives evidence of acquaintance with the ideas of the apostle
Paul and probably knew of his letters, knew also what he meant by
Galatia, But this argument is not very weighty.
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It is still further somewhat confirmed by the facts respecting the
usage of geographical terms in general. The extension of a name to
cover a larger territory and to include territories formerly bearing other
names is a common historical phenomenon. It occurs as the result
of conquest, bestowal of territory by a superior power, or in the case
of cities by growth and incorporation. Now the general proceeding
in such cases is that it is precisely the name that i3 spread over a larger

- territory that loses its original narrower significance. The names of
the absorbed territories remain as official or unofficial designations of
subdivisions of the larger territory because they have received no new
significance, while the territory whose name has been extended over
the larger area either retains no distinctive name or acquires a new
one. Thus, when the name France, which formerly designated a
comparatively small area around Paris, was gradually extended over
the whole kingdom of the Capetian kings, the original France came
to be known as ile de France. When Brandenburg and Prussia
(Borussia) came under the rule of a single king, and, the intervening
territory being added, the name Prussia was extended to cover the
whole kingdom, the original Prussia came to be known as East Prus-
sia, and the intervening territory as West Prussia. As the names of
cities, London, New York, Boston, Chicago, have been extended to
include the suburbs, the latter have retained their names as official
or unofficial designations, but the original territory has either had no
distinctive name, or has acquired some new name. It can not, indeed,
be affirmed that this is the invariable practice. ‘Where changes in the
extent of territory designated by a certain name are frequent and in
both directions, involving now increase and now decrease, there is a
natural tendency on the part of a later writer to continue to use the
term in its original sense or to waver between the different senses
without always conforming his usage exactly to that of the time of
which he is at the moment speaking. See detached note on *lov3alx
with its discussion of the usage of Josephus, pp. 435 f-

In respect to Galatia there was, from 189 B. C. to the time of Paul,
for the most part, only extension of the term. For fuller details see
pp. xix f., and literature there referred to. From the year 25 B. C. to the
time when Paul wrote, that is to say, for seventy-five years covering
the whole period of his life, Malatiz had been the official designation
of a Roman province; that province had been in large part of unchanged
extent, including both the territory within which the Gauls had been
confined by Attalus, king of Pergamum, about 240 B. C. and the terri-
tory south of this, viz., Lycaonia, Pisidia, and part of Phrygia. Dur-
ing practically his whole lifetime, viz., from 5 B. c., it had included a
part of Paphlagonia, also.

Yet these general considerations are obviously not decisive, and, in
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view of the evidence cited above on pages xx f., showing that in the
case of the term I'ahatfz the more extended, political usage did not
wholly supersede the older, narrower, ethnographic usage, they are of
value only as somewhat confirming the probability that the wider and
later usage was the common one.

It has been urged, indeed, and the contention has been sup-
ported by the weighty authority of Mommsen (0p. ¢it. p. xxiv),
that Paul could not have addressed the inhabitants of the cities
of southern Galatia as Galatians, as he does the recipients of the
letter in 3!, but that the term necessarily designates inhabitants
of Gallic Galatia. The argument perhaps assumes a greater
difference between the populations of northern and southern
Galatia respectively than actually existed. Both were doubt-
less of very much mixed blood, with Gallic elements in both
regions. (See Rendall, “The Galatians of St. Paul,” in Exposi-
tor, Ser. IV, vol. IX, pp. 254ff., esp. 256f.) Nor does it
seem possible to name any other term which would be inclu-
sive enough for his purpose. If the churches addressed were
those of Derbe, Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch, which he founded
on his first missionary journey, he could not well address their
members by any single term except Galatians.

D. Did Paul Found Churches in Northern Galatia?

For the discussion of this question there is, unfortunately,
but little evidence in the epistles of Paul independent of his use
of the term Galatia, and even such as there is, is of significance
only in connection with the evidence of the Book of Acts.

I. Paul’s illness in Galatia.

In Gal. 41 Paul says that he preached the gospel to the Gala-
tians on the first occasion (76 mpdTepor) because of a weakness
of the flesh. Whatever the meaning of 76 7pdrepor (see more
fully on 4%), it is clear that the passage refers to the original
evangelisation of the Galatians. That this occurred &’
doféveiar signifies either that Paul was detained by illness in
a country which he had intended merely to pass through, or
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that he was obliged for his health’s sake to visit a country
which otherwise he would not have visited at that time, and
that in either case he availed himself of the opportunity to
deliver his Christian message to the inhabitants of the region.
The latter part of the same verse with its reference to that in
his flesh which was a trial to them implies that the illness was
of a more or less repellent nature, and that, even if it occurred
before he entered Galatia and was the occasion of his going
there, it continued while he was there. If the churches to
which he was writing were those of southern Galatia, the illness
here referred to must have occurred in Pamphylia or at Pisidian
Antioch on his first missionary journey (Acts 13 ). Ram.
has made the suggestion that Paul contracted malarial fever
in the coast lands of Pamphylia, and for this reason sought the
highlands of southern Galatia instead of either continuing his
work in Pamphylia or pushing on into Asia, as he had intended
to do. It is perhaps equally possible that having gone to
Pisidian Antioch with the intention of going to Asia and being
detained there by illness, he abandoned for the time his plan
of entering Asia, and turned eastward into the cities of Lycaonia.

If the churches were in northern Galatia he must have fallen
ili at Pisidian Antioch on his second missionary journey or at
some place in that vicinity, and been led to betake himself to
northern Galatia; or having already, for some other reason, gone
into northern Galatia from Antioch or Iconium, with the inten-
tion of passing through, he must have become ill there, and in
either case must have used the period of his detention in preach-
ing to the Galatians. The relation of his illness to the evidence
of Acts will be discussed more fully below. Taken by itself it
furnishes no ground of decision for either North-Galatian or
South-Galatian view.

2. The evidence of Acts 16 and Acts 18%.

Incidental use has been made of Acts above to show that
the churches addressed by Paul were either in southern Galatia
or northern Galatia, not both. The Acts evidence must now
be examined more fully.
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In Acts 16° we read: 8:jiNdov 8¢ Ty ®puyiay kal Takatwy
xbpav, kwokvlbévres Imo Tob drylov Tvebparos Nafjoar Ty N
yov & 17 "Agia, éNOdvtes 8¢ kata Ty Muoiav érelpalov eis
miw Bluvlay wopevdivar xal odk elacer abrods TO Trebua
*Inood.*

In v.!s it is related that the travellers had visited Derbe and
Lystra; vv.*-3 having related the story of the circumcision of
Timothy, v.* states that they went on their way through the
cities, v.5 adding that the churches were strengthened in their
faith and increased in number. Inasmuch as Paul’s plan, as
set forth in 1536, was to visit the brethren in the cities wherein
he and Barnabas had previously preached, and as in 16! they
were moving westward through the southern part of the prov-
ince of Galatia, it is natural to suppose that “the cities”” of v.4
are Iconium and Antioch, and that “the churches” of v.5 are
the churches of those cities. A visit to Iconium is, indeed,
almost implied in v.z}

The most obvious and, indeed, only natural explanation of
the phrase 7» ®pvyloy kai Talarkyy ydpar in v.8 is that
@pvylar and T'alaruaiy are both adjectives and both limit
X®pav, Geographical names ending in -ta were originally em-
ployed as adjectives, and their customary use as nouns with
an article preceding is a reminiscence of their use as adjectives
with xdpa. The presence of such an adjective with an article

*The above is the text adopted by Tdi. WH. al. &5Afop is the reading of RABCD
81, 440, 614, al.® Syr. (psh. harcl.) Sah. Boh. Aeth. Epiph. al. 8ieA8éwres is the reading
of HLP al. longe plu. Chr. Thdrt. Ltit. adopts the latter reading on the ground that the
indicative is open to suspicion as an attempt to simplify the grammar of a sentence which
is rendered awkward by the accumulation of participles. But it is not certain that the
scribal mind did not work in the reverse way, and against this doubtful probahility the
strong preponderance of external evidence leaves no room for reasonable doubt. Ramsay’s
adoption of SieAfdvres in Si. Paul, p. 195, after rejecting it in Church in the Rom. Emp.¢
P- 484, looks suspiciously like controlling evidence by theory.

t Professor Chase, in Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. VIIL, p. 408, contends that wiv od» of v
is correlative with 8¢ of v.%, and that the paragraph properly begins with v.5, or at least that
there is a close connection between these two verses, But this contention can not be main-
tained. pév ody may introduce the concluding clause of a paragraph without reference to
any 8¢ in the following sentence. See Th. under wév, II 4. The instances which Chase
himself cites, taken together, make against his view. Nothing, therefore, can be deduced
from this either way. V.® may begin a new paragraph, as in RV., indeed, probably does so,
and this v. may, so far as uév odw is concerned, be a repetition of preceding verses. But that
the paragraph begins here does not prove that it is a repetition.
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before it and the word ydpa after it almost of necessity marks
the intervening word ending in -ta as an adjective and the
joining of the words ®pvylar and I'aAarwriy by kal, with the
article before the first one only, implies that the region desig-
nated by xdpa is one, Phrygian and Galatian. In what sense
it is one, whether in that it was inhabited throughout by a
mixed Phrygian-Galatian population, or that it was in one
sense (e. g. ethnographically) Phrygian, and in another (e. g.
politically) Galatian, or that it constituted one physiographic
region, composed of two parts politically or ethnographically,
Phrygian and Galatian respectively, is not decisively indicated.
The unity which is implied may even be only that of the jour-
ney referred to, the two districts constituting one in the mind
of the writer because they were traversed in a single journey.

The contention of Moff. Inirod. p. 93, following Chase, op. cit.

PP. 404 ff., that ®puylav is a noun and ydeav is limited by Dadarixhy

only, can not be supported by Acts 219, where ®puyia is indeed sub-

stantively used, but is shown to be so used by the absence of ydpa;

nor by Acts 18%; for, though the words are the same as in 169, it is

not certain that ®puylay is a noun, nor if it is, can it be inferred that

it is so also in 16¢, since it is the order of words alone that in 18% tends

to establish the substantive character of ®puylav, and that order is.

not found in 16¢; nor by Acts 193, 3teh0dv iy MaxeSoviay xal *Axaiav,

nor by 275, wiv Kixtay xat Ilapguiiav; for, though these passages

both illustrate the familiar fact that words in -ta may be used sub-

stantively, and show that, when two geographical terms are joined

by »at and the article precedes the first only, the unity thus implied

is not necessarily political or geographical, but may be only that of

the itinerary, they carry no implication respecting the grammatical

construction of such a phrase as that of 16%. On the other hand, while

Ltft. and Ram. are right in claiming a presumption in favour of the

view that the country referred to is in some sense one, it is not of

necessity the case that this one country is in one sense Phrygian and

in another Galatian. See, e. g., Acts 1719, 16y *Extxovploy xad Ttoixay

@hooopdv.* Such a meaning is indeed possible, but neither Ltft.

® Ram.’s contention that the fact that these words are’in the plural makes the example

irrel and his d d for an instance with ®Aéaodos in the singular are not convincing.

A philosopher can not, indeed, be one half Epicurean and one half Stoic, but a group of

philosophersimay beso, and so, also, may a country be one half Phrygian and one half Galatian.

An example of & collective singular noun with two adjectives would, indeed, be more perti-

nent, but a plural of persons is more like a singular geographical term than the singular of
@ personal name, which Ram. demands.
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nor Ram. have cited any examples of such a use of words. Chase, op.
¢it., states the grammatical principle quite correctly: “From the point
of view of the writer they are invested with a kind of unity sufficiently
defined by the context.” It is, indeed, surprisingly difficult to cite
examples of phrases similar in structure to the phrases which Acts
employs here and in 18%. An examination of all the passages in which
Josephus uses the words ’Toudala, 'ISovpaix, Zapaplz, Zapapitts,
Tandalz, or Ilepala, fails to discover a single example. The ex-
pression tiis "Itovpalas xat Toaywvitidog ydeas in Lk, 3! fhas been
appealed to on both sides, but apparently can not, for lack of exact
knowledge of the political status of the region in Luke’s day, be counted
as furnishing decisive evidence on either side. See Geo. Adam Smith
in Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. IX, p. 231.

It remains then to ask what region in the vicinity of Antioch
or Iconium capable of being described as in any sense Phrygian
and Galatian also meets the further requirements of the con-
text. The possible hypotheses may be conveniently presented
by considering the various views of modern scholars.

The following writers suppose that the phrase refers to, or
includes, northern Galatia, and that on the journey churches
were founded in northern Galatia.

Litft. takes ®ouylav and T'adanixfy as adjectives both limiting ydeav
and both used ethnographically. First translating the phrase, “the
Phrygian and Galatian country” and interpreting it as designating
“some region which might be said to belong either to Phrygia or
Galatia, or the parts of each continuous to the other” (Com. p. 20),
he presently translates it *“the region of Phrygia and Galatia,”’ adding:
“The country which was now evangelised might be called indifferently
Phrygia or Galatia. It was, in fact, the land originally inhabited by
Phrygians but subsequently occupied by Gauls” (Com. p. 22). The
actual journey Ltft. supposes to have extended to Pessinus, Ancyra,
and Tavium. The grammatical exegesis is sound, but neither the
inference that the country referred to is in one sense Phrygian and
in another sense Galatian, nor the specific contention that it was
Phrygian in its original population and Galatian in its later, follows
from the grammatical premise or from any other evidence. To estab-
lish Ltft.’s opinion it would be necessary to show from the context -
that the only Phrygian and Galatian country that meets the conditions
of Acts 16 fi- is that to which he refers the phrase; or at least that no
other so well meets the conditions. This is not the case, but on the
contrary, his interpretation encounters a serious difficulty in v.7,
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ENObvteg 3t xard Thy Muclay éwmelpafov eig oy Brifuviay mopeuBfjvat.
Taken together, the two verses represent the missionaries as turning
back from Asia to pass through the Phrygian and Galatian country,
and in the course of that journey reaching a point at which they were
over against Mysia with Bithynia as an alternative destination. But
a journey from Pisidian Antioch to Pessinus, Ancyra, and Tavium
would at no point have brought the travellers “over against Mysia,”
in the most probable sense of that phrase, viz., at a point where Mysia
lay on a line at right angles with the direction in which they were trav-
elling, nor in the possible sense of “opposite,” i. e., facing it. Even if
“passed through the Phrygian and Galatian country” be supposed,
as is very improbable, to refer to a journey into the Phrygian and
Galatian country and out again in approximately the reverse direc-
tion, say from Antioch northeast to Tavium or Ancyra, and westward
to Dorylaion or Nakoleia, they could not be said at any time to have
come xatd Muciay, since in the whole of the return journey they
would have been facing Mysia, and at no point over against it. At
Nakoleia, Dorylaion, or Kotiaion, e. g., they would have been xara
Bi8uvtay, not xatd Mucfav. Nor can xat&* be taken in its occasional
sense of “near,” since they would have been near Mysia only when
they had practically passed Bithynia. Nor is it easy to adjust this
interpretation to the statement of Gal. 4 considered above. Was
northern Galatia a place to which a sick man would go from Pisidian
Antioch for his health? Or if Paul is supposed to have been passing
through northern Galatia and to have been detained there by illness,
what was his destination? Is it likely that with Paul’s predilection
for work in the centres of population he would have planned to pass
through northern Galatia without preaching for the sake of reaching
Paphlagonia or Pontus?

Chase (“The Galatia of the Acts” in Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. VIII,
PP- 401-419), with whom, also, Wendt substantially agrees in the
later editions of his Apostelgeschichte, interprets v Pouriay xat
Tahattady xbpav as meaning “Phrygia and the Galatian region,”
and finds the two districts thus, referred to in the country between
the cities of Lycaonia and Pisidia, which Paul was leaving behind,
and Bithynia on the north. Between these cities of the south
and Bithynia, Chase says “districts known as Phrygia and Galatia
lie.” “Forbidden to turn westward, the travellers . . . bent their
steps northward, passing along the road, it seems likely, which led
through Phrygia to Nakoleia. At this point they turned aside and

* On the use of xatd see L. & S. xard B. I 3, and ¢f. Hdt. 178; Thuc. 68.1%; Acts 277, but
also Blass on Acts 167 (cited by Ram., art. “Mysia” in HDB). On xard, meaning “oppo-
site,”” “facing,” see Zsch. Theb. s505; Xen. Hell. 4% For the meaning “at” or “near” see
Hdt. 3%; Asch. Theb. 528.
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entered the Galatian district on the east. We may conjecture that
they halted at Pessinus.” This interpretation again fails to do justice
to xaté Musiav. By shortening the journey eastward as compared
with that proposed by Ltft., the difficulty is made somewhat less glar-
ing, but not removed. To express the idea of Chase the author should
have omitted the reference to the Galatian region in v.¢ and after v.7
have inserted a statement to the effect that they_ entered Galatia and
again returning passed by Mysia, etc. The view also encounters the
difficulty that it finds no probable place for the illness which became
the occasion of the preaching in Pessinus.

Sief. (Kom.s, pp. g-17, esp. 15) interprets whv Peuylay xal I'oha-
iy xopay of Acts 16* as designating the country northeast of
Pisidian Antioch and supposes that the journey here spoken of prob-
ably passed to the west of the Sultan Dagh and brought the apostle
to Pessinus vic Kinnaborion and Ammorion. The churches of Galatia
he would locate in Pessinus, Germa, and neighbouring places. Schm.
(Encyc. Bib. vol. I1, col. 1600, 1606 f.) and Moff. (Introd. pp. 92—95)
adopt substantially the same view though with less specific definition
of the route and location of the churches.

The following writers, differing in their interpretation of the
geographical phrase, are agreed in the opinion that the passage
does not refer to the founding of churches:

Ram. holds that the reference is to the western half of the southern
portion of the province of Galatia, the region of Iconium and Antioch,
being called Phrygian because ethnographically so, and Galatian be-
cause politically so. Churck in the Roman Empiret, p. 77; St. Paul,
pp. 180 f.; Stud. Bib. et Eccl. IV 56; on the diversity of interpretations
advocated by Ram., see Schm. in Encyc. Bib. vol. II, col. 1598, 1601 f.

Apparently, indeed, the author of Acts has already narrated the
passage through this country in v.4. But Ram. explains vv.+ ¢ not
as a continuation of the narrative, but as a (parenthetical) description
of Paul’s procedure in the churches, the narrative being continued in
v.8, vv.i- covering Derbe and Lystra, v.® Iconium and Antioch. The
further objection to his view that the remainder of v.¢, “having been
forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak the word in Asia,” naturally
implies that at the beginning of their journey the travellers were already
on the borders of Asia, Ram. seeks to obviate by supposing wwAubévreg
to be a participle of subsequent action, referring to an event which
took place after the journey through the Phrygian and Galatian
country. Later Greek, in particular the second half of Acts, seems
to furnish examples of an aorist participle standing after the principal
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verb and denoting an action subsequent to that of the verb.* But
xoAuBévres does not seem to be an example of this rather rare usage.
The most probable occurrences of it, in Acts at least, are of two classes:
(a) Instances in which the participle follows closely upon the verb
and expresses an action in close relation to the verb, approximating
in force a participle of identical action. So, e. g., Acts 25, where
domasdpevor, while not denoting an action identical with that of
xevhvinoay, is intimately associated with it as its purpose. Simi-
larly, in Test. XII Pair. Reub. 3, p3) &¢duevos is not identical with
éxéver, but is its immediate consequence. A probable, though
perhaps not certain, case of similar character is found in Jos. Conira
Ap. 1 (7), suryeddavtes. (b) Instances in which the participle is
far removed from the verb, and, the complications of the sentence
obscuring the relation of the different parts of the sentence to one
another, an additional fact is loosely added at the end by an aorist
participle. Examples of this form are found in Acts 23% 24%. In
Acts 16% on the other hand, we have neither form. The sentence is
short and uninvolved, but the action denoted by the participle, if sub-
sequent to that of the verb, is not involved in it as purpose or result,
but marks a distinctly new and important stage of the narrative.

When to these considerations it is added that the interpretation of
wohuBévres as a participle of subsequent action involves taking
vv.t ¢ ag parenthetical, and the first part of v.* as in effect a repetition
of these vv., the weight of objection to the view as a whole compels
its rejection. Taking vv.¢ s in their obvious sense as referring to a
Journey beyond Lystra, v.¢ as an addition to what has already been
said, and the participle in what is in this connection its equally obvious
force, viz., as expressing the cause of the action denoted by the verb,
the whole passage is self-consistent and simple. Ram.’s view breaks
down under an accumulation of improbabilities. The opinion ex-
pressed by Gifford (op. cit. p. 18) is that previously reached by the
present writer, viz., that while the supposed grammatical usage is
itself possible, and Ram.’s view can not be said to have “shipwrecked
on the rock of Greek grammar” (as Chase affirms), the present passage
can not be regarded as an example of that usage.

Gifford interpreting xat¢ wv Musfav in v.” as meaning ““over against
Mysia,” . e., at a point where the road to Mysia lay at right angles to

*BMT 145; ¢f. Gifford in Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. X (18904), pp. 17 ff.; and conira Rob.
p. 861. For exx. of this usage additional to those cited in BMT, see Pind. Pytk. IV 189,
éxaicas; Test. XIT Pair. Reub. 3, 1s, dpduevos (cited by Gifford from Sanday); Clem.
Alex. Protrept. (Cohortatio ad gemies), chap. 2: niyvvrae dpixay yevipevos, bs fiv édeyxfeis
(Migne. col. 76): “He makes his approach as a dragon, his identity being afterwards discov-
ered”; Chronicon Paschale, pref. quoted by Routh, Reiguic Secra, 1 161, émtredivres.
That the exx. of this usage are scattered over several centuries of time, some being earlier,
some later than N. T., does not, perhaps, diminish their value.
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the course which the travellers were up to that point pursuing, sup-
poses the phrase tiv Pouylay Mal Tadauixdy ixdpav to designate the
frontier of Phrygia and Galatia (apparently taking the latter term as
the name of the province), and to refer to the country between Pisidian
Antioch and the point at which the road to Troas branches from the
road to Bithynia, probably Nakoleia. This view is similar to that of
Chase as respects the route followed, differing, however, in that it
does not assume a journey eastward to Pessinus and the founding of
churches. The principal dificulty with Gifford’s suggestion is that
a line drawn from Antioch to Nakoleia apparently lies so far from the
Galatian border that the country through which one would pass would
be much more naturally called simply ®puyfav. Vet it is, perhaps,
possible that the road actually taken, for reasons unknown to us,
passed so far to the east as to make this expression wholly natyral.

Zahn prefers to take the article with ®puylav only and to interpret
the lack of the article with Dalatixdy yxdeav as indicating that Paul
and his companions only touched upon a part of the region so desig-
nated. This interpretation is manifestly untenable on grammatical
grounds. The suggestion supposed to be conveyed could not be indi-
cated by the omission of the article. - As his second choice Zahn pro-
poses the view that the article belongs to both nouns, and the whole
phrase refers to territory which was partly in Phrygia and partly in
Galatia, both terms being ethnographically understood. Such a jour-
ney starting from Antioch would, perhaps, include Amorion, Pessinus,
Germa, and Nakoleia or Dorylaion. Einlettung, I 136; E. T. I 187 f.,
esp. 189 fin.; Com., p. 16. See also Moff. Introd. pp. 92 f. Such an
interpretation is grammatically sound and otherwise entirely unbbjec-
tionable. Rather better than Gifford’s, it accounts for the use of
Talatiady ydeav in preference to Daratlayv, or Nedatixdy Exapyslay,
which would naturally have been chosen if, as Gifford apparently sup-
poses, the Acts writer was speaking of the province of Galatia.

As concerns the purpose and result of the journey, the evi-
dence of Acts at least seems clearly on the side of the writers of
this second group. The Acts narrative says nothing about
founding churches in the region named in 16%. Indeed the
impression which the whole passage makes is that the writer
knew of no evangelising, or at least of no prolonged or success-
ful work, from the time when the missionaries left “the cities”
(v.9) till they arrived at Philippi in obedience to the vision re-
ceived at Troas (v.?). Forbidden to speak the word in Asia,
turned back from Bithynia, passing by Mysia, only when they
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reach Troas do they find a way open to them. Certainly the
author would scarcely have described the journey through the
Phrygian and Galatian country in the brief language of vv.& 7
if he had known that at this time Paul founded a group of
churches. This does not prove that no churches were founded,
but it raises the question whether Zahn is not right in locating
the journey much as Moff. Sief. and Schm. do, but in holding
that no churches were founded. Before deciding this question,
however, the evidence of Acts 18% must be considered.

This sentence reads: diepyduevos xabetfs Tow Talatwkpy
xopav xal Ppvylav, orypifwy wdvTas Tovs uabyrds,

Advocates of the North-Galatian theory generally interpret
the phrase 79 Taharikny ywpav kai Spvyiav as referring to
the same territory called in 166 T9» Ppvyiar kal Dakaricyy
xwpav, ascribing the difference in order to the different direc-
tion of approach, and looking upon the confirmation of the dis-
ciples as evidence that on the journey mentioned in 16¢ the
apostle founded churches. It must be questioned whether
either of these assumptions is sound. There is, indeed, a pre-
sumption in favour of the view that two phrases employing
exactly the same terms (though in different order) and stand-
ing in the same author, use the individual terms in the same
sense. But there is distinctly less probability that the two
phrases as a whole mean the same thing, for the change of
order may itself be significant. Nor is it probable that the
difference in order is due simply to the difference in the direc-
tion of journey. For if, as we have maintained above, both
®pvyiar and Talarny are adjectives limiting x@par in 168,
we should expect here 79v T'aXatuayy kai Ppvylay ydpav if
the two expressions were intended to denote the same territory
traversed in opposite directions.* The probability is therefore

* Mt. 24% shows, indeed, that ®pvyiar may be an adjective limiting xdpav, despite
its position. But such an order is apparently poetic or rhetorical and not likely to be found
in a plain geographical statement. The examples cited by Ram. St Pawul, p. 211, are not
really parallel cases. The first one is a case of distributive apposition, the general term pre-
ceding the noun and specific terms following it. The other passages are not examples of
two adjectives limfting the same noun, one preceding the noun with the article, the other
following it without the article, but of a series of proper adjectives, each preceded by an
article and each denoting a different object, the noun being expressed with the first and
supplied with the others.
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that ®pvylav is a noun. T'alatiksjv is, of course, clearly here,
as in 16% an adjective. The unity indicated by the single
article is presumably that of the journey only.

Where, then, are these two regions which were traversed in this one
journey? V.?* names Antioch of Syria as the point of departure.
Chap. 19! names Ephesus as the point of arrival. Between these two
extremes, Paul has passed through the Galatian country and Phrygia.
Whether “the upper country” (dvwrepixd uéen) referred to in 19! is
the same as the Galatian region and Phrygia, being referred to here
resumptively, or the territory between Phrygia and Ephesus, is not
wholly certain, nor particularly important for our present purpose.
Tt is generally and probably rightly understood of the highlands of
Asia in contrast with the coast plain. It is evident that the writer
has not given a complete itinerary, but has only mentioned some
points in which he was specially interested. If, as on his previous
journey, Paul went entirely by land, he must have passed through the
Syrian Gates and northern Syria. Thence he might, indeed, as Schm.
suggests, have gone north through Cappadocia. But Schm.’s reason
for this route, that if he had gone through Cilicia the narrative would
have spoken of confirming the churches in that region, is not convinc-
ing. It is certainly as probable, if not more so, that his route lay
through Cilicia as far as Tarsus, thence through the Cilician Gates to
the point at which the roads branch, one arm going westward to
Lycaonia, and the other northward through Cappadocia.

From this point three routes are possible. He may have taken the
northern road to Tavium, and thence westward through Ancyra. This
is the route for which Ltft.’s theory that he had on the previous journey
founded churches in these cities would naturally call. Emerging from
the Galatian country he would come into Phrygia and so through the
mountains of the eastern part of the province of Asia to Ephesus.

On the other hand, he might have left the great western road soon
after passing through the Cilician Gates and travelling 97¢ Tyana and
the road south of Lake Tatta (or possibly #i¢ Iconium) have come to
Pessinus in the western part of old Galatia and so on through Phrygia
to Ephesus. Such a route could hardly have been dictated solely by
a desire to reach Ephesus, since it was far from being the shortest or
easiest. In this case we may with Moff. suppose that “the disciples”
are those in the churches founded on the previous journey, or with
Zahn that he had founded no church and “all the disciples” are the
scattered Christians in these regions. In either case whv Iaatixdy
yopay is old Galatia, but the part passed through is the extreme western
part only. @puyia is the eastern part of Asia.

But still again, he may have taken the route westward through

e
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Derbe, Lystra, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch, and thence on directly
westward to Ephesus. The last explanation makes the language cover
a larger part of the country actually passed through than either of the
others. It is, however, an objection to it that it supposes I'aAatixfy
to be used in a different sense from any that can reasonably be attached
to it in 16¢, taking I'aAamixdy xdpav in a political sense, which is con-
trary to the usual practice of the Acts author and to the use of deuylay
which he immediately joined with it. N

It is against any view that finds in Acts 18% a second visit
to the Galatian churches supposed to have been founded on
the second journey (Acts 16%) that while the Acts author defi-
nitely speaks of the churches founded in southern Galatia and
elsewhere (14% 15" 16°) here he speaks only of disciples (but
¢f. also 14%%). This, together with the absence of any mention
of the founding of churches in 16%%-, favours the view of Zahn
that while there were scattered disciples in this region (found
or made on his previous journey) there were no churches. This
evidence could, indeed, be set aside if there were strong oppos-
ing reasons. But the contrary is the case. All forms of the
North-Galatian view with its hypothesis of churches in old
Galatia labour under the disadvantage that its sole evidence
for the existence of any churches in northern Galatia is found
in two passages, both somewhat obscure, in a writer who,
though doubtless in general trustworthy, is not always accu-
rate. To create on the basis of such evidence a group of
churches of Galatia, when we already have perfectly clear evi-
dence of another group of churches which could be properly
so called, and which fulfil all the conditions necessary to be -
met by the term as used by Paul, is of more than doubtful
legitimacy. '

It may be objected to Zahn’s view that it is strange that the term
Fahamixhy in Acts ‘should refer to an entirely different region from
that to which Paul refers in his term I'aAatfz. But it is to be answered
that Luke has apparently taken no pains to conform his use of geo-
graphical terms to that of Paul, and that in particular he gives no
evidence of intending to furnish the background of the Epistle to the

" Galatians, never using the word “church” in connection with I'aderix.

On the other hand, the analogy of similar cases suggests the possibility
if not the probability that when the name I'aAaztix was extended to
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cover the Lycaonian, Pisidian, and Phrygian territory a new name,
Dahartixy xdpa should have been coined to describe old Galatia. See
above, p. xxviii.

It may also be said against Zahn’s view that it is incredible that
Paul on his way to visit scattered disciples in western ethnographic
Galatia should pass by southern Galatia without visiting the churches
of that region; to which it may be answered that a motive similar to
that ascribed to Paul in Acts 20%, together with a desire to foster the
Christian' movement represented by scattered disciples in the Gala-
tian country, may have led him to avoid the cities of southern Galatia.
Of course it is also possible that the cities of southern Galatia were
visited at this time, but that, as the Acts writer says nothing about
the churches of Syria and Cilicia, though Paul must have passed
through these regions, he for some unknown reason ignores the cities
of southern Galatia though this journey included them. The omis-
sion of the second group is no more strange than that of the first.

We conclude, therefore, that so far as concerns Acts 16°%¢-
and 18% the interpretation which best satisfies all the evidence
is that which supposes that the journey of Acts 16° ran a little
east of north from Antioch, possibly passing around the Sul-
tan Dagh and through Amorion and Pessinus, and that it was
undertaken not for evangelisation but as a means of reaching
some other territory in which the apostle expected to work,
perhaps Bithynia. The point at which they were xard Thv
Muo{av would be not Nakoleia or Kotiaion, but some point
further east, perhaps Pessinus itself. Why this route was
chosen rather than the apparently more direct route through
Nakoleia and Dorylaion must be a matter wholly of conjec-
ture. At Pessinus, of course, might have occurred the preach-
ing because of sickness (Gal. 41%), and the consequent founding
of the Galatian churches. But there is no suggestion of this
in the Acts narrative, and no presumption in favour of it. For
the journey of Acts 18% there is no more probable route than
that through the Cicilian Gates and »a Tyana and Lake Tatta.

. Some minor considerations derived from Paul’s Epistles.
3 , p

It remains to consider certain items of evidence that have in
themselves little weight, but which have filled a more or less
prominent place in previous discussions of the problem.
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a. The epistle represents the people addressed as warmhearted, im-
pulsive, and fickle. These characteristics have been pointed to as
indicating their Gallic blood, and hence as tending to show that the
churches were in northern Galatia. But warmheartedness and fickle-
ness seem to have been equally characteristic of the Lycaonian people
(with Acts 142 ¢f. Acts 14'% 1), and the evidence of the letter is too
general in character to enable us to draw any conclusion whatever
from this evidence.

b. It has been said to be improbable that the scene between Peter
and Paul depicted in Gal. 211-# occurred before the second missionary
journey, since in that case Paul must have proposed to Barnabas to
accompany him on another journey after he had found him unstable
on an important point. But if this incident of Gal. 21-% is put after
the second missionary journey, then Galatians, since it narrates the
incident, must also itself be later than the second missionary journey.
But if it was written on the third journey, since Gal. 4! implies that
Paul had visited the Galatians but twice, these Galatians can not be
those of southern Galatia, because on his third missionary journey
he visited them for the third time. Hence, it is inferred, we must
place this incident after the second journey, the letter on the third
journey, and the churches in northern Galatia. In reply it is to be
said that, aside from the indecisive character of the evidence of
<b mpbrepoy (see on 41), this argument overlooks three possibilities
that can not be ignored: (a) that the incident of Gal. 2'-%t may have
deterred Barnabas from accepting Paul’s proposal rather than Paul
from making it; (b) that even if the incident occurred after the second
journey, the letter may still have been written before the third journey,
viz., at Antioch between the second and third journeys, and just after
the Antioch incident; (c) that the third journey may not have included
a visit to the churches of southern Galatia, and hence the letter, even
if written on the latter part of that journey, may have been preceded
by only two visits to the churches of southern Galatia.

c. Inasmuch as Barnabas was with Paul on his first missionary
journey when the churches of southern Galatia were founded, but did
not accompany him on his second journey, and, hence, would not be
known personally to the North-Galatian churches, if there were such,
the fact that the letter mentions him without explanation or identifica-
tion is somewhat in favour of the South-Galatian theory. But the
fact can not be regarded as strong evidence. The letter does not
imply that the readers knew him in person, and they might know him
by name if he had never been among them.

d. The statement of Gal. 2* that Paul refused to yield to the pressure
brought upon him in Jerusalem “that the truth of the gospel might
continue with you” js understood by some to imply that at the time
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of the conference in Jerusalem he had already preached the gospel to
the Galatians, hence that they were South-Galatians. But the “you”
of this passage may mean the Gentiles in general, not the Galatians
in particular. :

e. The people of Lystra took Paul and Barnabas for gods (Acts 14%).
Paul says the Galatians received him as an angel of God (Gal. 41).
But the parallel is not close enough to prove anything more than that
the Galatians and Lycaonians were both warmhearted, impulsive
people.

f. The allusion in Gal. 51 to the charge that Paul still preached cir-
cumcision seems an echo of the use made among the Galatians of his
circumcision of Timothy. Now, as Timothy was a South-Galatian,
it is particularly probable that the judaisers would use this fact against
him in southern Galatia. True, but the story might easily be told in
northern Galatia, though the event occurred in southern Galatia.

g- The “marks of the Lord Jesus,” Gal. 617, have been interpreted
to refer to the scourging at Philippi, and the inference has been drawn
that the letter was written on the second missionary journey, and that
accordingly the churches were in southern Galatia, since at this time
he had not yet been twice (4%) in northern Galatia. But it is equally
plausible (and equally inconclusive; ¢f. b above) to refer these marks
to the experience referred to in 1 Cor. 15 or 2 Cor. 18, and to argue
that the letter must belong to the third missionary journey and that the
churches could not be in southern Galatia, since when Paul was at
Ephesus he had on the South-Galatian theory been in southern Galatia
three times. i

h. It is said that Paul would not have gone into northern Galatia,
where Greek was comparatively unknown. Jerome does, indeed,
testify that the Gallic language was still spoken in this region three
hundred years after Paul wrote. But the same passage characterises
Greek as the common language of the Orient, and the use of Greek in
inscriptions of Ancyra belonging to the time of Tiberius (Boeckh,
C. 1. G. 4011, 4039, cited by Mommsen, Provinces of the Roman Em-
pire, 1 369) indicates that the country was bilingual in Paul’s day
also.

i. It is said that Paul would certainly have kept to the main high-
ways, hence would not have passed through northern Galatia. This
argument can apply only to the second missionary journey; for if on
that journey he had founded churches in Pessinus, Ancyra, and Tavium
these churches would themselves have furnished a sufficient reason
for a subsequent journey into that region. The question, therefore,
reduces itself to the inquiry whether under the circumstances indicated
in Acts 16¢ and Gal. 4'* Paul would have gone northeast into northern
Galatia. This question has already been discussed at length.
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In view of all the extant evidence we conclude that the bal-
ance of probability is in favour of the South-Galatian view.
The North-Galatian theory in the form advocated by Sief.
Schm. and Moff. is not impossible. If in place of the incom-
plete and obscure, possibly inaccurate, language of Acts 16%
and 18% we had clear and definite evidence, this evidence might
prove the existence of North-Galatian. churches founded by
Paul before the writing of this letter. If so, this would, as
indicated above, in turn prove that Paul’s letter was written
to them. But the evidence as it stands is not sufficient to
bear the weight of theory which this hypothesis involves, in-
cluding, as it does, the very existence of churches of whose
existence we have no direct or definite evidence, On the basis
of the existing evidence the most probable view is that of
Zahn, viz., that on his second missionary journey Paul passed
through the western edge of old Galatia, there finding or mak-
ing a few disciples, but founding no churches; and that his
letter to the churches of Galatia was written not to the Gala-
tians of this region, but to the churches of Derbe, Lystra,
Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch.

III. THE TIME AND PLACE OF WRITING.

There is no evidence by which to determine with accuracy
the time in Paul’s life at which he wrote his letter to the Gala-
tians. All that can be done is to fix certain limits of time
within which it was written.

1. It must obviously have been written after the events
narrated in chaps. 1 and 2. Of these the conference at Jeru-
salem (2!-19) is expressly said to have taken place fourteen years
after the conversion of Paul, or more probably fourteen years
after his previous visit to Jerusalem, which itself took place
three years after his conversion.

2. The points of coincidence between this narrative and that
of Acts, chap. 15, are so many and of such character as practi-
cally to establish the identity of the two events,* The Acts

* See detached note, p. 117; Weizs. Agost. Zeits;, p. 168; E. T. I 199 f.; McGiffert,
Apostolic Age, p. 208; Ltft. Com. on Gal. pp. 123 f., and other commentaries on Gal.;
Wendt, 4 postelgeschickie, cap. 15, in Meyer’s K ¢ar, and other taries on Acts.
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narrative places the conference “no little time” after the
return of Paul and Barnabas to Antioch from their first mis-
sionary journey. We thus have a double dating of the event,
that of Gal. 2, which locates it from fourteen to seventeen
years after the conversion of Paul and that of the Acts narra-
tive, which places it between the apostle’s first and second
missionary journeys.

_ 3. The visit of Peter to Antioch narrated in 21!-* presumably
followed the conference in Jerusalem, and is naturally assigned
to the period of Paul’s stay in Antioch referred to in Acts 15%.
Thus the earliest possible date for the writing of the letter is
the latter portion of that period.

4. The phrase 70 Tpd7epov in Gal. 4 has often been appealed
to as decisive evidence that before writing this letter Paul had
made two evangelistic journeys into Galatia. Taken alone the
words do not seem with certainty to prove this (see note on
76 TpdTepov, pp. 239 ff.). But when the evidence of 41 % (¢. v.;
¢f. 1% also) that Paul had communicated with the Galatians
between the original preaching of the gospel to them (4%) and
the writing of the letter is taken into account, the simplest
explanation of all the data is that Paul had made two visits to
Galatia before writing the letter. On this supposition the let-
ter must have been written not only after the visit of Peter to
Antioch (Acts 15%) but after the journey of Acts 161-5, Time
must also be allowed for the apostle to have gone some dis-
tance from Galatia, for the visit of the judaising missionaries,
for such success as they had achieved in their effort to win the
Galatians to their conception of the way of salvation, and for
the carrying of the news to Paul. See Gal.1% 7 5713, and dis-
cussion under “Occasion and Purpose” below. As these con-
ditions could scarcely have been fulfilled before the arrival of
the apostle in Corinth as narrated in Acts 18, we may regard
it as improbable that the letter was written.before that eévent.
On the North-Galatian view and the supposition that Paul
had visited the churches twice before writing the letter, it must
have been written after Acts 18%,

5. The phrase orws raxéws in 1° shows that the letter was
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written at no long time after the conversion of the Galatians,
but furnishes no ground of choice among dates which are on
other grounds possible. See on 1.

6. If within the period of the apostle’s life after Acts 18! we
seek to determine a more definite date, some weight must be
given to such evidence as the relation between Galatians and
Romans. The latter, presenting calmly and deliberately views
similar in substance to those which the former expresses with
the heat of controversy, was probably written after Galatians.
Of somewhat similar character is the relation between Galatians
and 1 and 2 Corinthians. The situation reflected in the latter,
showing the representatives of the judaistic tendency opposing
Paul’s work in Achaia, probably arose after the situation de-
scribed in Galatians was created in Galatia, the judaisers pre-
sumably moving westward in their attack upon Paul’s work.
But inasmuch as the letter was manifestly written while the
situation that arose in Galatia was still acute, and not long
after the visit of the judaisers, it is most probably to be assigned
to a period before the coming of the judaisers to Corinth; in
other words, not later than the early part of the apostle’s two
years and three months in Ephesus (Acts 19'-%). Yet this
argument can not be strongly pressed. The missionaries to
Galatia and Achaia were not at all certainly the same persons,
and the delegation to Corinth may have gone there before the
other group arrived in Galatia.

4. Some consideration is also due to the fact that the letters
of the apostle taken together show that his controversy with
his legalistic opponents made a deep impression on his think-
ing and, for some years at least, filled a large place in his
thoughts. From 1 Corinthians to Colossians every letter shows
at least some marks of this controversy, while of several of
them it is the central theme. But in 1 and 2 Thessalonians we
find no reference whatever to this matter. This fact creates a
certain probability that Galatians was not written till after
1 and 2 Thessalonians. But the force of this argument is
largely destroyed by the fact that the letters to the Thessalo-
nians must have been written in any case after the conference
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at Jerusalem, and, therefore, after the judaistic controversy had
come to fill a large place in the apostle’s thought.

But if, as is on the whole probable, Galatians was written
after the arrival at Corinth on his second missionary journey,
and before Romans on his third missionary journey, there are
several places and times at which it may have been written, of
which four are perhaps most worthy of consideration. If it
was written to the churches of southern Galatia it may date
from (1) Corinth in the period of Acts 18-, and either before
or after the writing of 1 Thessalonians, (2) Antioch' in the
period of Acts 182 %s  (3) Ephesus'in the period covered by
Acts, chap. 19, or (4) Macedonia or Achaia in the period cov-
ered by Acts 203,

Mynster (Einleitung in den Brief an die Galater, in Kleinere Schriften,
1825), Zahn (Einleitung in d. N. T.*, pp. 130~142, E. T. pp. 193 f.,
esp. 196—199), Bacon (Introduction to the N. T., p. 58), and Rendall
(Expositor, Ser. IV, vol. IX; . Exp. Grk. Test., vol. III, p. 146) as-
sign it to Corinth before the writing of 1 Thessalonians, thus making
it the first of all the apostle’s letters. Renan (St. Pawl, p. 313) and
Ramsay (St. Pawl the Traveller, pp. 189 ff.; Commentary, pp. 242 f.)
date it from Antioch in the period of Acts 18+, while Askwith (Epistle
to the Galatians, chaps. VII, VIII) dates it from Macedonia after
2 Corinthians. '

In favour of Antioch in the period of Acts 18® as against Cor-
inth on the second missionary journey, it is to be said that
information concerning affairs in Galatia (the efforts of the
judaisers and their success with the Galatians) would more
easily reach the apostle in Antioch of Syria than in Macedonia
or Achaia. It has also been suggested by Ram. (Traveller,
pp- 189 f.) that the letter gives evidence that the apostle had
full information of the state of affairs such as would not easily
have been obtained by a letter, and implies, therefore, that he
had received knowledge by a personal messenger. As such
messenger no one would be more probable than Timothy, him-
self a Galatian. But Timothy was with Paul at Corinth for
'some time, as 1 and 2 Thessalonians show. Only then, towards
the latter part of the Corinthian residence, could he have left
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Paul for Galatia, and in that case could have joined Paul at
no more probable place than Antioch. Indeed, it is a very
natural hypothesis that at or about the time when Paul left
Corinth to go to Syria by water, he sent Timothy to go as far.
as Ephesus by water and thence through Asia Minor overland
for the double purpose of visiting his home once more and of
gathering information concerning the churches. In that case,
whether originally expecting to go through to Antioch or to
await Paul in Galatia, it would be natural for Timothy, when
he learned the state of affairs in Galatia, to hasten forward to
Antioch to inform Paul. The prominence of the incident at
Antioch (21-%1) would also be easily explained if the apostle
wrote from Antioch, as also the fact that though writing to
several churches, one of which was at Pisidian Antioch, he
nevertheless speaks of Antioch in Syria simply as Antioch.
To the possible objection that Paul would hardly have written
to the Galatians from Syrian Antioch between his second and
third missionary journeys, since he must have been on the
point of going to Galatia himself, it is sufficient to answer that
we have no means of knowing how long he was still to tarry at
Antioch when he wrote, and that his conduct in relation to
the church at Corinth (see esp. 2 Cor. 1% 21) shows that he had
a preference for dealing with such troubles as that which existed
in Galatia by correspondence and messenger rather than by
a personal visit.

But none of these reasons is very weighty. It must be con-
fessed, moreover, that the supposition that the letter was
written at Antioch to the churches of southern Galatia between
the second and third missionary journeys does not comport
well with what seems to be the most probable interpretation
of Acts 18%, viz.,, that the apostle passed by these churches on
the third journey; ¢f. p. xI. If his effort to retain the loyalty
of the churches to his gospel was successful he would certainly
wish to confirm this result by a visit; if it was unsuccessful
(unless, indeed, utterly and hopelessly so, in which case the
letter would probably not have been preserved), he would cer-
tainly wish to attempt to accomplish by a visit what he had
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failed to achieve by his letter. If, indeed, Acts 18% can be so
interpreted as to imply a journey through southern Galatia, then
the expression ‘“confirming all the disciples” would appropri-
ately describe the purpose and effect of a visit following the
letter, assumed to be successful, but in itself furnishes no strong
evidence that the letter had been written.

The case for Antioch is, therefore, not very strong, and as
against Ephesus on the third missionary journey, it is even
less so than against Corinth on the second. Nor can
T6 TpoTepov (4%) be urged against Ephesus on the ground
that at that time Paul would have been in Galatia three times,
for, as shown above, it is not certain or even probable that the
journey of Acts 18% included the churches of Galatia. If there
is any weight in Ram.’s argument respecting the probability of
Timothy bringing the apostle personal information, this applies
almost equally well to Ephesus as the place of writing. For if
Paul did not visit the churches of southern Galatia in the jour-
ney of Acts 182 he may very well have sent Timothy by that
route, and have received Timothy’s report at Ephesus.

The arguments by which Askwith supports his contention
in favour of Macedonia on the third missionary journey are
not all equally forcible, but there is no strong counter argu-
ment, and this location of the letter very interestingly accounts
for the language of Gal. 67 8 and its parallelism with 2 Cor. g¢.
Yet neither is this a decisive or strong argument for his view.

Apparently, therefore, we must remain contented without
any strong reason for deciding whether the letter, if destined
for the churches of southern Galatia, was written in the latter
part of the apostle’s stay at Corinth on his second missionary
journey, or at Antioch between the second and third journeys,
or at Ephesus on the third journey, or still later on this jour-
ney, in Macedonia or Achaia. If there is any balance of prob-
ability it seems to be in favour of Ephesus.

On the supposition that the letter was written to churches in northern
Galatia founded on the second missionary journey (Acts z6¢), and
that the evidence of the epistle indicates that he had visited them a
second time, the letter, as already pointed out, must have been writ~
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ten after Acts 18%. On the other hand, his journeys after leaving
Corinth at the end of his third missionary journey (Acts 20%) are such
as to make the writing of the letter after this latter time improbable, as
is also the relation of Galatians to Romans. As between Ephesus and
Macedonia, or between either of these and Achaia, there is little ground
for choice. The argument of Ltft. that it must be placed after the
Corinthian letters because of its close affinity to Romans is of little
weight, especially in view of the fact that Romans was probably a
circular letter and may have been composed some months before the
Roman copy was sent from Corinth.

Continental scholars who hold the North-Galatian view generally
place the letter at Ephesus. So Mey. Ws. Sief. Godet, Stein. Simi-
larly Holtzmann places it on the journey to Ephesus, or soon after
the arrival there, and Jiilicher during the Ephesus ministry, but while
on a missionary journey out from that city. Conybeare and Howson,
and after them Ltft., argue for Corinth on the same journey; so also
Salmon. On the whole, there is no more probable date for the letter
than Ephesus on the third missionary journey, whether it was written
to northern or southern Galatia.

Lake, Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, pp. 279 f., identifying the visit
to Jerusalem of Gal, 2t-10 with that of Acts, chaps. 11 and 12, and
denying that the td mpétepov of 4% implies two visits to Galatia, places
the writing of the letter before the Council at Jerusalem recorded in
Acts, chap. 15. In this he agrees substantially with Emmet (Galatians,
pp.- XIV f.), and Round (The Daie of . . . Galatians), and, as concerns
the identification of the visit of Gal. 21-1® with that of Acts 11%, with
Ram. and Weber. But against this identification the meaning
and tense of &omol3acx in 210 are strong if not decisive evidence (see
ad loc.), while the many points of agreement between Gal. 21-:¢and Acts,
chap. 15, constitute on the whole decisive evidence for the reference
of these two passages to the same event. See detached note, p. 117.
It is indeed true that it is impossible to suppose that the account in
Acts, chap. 15, is in all respects accurate if it refers to the incident of
Gal. 2'-19; but it is more probable that this narrative is inaccurate in
its statement of the terms of the agreement, or in assigning them to
this occasion, than that, if the incident of Acts 21-1 occurred on the
occasion of the visit of Acts 11%, and the agreement stated in Gal. 2* 10
was reached at that time, the whole question was reopened, and an
event so like the former one occurred some two years later.

Turner, art. “Chronology’ in HDB, vol. I, p. 424, col. a (. also
Zahn, Kom. pp. 110 f.), holds that the visit of Peter to Antioch (Gal.
21u-14) preceded the events of Gal. 2119, Identifying the conference
of 21-10 with that of Acts, chap. 15, Turner also identifies the tivd¢ dxd
landifov of Gal. 212 with the wws xateABbwres &xd <is "Toudalag
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of Acts 15t. Ram. Traveller, pp. 158 f.; Com. pp. 304 f., making
Gal. 21-1¢ refer to the visit narrated in Acts 112, leaves Gal. 21-14 in
the position in relation to z1-1¢ in which it stands in Galatians. As indi-
cated above he dates the letter in the period of Acts 18%. The result in
both cases is, without affecting the date of the letter, to place the An-
tioch incident at a longer interval before the writing of it than the more
common view, which identifies Gal. 2! with Acts 15* and leaves the
order of Gal. chap. 2 undisturbed. Zahn, agreeing with Ram. in
identifying Gal. 2! with Acts 113 and with Turner in placing Gal. 21-1
before 2t-19, puts the Antioch incident still further back, even before
Paul’s first missionary journey, but still puts the writing of the letter
as Ram. does, after Acts, chap. 15, viz., at Corinth, in the period of
Acts 181, There is little or nothing to be said against the date to
which these writers assign the letter, but quite as little to be said in
favour of the position to which they assign the Antioch incident.
The transposition of the parts of Gal. chap. 2, to which Turner and
Zahn resort, is indeed not explicitly excluded by an Eweica at the
beginning of 2!, but neither is there anything to support it in the
language of the passage, while it does distinct violence to the psycho-
logical probabilities of the situation. As is pointed out in detail in
the exegesis of the passage, the question which arose at Antioch is
distinctly different from that which was discussed at Jerusalem, but
one to which the ignoring of ultimate issues which characterised the
Jerusalem conference, and the compromise in which it issued, was
almost certain to give rise. The position, moreover, which Paul was
driven to take at Antioch was definitely in advance of that which
he took at Jerusalem, involving a virtual repudiation not of one statute
of the law, but of all, and this not only for the Gentiles, but in principle
for the Jews. The reversal of the order in which he has narrated the
events is, therefore, an unwarranted violence to the record. It may,
indeed, not unreasonably be said that the Antioch incident could
scarcely have happened after the events of Acts, chap. 15, as narrated
in that passage; for the question that apparently arose as a new issue
at Antioch is already settled in decisions recorded in Acts, chap. 15.
But in view of all the evidence, the solution of this difficulty lies neither
in denying the general identity of the event of Gal. 21-1¢ with that of
Acts, chap. 15, nor in putting Acts, chap. 15 after Gal. 2:-1, but in
recognising that the Acts narrative is inaccurate in its statement of the
outcome of the conference, either colouring the decision actually
reached, or ascribing to this time a decision reached on some other and,
presumably, later occasion.

The view of McGiffert and Bartlet, adopted also by Emmet, that
the two visits to Galatia implied in td mpétepov of Gal. 4 are the out-
ward and return parts of the journey through southern Galatia on the
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first missionary journey, on which is based the conclusion that the
letter was written before the second missicnary journey, is discussed
on p. 241. McGiffert’s argument that if Paul had visited the Galatian
churches since the conference of Acts, chap. 15, he would have had
no occasion to give them the full account of it in Gal. 21-19, as of some-
thing of which they had not heard before, ignores the hint of the letter
(1* 4% that he had already discussed the matter with them, and
the possibility, not to say probability, that the acute situation which
existed when he wrote the letter called for a fresh statement of the
matter, and probably a fuller one than he had previously felt to be
necessary.

The reduction of the above statements, which are expressed
in terms of periods of the apostle’s life, to calendar dates in-
volves the whole problem of the chronology of the apostle’s
life. Without entering at length into this question, which lies
outside the scope of this Introduction, it may suffice to point
out that if, as seems to be proved by an inscription found at
Delphi (see Report of the Palestine Exploration Fund, April,
1908; Deissmann, St Paul, Appendix II; American Journal of
Theology, XXI 29g), Gallio became proconsul of Achaia in the
summer of 51 A. D., we arrive at 50 or 51 as the date for the
writing of Galatians in case it was written at Corinth on the
second missionary journey. If it was written at Antioch be-
tween his first and second journeys, it falls into 51 or g2; if at
Ephesus, on the third journey, in all probability into 52; if in
Macedonia or at Corinth, on the third missionary journey,
at some time in 54 or 55. If we identify the conference of
Gal. 2'-1® with that of Acts, chap. 15, assume, as is generally
held, that Herod Agrippa 1 died in 44 A. D., and, on the
ground of the position of the narrative of this event in Acts,
assign the visit of Acts 113 12% to a date not later than about
46 A. ., it will follow that the first visit to Galatia (Acts,
chaps. 13, 14) occurred not far from 46, and the second visit
of Paul to Jerusalem (Gal. 21-19) not far from 48. This date is
consistent with the apostle’s location of the event as occurring
seventeen years after his conversion (see on 2!), the resultant
date of his conversion being about 31 A.D.
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The argument for the later date (34 or 35) based on 1 Cor. 11#+* falls
to the ground with the recognition of the fact that the presence of the
ethnarch of Aretas in Damascus does not imply that Damascus was in
the dominion of Aretas. See on 1. '

IV. OCCASION AND PURPOSE OF THE LETTER.

It is fortunate for the interpreter of the letter to the Gala-
tians that while the location of the churches is in dispute and
the time and place of writing can be determined, if at all, only
by a balance of probabilities resting on indirect evidence, the
question for whose answer these matters are of chief importance,
can be decided with a good degree of certainty and on indepen-
dent grounds. The previous relations of the writer and his
readers, the circumstances that led to the writing of the letter,
the purpose for which it was written, these appear with great
clearness in the letter itself.

The Galatians to whom the letter was written were Gentile
Christians, converted from heathenism (48), evidently under
the preaching of Paul (1% % 413; ¢f. 3':). Paul’s first preach-
ing to them was occasioned by illness on his part (4); intend-
ing to go in some other direction, he was led by illness to go
to Galatia, or being on his way through Galatia and not intend-
ing to tarry there, he was led to do so by illness. He pro-
claimed to them Jesus Christ and him crucified, preaching that
men could through faith in Jesus the Christ escape from the
present evil age and attain the approval of God apart from
works of law (3! 2). He imposed on his converts no Jewish
ordinances, but taught a purely spiritual Christianity (3% 3
481 g3 %), The Galatians received him and his gospel with
enthusiasm (412-1°), They were baptised (3%’) and received the
gift of the Holy Spirit, miracles wrought among them giving
evidence of his presence (32-%). That Paul visited them a sec-
ond time is made practically certain by the evidence of 1° 413 2
(g.v.). Possibly before the second visit there had been false
teachers among them (1?), but if so the defection had not been
- serious (18 57). More recently, however, a serious attempt had

* See Burton, Records and Letiers of the Aposiolic Age, pp. 2041,
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been made to draw them away from the gospel as Paul had
preached it to them (17 5%). This new doctrine opposed to
Paul’s was of a judaistic and legalistic type. Its advocates
evidently endeavoured to win the Galatians to it by appealing
to the promises to Abraham and his seed recorded in the Old
Testament. Though the letter makes no definite quotation
from the language of these teachers it is easily evident from
the counter argument of the apostle in chapters 3 and 4 that
they had taught the Galatians either that salvation was possi-
ble only to those who were, by blood or adoption, children of
Abraham, or that the highest privileges belonged only to these.
See especially 37 % 14 423, They had laid chief stress upon
circumcision, this being the initiatory rite by which a Gentile
was adopted into the family of Abraham. Though they had
cautiously abstained from endeavouring to impose upon the
Galatians the whole Jewish law, or from pointing out that this
was logically involved in what they demanded (5?), they had
induced them to adopt the Jewish feasts and fasts (41°).

To these doctrinal elements of the controversy, themselves
sufficient to arouse deep feeling and sharp antagonisms, there
was added a personal element still more conducive to embitter-
ment. The letter itself furnishes evidence, which is confirmed
by 1 and 2 Corinthians, that the apostolic office or function
was clearly recognised as one of great importance in the Chris-
tian community, and that the question who could legitimately
claim it was one on which there was sharp difference of opinion.
An apostle was much more than a local elder or itinerant mis-
sionary. He was a divinely commissioned founder of Christian
churches, indeed, more, of the Christian church cecumenical.
With their effort to keep the Christian movement within the
Jewish church, including proselytes from other religions, the
judaisers naturally associated the contention that the aposto-
late was limited to those who were appointed by Jesus or by
those whom he appointed. With their denial of the distinct-
ive doctrines of Paul they associated a denial of his right to
teach them as an apostle. This denial seems to have taken
the form of representing Paul as a renegade follower of the
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Twelve, a man who knew nothing of Christianity except what
he had learned from the Twelve, and preached this in a per-
verted form. This appears from the nature of Paul’s defence
of his independent authority as an apostle in the first two chap-
ters of the letter, and indicates that with their theory of a lim-
ited apostolate the judaisers had associated the claim that the
apostolic commission must proceed from the circle of the origi-
nal Twelve. See detached note on ’Amdarodos, pp. 363 ff-

This double attack of the judaisers upon the apostle and his
doctrine and the attempt to convert the Galatians to their
. view was upon the point of succeeding when Paul learned of
the state of affairs. The Galatians were already giving up the
gospel which Paul had taught them (1°); he feared that his
labour on them was wasted (4'); yet in a hopeful moment he
was confident in the Lord that they would not be carried
away (5).

Such is the situation that gave rise to the letter. In a sense
Paul had a double purpose, partly to defend himself, partly to
defend his gospel, but only in a sense. The defence of himself
was forced on the apostle by the relation in which the question
of his apostleship stood to the truth of his gospel. Considerable
space is necessarily devoted in the first third of the letter to
the personal matter, since it was of little use for the apostle
to argue, and of no use to affirm, what constituted the true
gospel, while his readers doubted his claim to be an authorised
expounder of the gospel. Towards the end he carefully guards
his doctrine from certain specious but false and mischievous
inferences from it (51f-), and touches upon a few other minor
matters. But the central purpose of the letter is to arrest the
progress of the judaising propaganda with its perverted gospel
of salvation through works of law, which the Galatians were on
the. very point of accepting, and to win them back to faith in
Jesus Christ apart from works of law, the gospel which Paul
himself had taught them.

Incidentally the letter affords us most important information
" which we can not suppose to have been any part of the apostle’s
plan to transmit to us, but which is not on that account the less
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valuable. No other letter contains so full and objective a
piece of autobiography as that which he has given us in the
first two chapters of this letter. Informing as are 1 and 2
Corinthians, 1 Thessalonians and Philippians, these chapters
are even more so.

Not less valuable is the contribution of the letter to the his-
tory of the apostolic age. It carries us into the very heart of
the controversy between the narrow, judaistic conception of
the gospel, and that more enlightened, broader view of which
Paul was the chief champion in the first age of the church.
The story is told, indeed, in part in Acts, but as it was conceived
years after the event; in the letter we have not so much an
account of the controversy as a voice out of the conflict itself.
The information is first-hand; the colours have the freshness
and vividness of nature. Not least important for us to-day
is. the testimony which the letter bears to the limits of that
controversy. A just intérpretation of the second chapter shows
most clearly not that Peter and Paul were in sharp antagonism
to one another, representatives of opposing factions, but that,
while they did not altogether agree in their conceptions of reli-
gious truth, and while Peter lacked the steadiness of vision
necessary to make him stand firmly for the more liberal view,
yet neither he nor even James directly opposed Paul’s view,
or his claim to be an apostle of Christ. The opponents of
Paul were certain “false brethren . . . who came in privily to
spy out our liberty.” They had, indeed, influence enough
with the Jerusalem apostles to lead the latter to urge Paul to
pursue a compromising course; but when Paul refused, the
pillar-apostles virtually took his side and gave to him bhands
of fellowship recognising the legitimacy of his mission to the
Gentiles.

Yet the recognition of the fact that there were really three
parties to the controversy rather than two leaves its signifi-
cance but little diminished and its bitterness unchanged. The
sharpness of the apostle’s language both in Galatians and
2 Corinthians was doubtless called forth by at least an equal
bitterness on the side of his opponents. The questions at issue
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- were fundamental (see below, § V) and the discussion of them
was no calm academic debate, but a veritable contest for large
stakes between men of intense conviction and deep feeling.
Nor was it significant for Galatia and Corinth and Jerusalem
only, nor for that age alone. Had no one arisen in that age
to espouse the view for which Paul contended, or had the con-
troversy issued in a victory for the judaistic party, the whole
history of Christianity must have been different from what it
has been. Christianity would have been only a sect of Juda-
ism, and as such would probably have been of relatively little
force in the history of the world, or would even have been lost
altogether, becoming reabsorbed into the community from
which it came. The letter to the Galatians is a first-hand
document from the heart of one of the most significant contro-
versies in the history of religion.

V. THE QUESTIONS AT ISSUE.

The above statement of the occasion of the letter is sufficient
to show that the controversy in which it-played a part had to
do with certain questions which were of fundamental impor-
tance for early Christianity. These questions did not first
come to the surface in Galatia, but neither did they become
prominent at the beginning of Paul’s career, nor were they all
stated and discussed with equal explicitness. The one which
came most clearly into the foreground and was probably also
the first to be debated was whether Gentiles who, attracted by
the message of the gospel, were disposed to accept it must be
circumcised in order to be recognised as members of the Chris-
tian community and to participate in the salvation which the
gospel brought to those who received it. To this question
Gal. 3! shows clearly that Paul had, before beginning his
evangelistic work in Galatia, returned a definitely negative
answer. This epistle furnishes evidence which, though not
explicit in its individual items, is on the whole sufficient to
show that this position of the apostle was not at first strongly
- opposed by the Jerusalem church (see 1 and notes thereon).
The statement of Gal. 1% # that when the churches of Judza
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heard of Paul’s work in Syria and Cilicia they glorified God in
him, taken with the evidence that Paul’s convictions about
the relation of his gospel to the Gentiles were formed very
early in his career as a Christian, makes it probable that there
was at first no strong sentiment in the Jerusalem church against
recognising Gentiles who accepted the gospel message as mem-
bers of the new fellowship and community. That presently,
however, there arose a conflict of opinion on the subject was
apparently due to two causes. On the one hand, there were
added to the Christian community in Judza certain men of
strongly conservative tendencies who were convinced that
Christianity ought to be built strictly on the basis of the
Abrahamic covenant, and that the Christian sect ought to
differ from other Jewish sects, in particular from the Pharisaic
sect, only by the addition of the doctrine of the Messiahship of
Jesus, and in no case by any subtraction from the doctrines or
requirements of the Old Testament religion as currently inter-
preted. On the other hand, as the effects of the evangelistic
activity of Paul became more manifest and better known to
the church at Jerusalem, the real extent and serious nature of
his departure from the views and practices now becoming cur-
rent in the mother church doubtless became more evident. As
a result of these two influences the question of the obligation of
the Gentile Christians to be circumcised came to an issue in the
incident narrated by Paul in Gal. 2119, The debate which took
place on that occasion was apparently limited to this one ques-
tion of the circumcision of Gentile Christians. The Jerusalem
apostles at first urging Paul to conform, at least in the case of
Titus, to the views of the ultraconservative element, were at
length persuaded to throw their influence on the side of Paul’s
view, to give their approval to his way of winning the Gentiles
to faith in Christ, and not to insist upon circumcision. See the
commentary on this passage.

But the decision of this question speedily opened another
one. In the Antioch church, in which there were both Jews
and Gentiles, it became customary not only not to circumcise
the Gentile members, but for Jews to eat with the Gentiles,
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doubtless also for Gentiles to eat with the Jews. It is true
that our only explicit record is an account of what took place
after Peter came to Antioch. Yet that he was responsible for
the custom in which he at first participated is contrary to all
probability. The table-fellowship at Antioch was clearly the
product of Pauline liberalism, not of Petrine caution or com-
promise. On the relation of the narrative of Acts, chap. 10, to
the matter, see pp. 116 f.

That the Gentiles with whom Jewish Christians were eating
were not conforming to the laws of the Old Testament concern-
ing food, and that the table-fellowship of the Jews with Gentiles
involved violation of the Old Testament law by the Jews, also,
is the clear implication of the whole narrative. It is not, in-
deed, impossible that the Jewish legalists in their zeal to “‘build
a hedge about the law”’ had laid down a rule against associa-
tion of Jews and Gentiles in general (c¢f. Acts 10?%). But that
in the present case the requirement of the law, of which the
more strenuous rule, in so far as it was observed or enforced,
was an expansion by tradition, was distinctly in mind as the
crux of the controversy is shown by several considerations. In
the first place Paul speaks in Gal. 22 of Peter’s eating with the
Gentiles, implying that the question at issue was one not only
of association but of food. In the second place, Paul’s inter-
pretation of Peter’s withdrawal from fellowship with the Gen-
tiles as an attempt to compel the Gentiles to conform to Jewish
custom (Gal. 214) implies that the fellowship could be resumed
on condition that the Gentiles observed the Jewish law; which
obviously would not be the case if those who came from James
protested against fellowship between Jews and Gentiles in
general, or even against table-fellowship in particular, without
reference to whether it involved a disregard of the law of foods.
In the third place, the apostle’s quick transition from the dis-
cussion of the matter of Jews and Gentiles eating together, in
vviz4 to that of the observance of low in vv.!*f. makes it
evident that it was a statute of the law, not a tradition, the
‘observance of which was at issue. Even the narrative in Acts,
chap. 15, though manifestly not a wholly correct report of what



Ix INTRODUCTION

took place in Jerusalem and having no direct reference to the
Antioch incident, nevertheless shows how early the food law
played a part in the question of the freedom of the Gentiles.

But if the food on the tables of the Gentiles was not restricted
to that which the Levitical law permitted, then it is evident,
first, that the Gentiles had generalised the decision respecting
circumcision and concluded that no Jewish statutes were bind-
ing upon them, or at least had extended the principle to another
group of statutes; and, second, what is even more significant,
that the Jews had acted on the principle that the law which
was not binding on the Gentiles was not binding on them.

These two new questions came to issue in the discussion
between Peter and Paul at Antioch as narrated in 2., And
on this occasion Paul squarely took the position that the law
of foods was not only not binding on Jewish Christians, but
that they must not obey it under circumstances like those at
Antioch, which made their observance of it a compulsion of the
Gentiles to do the same.

By this contention Paul in effect denied the authority of
the Old Testament statutes over either Jews or Gentiles, at
least over those who accepted Jesus as the Son of God. That
he did this not only in effect, but with recognition of the fact
that this position on circumcision and foods carried with it the
general principle, is indicated by his employment, both in his
narrative of what he said to Peter and in his discussion of the
question later in the epistle, of the general term “law.” This
is also confirmed by the fact that in writing to the Corinthians
(1 Cor. 6; ¢f. 10%) he refused to make the authority of the
law the basis of his stern reproof of sexual immorality. Though
his principle, “All things are lawful,” was quoted in justifica-
tion of gross immorality, he would not withdraw it, but re-
affirmed it and rested his case against sexual crime solely on
the Christian ground that all things are not expedient, and
that by fornication the members of Christ become members of
a harlot, 4. e., enter into a relationship which destroys the
Christian’s vital fellowship with Christ. To Paul it was not
circumcision and foods, and festival days only that could not
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be enforced by law; nor ceremonies only; nothing could be
insisted upon in the name of law. ’ _

Yet in rejecting the authority of the Old Testament statutes,
Paul did not reject the teachings of the Old Testament ¢n fofo.
While quoting from the Old Testament the dicta of that legal-
ism which he emphatically rejects (3!%), he more frequently
quotes from it sentiments which he heartily approves. But,
more important, he affirms that the whole law is fulfilled
in one word to which he gives his unqualified assent (54), a
sentence which in view of his clear rejection of certain clear
requirements of the law can only mean that he saw in the law,
along with many statutes that were for him of no value, certain
fundamental principles which he had come to regard as con-
stituting the real essence and substance of the law. Thus
Paul neither approves nor disapproves all that the Jewish
church had canonised, but assumes towards it a discriminative
attitude, finding much in it that is true and most valuable,
but denying that being in the Old Testament of itself makes a
teaching or command authoritative. This discriminative atti-
tude towards the Old Testament, coupled with the apostle’s
clear recognition of its value as a whole and his insistence,
despite his dissent from many of its precepts, upon connecting
the Christian religion historically with that of the Old Testa-
ment, is most significant. Though he has left us no definite
statement to this effect, possibly never formulated the matter
in this way in his own mind, he in effect accepted the principle
that while each generation is the heir of all the ages, it is also
the critic of all, and the arbiter of its own religion. His con-
duct implied that not what was held in the past, though it
stood in sacred scriptures with an affirmation of its perpetual
authority, was determinative for the conviction and conduct
of living men, but that the criterion for belief and action was
to be found in their own interpretation of human experience,
their own experience and that of past generations as far as
known to them. Religion is not "then, for him, static, but
fluid, in constant evolution under the influence of men’s under-
standing of the experience of the race.
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This rejection of the authority of the Old Testament as such,
coupled with the apostle’s kindred contention that the gospel
was for all nations as they were, 7. e., without entrance into the
Jewish community or subjection to Jewish law, raised squarely
the issue whether Christianity was to be a potentially universal
religion or was to continue, as it was at first, a sect of Judaism,
differing mainly by one doctrine from current Pharisaism. On
this question Paul took clear issue with the conservative party
among the believers in the Messiahship of Jesus. The inspira-
tion of his mission was a vision of a church universal worship-
ping the one God and Father, and accepting Jesus as Lord and
Saviour—a church into which men should come from every
nation and religion, not through the vestibule of Judaism and
the acceptance of the law of Moses and the rites of the Old
Testament, but straight from where they were and through the
single and open door of faith in Jesus Christ. His opponents
also believed in one God and in Jesus as his Messiah, but they
could not consent or conceive that men should enter the Chris-
tian community except through an acceptance of Judaism, or
that the Christian church should be anything else than a specific
expression of the Jewish religious community.

But Paul brought the question of authority in religion to the
front in another way also. When the conservative brethren
at Jerusalem, whom Paul in his intensity of feeling denounces
as false brethren, took up arms against his doctrine of the
freedom of the Gentiles and his practical application of it to
circumcision and foods, they found it necessary to deny his
right to assume to be an expositor of Christianity, and to claim
substantially that such authority was vested in those who had
received it from Jesus while he was alive on earth. This
affirmation Paul denied, claiming that he had an independent
right to preach the gospel by virtue of the revelation of Jesus to
him as the Son of God (1'#- %), Vet in claiming for himself
this right to preach the gospel without hindrance or permission
from the Twelve he conceded to them equally with himself the
title of apostle (1'"), and the same right to preach within their
sphere of action the convictions which they held (2°), Itis true,
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indeed, that he was severe in his denunciation of those who
endeavoured to undo his own work (z8), and was outspoken in
his condemnation of those whom he regarded as false apostles
‘(2 Cor. 11%). But this is but the extreme affirmation of his own
divinely conferred commission, and an evidence that zeal to
make converts was not for him a necessary proof of a divine
commission or a right spirit. It in no way contravenes what
we are now affirming that what he claimed for himself, viz., a
divine commission and a corresponding responsibility, he freely
admitted might be possessed by other men who did not wholly
agree with him. Sitting in council with them he neither con-
sented to conform his own course of action or message to their
practice nor demanded that they should conform theirs to his.
The gospel of the circumcision and the gospel of the uncircum-
cision had certain elements in common, but they were by no
means identical. Yet he claimed for himself the right and
duty to preach his gospel, and admitted the right and duty of
the other apostles to preach theirs.

Thus to his rejection of the authority of Old Testament
statutes over the conduct of the men of his time, he added in
effect the denial that there was any central doctrinal authority
for the Christian community as a whole, Claiming the right
to teach to the Gentiles a religion stripped of all legalism and
reduced to a few religious and ethical principles, he conceded
to his fellow-apostles the right to attempt to win the Jews to
faith in Jesus while leaving them still in the practice of a strict
legalism. That both parties alike had this right to preach
according to their conviction, demanded that each should recog-
nise the other’s right. Such recognition Paul freely granted
to his fellow-apostles and claimed for himself. Thus without
expounding in detail a doctrine of the seat of authority in
religion, he in reality raised the whole question, and by implica-
tion took a very positive position, not against conference and
consultation or consideration for the rights of others—these he
insisted on—but against the authority of community or council,
- and in favour of the right of the individual to deliver the mes-
sage he believes God has given him, and if he gives credible
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evidence of a real divine commission, to go forward with his
work without interference.

But in connection with this principle of liberty in religion
there arose in the mind of the apostle, as doubtless also in
the minds both of his converts and his critics, further questions.
What is the essence of true religion? How is moral character
achieved? To men who had been wont to think of religion as
authoritatively defined for them in certain sacred books, of
morality as consisting in obedience to the statutes contained
in these books, and of acceptance with God as conditioned
upon such obedience and membership in the community whose
uniting tie and basis of unity was a relation to the covenant
recorded in the books, it was a serious question what became
of religion and morality if there was no longer any authoritative
book or any centralised ecclesiastical authority. Precisely this
question Paul never states in these words, but with the ques-
tion itself he deals explicitly and directly. Religion, he says
in effect, is not conformity to statutes, or non-conformity, but
a spiritual relation to God expressed in the word “faith,” and
an ethical attitude towards man, summed up in the word “love”
(Gal. 5%). Morality, he affirms, is not achieved by keeping
rules, but by living in fellowship with the Spirit of God and in
consequent love towards men, issuing in conduct that makes
for their welfare (51¢-2), Thus he makes religion personal rather
than ecclesiastical, and morality a social relation grounded in
religion. This is not a new doctrine. It had been announced
by the prophets of Israel long before. It is the doctrine which
the synoptic gospels tell us Jesus taught. But not even the
teaching of Jesus had sufficed to make it the dominant thought
of those who early joined the company of his followers, and it
was .a novelty, indeed, in the Grzco-Roman world. It has
never been accepted wholeheartedly by any considerable por-
tion of the Christian church. It is not to-day the real creed
of any great part of Christendom.

In this short epistle, written doubtless in haste and some
heat, Paul has raised some of the most fundamental and far-
reaching questions that can be raised in the field of religion.
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The positions which he took were in the main not those that
were generally accepted in his day or have been accepted since.
He was not the first to announce them, but as held by him
they were mainly the product of his own experience and think-
ing. The writing of the Epistle to the Galatians was an
epochal event in the history of religious thought. It is matter
for profound regret that its vital contentions were so soon lost
out of the consciousness of the Christian church,

VI. GENUINENESS AND INTEGRITY.

The question of the genuineness of Galatians is not easily
detached from the larger questions, how Christianity arose,
whether there was an apostle Paul who was a factor in its
origin, and if so whether he wrote any letters at all. It can not
be settled by the comparison of this letter with some other
letter which is accepted as certainly written by Paul. For
there is no other letter which has any better claim to be regarded
as his work than Galatians itself. But neither can it be best
discussed without reference to the other letters. As has been
shown in considering its occasion, the letter itself discloses,
largely incidentally and without apparent effort or intention, a
situation so complex, so vital, so self-consistent, so psychologi-
cally credible as to make it very improbable that it is a work
of art cunningly framed to create the impression that a situa-
tion which existed only in the writer’s mind was an actual one.
This fact is itself a strong reason for believing that the letter is
a natural product of the situation which it reflects. Yet the
question whether the letter was really written, as it professes
to have been, by Paul, an early preacher of the Christian gospel
and a founder of churches among the Gentiles, can best be dealt
with in connection with the same question respecting some, at
least, of the other letters which bear his name. For the real
question is what hypothesis best accounts for all the data; more
specifically whether the total evidence of the letters considered
‘in relation to all other pertinent evidence renders it most
probable that they are all genuine products of real situations,
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which they severally disclose, or that the whole group is manu-
factured, a work of art and literary device, or that while some
are of the former kind, there are others whose qualities bring
them under suspicion. Thus, in the same process, we select
the genuine, if any such there are, and fix the standard by
which to test the doubtful. In the attempt to select the docu-
ments of early Christianity which, furnishing first-hand and
basic testimony respecting that period, should constitute the
standard by which to assign the other books to their proper
place, Galatians has always been included in the normative
group by those who have found in the New Testament collec-
tion any books that were what they professed to be. On the
other hand, its own claims to be from Paul and the claim of
the church that it belonged to the first century have been
denied only in connection with a general denial that we have
any first-century Christian literature, or that there was any
first-century apostle Paul. The reason for this is not far to
seek. The situation out of which Galatians purports to spring
and which it professes to reflect is a very definite and concrete
one with strongly marked features. These features are largely
repeated in certain other letters that also purport to come from
Paul, with somewhat less close resemblance in still other let-
ters bearing Paul’s name, and in the Book of Acts. No one
book can without arbitrariness be assumed to be the standard
by which to test all the rest. No single book can arbitrarily
be excluded from consideration or postponed for secondary con-
sideration. But if in the examination of all the books purport-
ing to come from the first age of the church, it proves to be a
difficult task to restore from them all a self-consistent account
of the whole situation, then it is not an irrational but a reason-
able course to inquire whether there is any group which unitedly
reflects a situation which is self-consistent, psychologically pos-
sible, and in general not lacking in verisimilitude; and then in
turn to make this group and the situation it discloses the point
of departure for determining the relation of the rest to this
situation. F. C. Baur and the Tiibingen School may have
been, probably were, somewhat arbitrary in limiting their
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normative group to Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and Ro-
mans. But their error was not in including these four in this
group, nor chiefly in beginning with these, but in that having
begun with these, they excluded such other letters as 1 Thessa-
lonians, Philippians, and Philemon on insufficient grounds.
For our present purpose we shall not go far wrong if with Baur
we begin with the four letters that he accepted.

Beginning thus, we find that these four letters all claim to
have been written by a Paul who describes himself as an apostle
of Jesus Christ, and that they all present a clearly defined pic-
ture of him, which, however they differ among themselves in
important features, is yet consistent in the total result, and
singularly life-like. In respect to the region of his work, his
relation to the other apostles and to parties in the church, his
conception of Jesus and his attitude towards him, the outstand-
ing elements of his religion, the characteristics of his mind and
temper, they in part agree, in part supplement one another.
Their differences are never greater than would be probable in
the case of letters written by the same man in the same general
period of his life but in different places and under different
circumstances.

It is not necessary for the purpose of this argument to inquire
whether every part of the Epistle to the Romans, as we possess it, was
written by Paul, or how many epistles have been combined in our
so-called 2 Corinthians, or whether the editor has added some lines
of his own. The possibility of editorship including both arrangement
and some additions does not materially affect the significance of the
substantial and striking consistency and complementariness of the tes-
timony of the several letters to the character and career of their author.
Nor, as indicated above, is it necessary at this point to discuss the
question whether 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Philippians, Philemon, Colos-
sians, and Ephesians have equal claim to genuineness with the four
which Baur and his school accepted. The course of action which the
internal evidence of the letters and the history of criticism combine
to make most practicable is that which is indicated above.

It is not strange, therefore, that from the second century to
the present Galatians has been generally accepted as written
by Paul and as constituting, therefore, a first-hand source of
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knowledge concerning his life, his controversies, and his con-
victions.

Consistently with the general practice of the time, and what
we find to be the case in respect to other New Testament books,
there is a considerable period after the writing of the letter in
which we find traces, indeed, of its influence on other Christian
writers but no explicit mention of it by the name either of the
author or of the persons addressed.

There are certain coincidences of language between Galatians and
1 Peter, which some writers take to be evidence of a use of Galatians
by the author of the Petrine epistle. Von Soden (cited by Bigg,
St. Peter and St. Jude, in Int. Crit. Com. p. 20) finds such relationship
between 1 Pet. 1% and Gal. 3% 47; between 1 Pet. 2:¢ and Gal, 59;
and between 1 Pet. 3¢ and Gal. 4. O. D. Foster, The Literary Rela-
tions of the First Epistle of Peter, New Haven, 1913, finds a still longer
list of coincidences, which he ascribes to dependence of 1 Peter on
Galatians. If, as is probable, we should recognise a dependence of
1 Peter upon Romans (Sanday and Headlam, Com. on Romans, pp.
LXXIV ff.) it is not improbable that the writer knew Galatians also.
But the-passages cited are not in themselves altpgether conclusive
evidence of such knowledge.

Probable reminiscences of the language of Galatians are found in
Barn. 19%: xowevfoetg ¢v w@oty T wAnafov sou (Gal. 6¢); Clem.
Rom. 49%: &id vy dydmny, fv Eoxev mpds Huds, w0 alpa alrod Edwxey
dmtp Hudv ‘Incois Xptetds & xlpiog Hudv, év Bedfiuane Oeol, xal v
odpxa Oxdp ThHe capxds Hpdv xal Ty Quydy Owdp tdv Quydy Hpdy
(Gal. 14). Clearer parallels appear in Polyc. Phkil. 3% 3: ITabAou .
8¢ xal alrdg duty Eypaev émistodds, elg &g édv éyxdmmere, Suvhiseshe
olxodopeiofat el m)v JoBeicay dpiv wloty, fimtg édod w’rﬁzp TEYTWY
duiv (Gal. 4%); Phil. 51, eid6teg olv 81t Bedg od puxmpllerar (Gal. 67;
note the coincidence of the anarthrous 8s6¢ in both cases, and cf.
com. I. ¢.); Phil. 12%: qui credituri sunt in Dominum nostrum el Deum
Jesum Christum el in ipsius pairem qui resuscitavib eum o mortuis
(Gal. 11); Just. Mart. Dial. 935': émixardpatos ydp efonrat (sc.
Muwvusiic) ®=ag 8g olx Eupéver &v tols yeypappévots &v BBl
7ol véuou tol wofoor wdtdk (Gal. 319; Lxx read: év miotv Toig Abyorg
7ol véou tobrou worfjoar adrols). For other possible influences of the
letters on early Christian literature, ¢f. Charteris, Canonicity, pp.
233 f.; Gregory, Canon and Texi, pp. 201 f.; Moff. Introd. p. 107.

As early as about the middle of the second century there
existed lists of the letters of Paul, in which Galatians is included.
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From Tertullian, Adv. Marc. V, and from Epiph. Haer. XLII, we
learn that Marcion accepted ten epistles of Paul, though somewhat
modifying their text. These ten were Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
Romans, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Laodiceans (Ephesians?), Colossians,
Philippians, and Philemon. Both writers name them in the same
order except that Epiphanius puts Philemon before Philippians. The
agreement of a free-lance such as Marcion with the orthodox party is
more significant of the state of early Christian opinion than would be
its acceptance by either alone. Marcion’s reference to the Epistle to
the Galatians is apparently the first extant mention of it by name.

The Muratorian Canon, which Gregory (op. cit., p. 129) dates about
170 A.D. and most others before 200 A. D. at latest (for different opinions
see Jiilicher, Einl.t, p. 146) includes Galatians among the epistles of
Paul.

From about 175 A. D. quotations from the epistle with cita-
tion of it by name, or express quotation of its language are
found.

Irenzus quotes Gal. 4* * expressly ascribing it to Paul (Haer. 3. 6%),
and 3 4¢ 5, speaking of these passages as in the Epistle to the Gala-
tians. (Haer. 3. 72, 16%; 5. 211). See Charteris, op. cil., p. 235.

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 31, says that “Paul writing to the
Galatians says, texviz pou o3 TdAy dBbwo, &ypts ob poppwdf Xoetatds &v
Outy”’ (Gal. 4%).

Origen, Con. Celsum, v.*, quotes Celsus as saying that men who
differ widely among themselves, and in their quarrels inveigh most
shamefully against one another, may all be heard saying, “The world
is crucified to me and I to the world”: éuol xbopog éstalpwral, xd1d
@ xbowp (Gal, 61).

From the end of the second century quotations from our
epistle are frequent, and no question of its Pauline authorship
was raised until the nineteenth century. Even since that time
few scholars have doubted it.

To Bruno Bauer apparently belongs the distinction of being the
first person to question the genuineness of Galatians,* In opposition

* Edward Evanson, an English deist previously a clergyman of the Church of England,
in his work on the Dissonance of our Four Generally Received Evangelists, 1792, directing his
criticism especially against the fourth gospel, denied also the genuineness of Romans, Ephe-
sians, and Colossians, and expressed doubts about Philippians, Titus, and Philemon, but
raised no question about Galatians. Cf. Sief. Kom. p. 26; Knowling, Testimony of St.
" Pawl fo Christ, p. 38. Steck, Galaterbrief, p. 4, seems to be in error in saying that Evanson
embraced in his dénial all the books of the New Testament with the possible exception of
Luke. I bave not myself seen Evanson.
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to the well-known view of F. C. Baur and the Tiibingen school that
the chief factor in the production of the genuine literary remains of
the apostolic age was the controversy between the judaistic party
in the church and the opposing liberal tendency represented by Paul,
and that Galatians, 1 and 2 Corinthians, and Romans were the prod-
ucts on the Pauline side of this conflict, B. Bauer in his Krifik der
paulinischen Briefe, Berlin, 1850~52, assigned practjcally all the books

- of the New Testament, including all the so-called letters of Paul, to
the second century. But, like Evanson before him, Bauer found no
followers.

In 1882 Professor A. D. Loman of Amsterdam began the publication
of a series of Essays in Thkeologisck Tijdschrift under the title ““Queas-
tiones Paulinz,” in which, though recognising the existence of Paul, of
whom we gain our most trustworthy knowledge in the * we-sections”
of Acts, he maintained that we have no letters from Paul, and that
all the letters accepted by Baur are in reality attempts to present an
idealised Paul.

A. Pierson, who in 1878 had incidentally expressed doubts of the
genuineness of the Epistle to the Galatians, in 1886 joined with S. A.
Naber in a volume entitled, Verisimilia: Laceram conditionem Novi
Testamenti exemplis illusiraruni et b origine repetierumt. They ex-
plained all the New Testament books as the result of a Christian
working-over of books produced originally by a liberal school of Jewish
thought. The Pauline epistles in particular are the product of the
editorial work of a certain Paulus Episcopus of the second century.

Rudolf Steck, in Der Galaterbrief nach seiner Echtheit untersucht,
Berlin, 1888, maintains the historicity of the apostle Paul, but holds
that like Jesus he wrote nothing. The four principal letters ascribed
to Paul he maintains to have been written in the order: Romans,
1 Corinthians, 2 Corinthians, Galatians, by the Pauline School, the
last being based upon the earlier ones.

Van Manen at first vigorously opposed the views of Loman, but
later himself advocated similar opinions. In his article “Paul,” in
Encyc. Bib. vol. I1I, col. 3603 f., he contends that ‘“we possess no
epistles of Paul” (col. 3631), “and various reasons lead us so far as
the canonical text [of Galatians] is concerned to think of a Catholic
adaptation of a letter previously read in the circle of the Marcionites,
although we are no longer in a position to restore the older form”
(col. 3627).

It is no longer necessary to discuss these views at length.
They belong already to the history of opinion rather than to
living issues. Outside the limited circle of the writers named
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above and a very few others* they have won no adherents either
in England or America or on the Continent. The verdict of
Germany as expressed by H. J. Holtzmann is accepted by
scholars generally. “For ten years a determined effort was
made by Holland and Switzerland to ascribe all of the epistles
of Paul as not genuine to the second century. This attempt
has found no support from German theology” (New World,

June, 1894, p. 215).

The student who is interested may consult the works above referred
to for the views of the writers themselves, and for criticism of their
views: Zahn, ZEWEL, 1889, pp. 451-466; Gloel, Die jngste Kritik
des Galaterbriefes, Erlangen, 1890; Schmidt, Der Galaterbrief im Feuer
der neuesten Kritik, Leipzig, 1892; Godet, I'ntroduction to the Epistles
of St. Paul, 1894, pp. 230 ff.; Knowling, Witness of the Episties, Lon-
don, 1892, chap. III; and Testimony of St. Paul to Christ, New York,
1905, Preface and Lectures I and IIT; Schmiedel, article, “ Galatians,”
in Encyc. Bib. vol. IL, cols. 1617-1623; Clemen, Paulus, Giessen, 1904,
vol. I, pp. 6-42; Lake, Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, London, 1911, chap.
VII; ¢f. also literature referred to by Moff. Introd., p. 107, Knowl-
ing, and Schmiedel, op. cit.

Modern criticism as represented by scholars of all schools of
thought, with the few exceptions noted, ratifies the tradition
of centuries that the letter to the Galatians was written, as it
claims to have been, by Paul, the Christian apostle of the first
century. The internal evidence of the letter, with the vivid
disclosure of a commanding personality and a tense and in-
tensely interesting situation, and the correspondence of that
situation with that which is reflected in the other literature
professing to come from the same author and period, supple-
mented by the external evidence, rather meagre though it is,
furnish no ground or occasion, indeed, for any other opinion.

* J. Friedrich, Die Unechtheit des Galaterbriefs, 1801; Kalthoff, Die Entstehung des Chrisien-
thums, 1004; Johnson, Améigus Mater, 1887; Robertson, Pagen Christs. Cf. Knowling and
Clemen, 0p. cit. 3
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VII. ANALYSIS OF THE LETTER.

I. INTRODUCTION. 1!-19,

1. Salutation, including assertion of the writer’s apos-
tolic authority 1!-%,

2. Expression of indignant surprise at the threatened
abandonment of his teaching by the Galatians, in
which is disclosed the occasion of the letter 1%-1°.

II. PeERSONAL PORTION OF THE LETTER.

The general theme established by proving the apostle’s
independence of all human authority and direct
relation to Christ: 1''—2%,

1. Proposition: Paul received his gospel not from men.
but immediately from God 11! 1,

2. Evidence substantiating the preceding assertion of
his independence of human authority drawn frora
various periods of his life 11822,

¢. Evidence drawn from his life before his conver-
sion 113 14,

5. Evidence drawn from the circumstances of his
conversion and his conduct immediately there-
after 115-17,

¢. Evidence drawn from a visit to Jerusalem three
years after his conversion 1!8-29,

d. Evidence drawn from the period of his stay in
Syria and Cilicia 12-%,

e. Evidence drawn from his conduct on a visit to
Jerusalem fourteen years after the preceding
one 21-10,

f. Evidence drawn from his conduct in resisting
Peter at Antioch 211-4, '

g- Continuation and expansion of his address at
Antioch so stated as to be for the Galatians,
also an exposition of the gospel which he
preached 215-3,
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III. REFUTATORY PORTION OF THE LETTER.
The doctrine that men, both Jews and Gentiles, become

1

[

acceptable to God through faith rather than by works
of law, defended by refutation of the arguments of
the judaisers, and chiefly by showing that the “heirs
of Abraham” are such by faith, not by works of
law. Chaps. 3, 4.

. Appeal to the early Christian experience of the
Galatians 31-&,

. Argument from the faith of Abraham, refuting the
contention of his opponents that only through
conformity to law could men become “sons of
Abraham” 3¢-9,

. Counter argument, showing that those whose stand-
ing is fixed by law are by the logic of the legalists
under the curse of the law 31014,

. Argument from the irrevocableness of a covenant
and the priority of the covenant made with
Abraham to the law, to the effect that the coven-
ant is still in force 315-18,

. Answer to the objection that the preceding argu-
ment leaves the law without a reason for being
319-22. -

. Characterisation of the condition under law and, in
contrast with it, the condition since faith came:
then we were held in custody under law; now we
are all sons of God, heirs of the promise 32-®,

. Continuation of the argument for the inferiority of
the condition under law, with the use of the illus-
tration of guardianship 4!-7.

. Description of the former condition of the Galatians
as one of bondage to gods not really such, and
exhortation to them not to return to that state
4518,

. Affectionate appeal to the Galatians to enter fully
into their freedom from law, referring to their
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former enthusiastic reception of the apostle and
affection for him 412-2,

10. A supplementary argument, based on an allegorical
use of the story of the two sons of Abraham, and
intended to convince the Galatians that they are
joining the wrong branch of the family 4213,

IV. HorTATORY PORTION OF THE LETTER. gl-60
1. Exhortations directly connected with the doctrine
of the letter 51-6°.

a. Appeal to the Galatians to stand fast in their free-
dom in Christ g2,

b. Exhortation not to convert their liberty in Christ
into an occasion for yielding to the impulse of
the flesh gt5-26,

¢. Exhortation to restore those who fall, and to bear
one another’s burdens 6'-5.

2. Exhortations having a less direct relation to the
principal subject of the epistle 68-19,

V. CoNCLUSION OF THE LETTER. 61-18
1. Final warning against the judaisers 6116,
2. Appeal enforced by reference to his own sufferings 617,
3. Final benediction 618.

VIII. THE TEXT.

Accepting in general the principles of Westcott and Hort,
the author of this commentary has diligently examined the
available evidence for the text of Galatians in the light of those
principles. The result has naturally been the acceptance for
the most part of the Westcott and Hort text; yet in a few cases
the evidence has seemed to require the adoption of a different
reading from that preferred by those eminent scholars.

The evidence has been gained almost wholly from Tischen-
dorf, Novum Testamentum Grece, ed. oct. crit. maj. Leipzig,
1872. Use has also been made of Souter, Novum Testamenium
Grece, Oxford, 1910, and, for the ms. H., of the reproductions
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of it by Omont, Robinson, and Lake. See below, p. Ixxvi. The
notation is that of Gregory as found in Die griechischen Hand-
schriften des Neuen Testaments, Leipzig, 1908.

The epistle is found in whole or in part in twenty-one uncial
manuscripts, being complete in sixteen of them. The five
instances in which it is incomplete are noted in the following
list:

N. Codex Sinaiticus. Fourth century. In Imperial Li-
brary, Petrograd. Edited by Tischendorf, 1862;
photographic reproduction by H. and K. Lake, Ox-
ford, 1g11.

A. Codex Alexandrinus. TFifth century. In British Mu-
seum, London. Edited by Woide, 1786; N. T. por-
tion by Cowper, 1860; Hansell, 1864; in photo-
graphic facsimile, by E. Maunde Thompson, 1879;
and again in photographic simile by F. G. Kenyon
in 1go09.

B. Codex Vaticanus. Fourth century. In Vatican Library,
Rome. Photographic facsimile by Cozza-Luzi, 188¢;
and a second issued by the Hoepli publishing house,
1904.

C. Codex Ephremi Rescriptus. Fifth century. In National
Library, Paris. As its name implies, it is a palimp-
sest, the text of the Syrian Father Ephrem being
written over the original biblical text. New Testa-
ment portion edited by Tischendorf, 1843. Con-
tains Gal. 12, éreiTa to the end, except that certain
leaves are damaged on the edge, causing the loss of
a few words. So e. g. £flos or £fMot, Gal. 520,

Dr. Codex Claromontanus. Sixth century. In National
Library, Paris. Greek-Latin. Edited by Tischen-
dorf, 1852.

Er. Codex Sangermanenmsis. Ninth century. In Petro-
grad. Greek-Latin. A copy, not very good, of
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Codex Claromontanus. Hence not cited in the
evidence. '

F. Codex Augiensis. Ninth century. In Trinity College,

* Cambridge. Greek-Latin. Edited by Scrivener,

1859. Closely related to Codex Bernerianus. See
Gregory, Textkritik, pp. 113 f.

Fs. Codex Parisiensis Coislinianus I. Seventh century.
In National Library, Paris, Edited by Tischendorf
in Mon. Sac. Ined. 1846. Contains Gal. 4% 2,

Ge. Codex Bernerianus. Ninth century. In Royal Li-
brary, Dresden. Greek-Latin. Edited by Mat-
thei, 1791; photographic reproduction issued by the
Hiersemann publishing house, Leipzig, 1g9og.

H. Sixth century. The fragments of this ms. are scattered
in six European libraries. The portion at Athos
contains Gal. x'-¢ 214-7; that in the Imperial Library
at Petrograd Gal. 110 29-4; that in the National
Library in Paris Gal. 4355 The portions known
at that time were published by Tischendorf in Mon.
Sac. Imed. Bd. VIII; Duchesne published the Athos
and Paris fragments in Archives des Missons sc. et
lit. Ser. III, vol. 3, pp. 420—429, Paris, 1876; and
H. Omont published the entire ms. as then known .
(forty-one leaves) in Notice sur un irés ancien manu-
scrit grec em onciales des épitres de Saint Paul, con-
servé & la Bibliothéque Nationale, Paris, 1889; which
is republished in Notices et Extraits des manuscrils
de la Bibliothéque Nationale, vol. 33, Pp. 145-192,
Paris, 18go. From the offset on opposite leaves J. A.
Robinson published sixteen pages of the ms., in-
cluding Gal. 427-30 56-10 in Texts and Studies, vol. III,
No. 3, Cambridge, 1895. Kirsopp Lake reproduced
the Athos fragments in facsimile and a transcribed
text in Facsimiles of the Athos Fragment of Codex H
of the Pauline Epistles, Oxford, 1g9o5. The citations
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of the text in this commentary are made from the
publications of Omont, Robinson, and Lake. '

K. Codex Mosquensis. “Ninth century. In Moscow.

L. Codex Angelicus. Ninth century. In Angelica Library
in Rome.

N». Codex Petropolitanus. Ninth century. In Imperial
Library, Petrograd. Contains Gal. 51264

P. Codex Porphyrianus. Ninth century. In Imperial Li-
brary, Petrograd. Published by Tischendorf in
Mon. Sac. Ined. Bd. V, 1865.

V. Eighth or ninth century. At the monastery of the
Laura on Mt. Athos; unpublished. See Gregory,
Textkritik, p. 94; Kenyon, Textual Criticism of N. T.
Pp. 120.

036, Tenth century. In National Library, Paris. See
Gregory, Textkritik, p. 296, No. 19, p. 1047.

o62. Fourthor fifth century. In Damascus. Contains only
Gal. g15-51, See Gregory, Textkritik, p. 1047.

o75. Tenth century. In National Library, Athens. See
Gregory, Textkritik, p. 309, No. 382, p. 1061.

o142. Tenth century. In Royal Library, Munich. See
Gregory, Textkritik, p. 267, No. 46, p. 1081.

oiso. Tenth century. InPatmos. See Gregory, Textkrilik,
p. 311, No. 413, p. 1081.

or5x. Twelfth century. In Patmos. See Gregory, Texi-
kritik, p. 311, Nos. 1 and 14, p. 1081

The text of the last seven mss. was not available for use in
the text-critical notes of this commentary.

Of the approximately six hundred cursive manuscripts which
- contain the epistle in whole or in part, almost all of them in
whole, Tischendorf cites the evidence of sixty-six, manifestly,
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however, for the most part only when they sustain the readings
of the more ancient authorities, and some of them only once
or twice. These sixty-six are 1, 2, 3, 4, §%, 6, 10, 31, 32, 33, 39,
42, 88, 93, 101, 102, 103, 104, 122, 181, 205, 200, 209, 216, 218,
" 234, 242, 263, 309, 314, 319, 322, 323, 326, 327, 328, 330, 336,
356, 424% 429, 431, 436, 440, 442, 450, 460, 462, 463, 464, 479,
489, 6os, 618, 642, 1905, 1906, 1908, 1011, 1912, 1913, 1924,
1927, 1944, 1955, 2125.

The readings for which Tischendorf cites these mss. are
almost exclusively such as would be classed as pre-Syrian by
Westcott and Hort. The attestation of the rival reading is in
most cases either exclusively Syrian, or Western and Syrian.
The pre-Syrian element is most clearly marked in the following
six mss.:

31 (Tdf. 37) the so-called Leicester Codex. Fifteenth cen-
tury. At Leicester, England. Described by J. Rendel Harris
in The Origin of the Leicester Codex of the New Testament, Lon-
don, 1887.

33 (Tdf. 7). Ninth or tenth century. In National Library,
Paris. Called by Eichhorn “the queen of the cursives.” Cited
by Tischendorf in Galatians more frequently than any other
cursive. Contains the Prophets as well as Gospels, Acts, Cath.
Epp. and Paul.

424 (Tdf. Paul 67). Eleventh century. In Vienna. It is
in the corrections of the second hand (424?) that the pre-Syrian
element especially appears. See Westcott and Hort, Inirod.
§ 212, p. 155.

436 (Tdi. 80). Eleventh century. In the Vatican Library,
Rome. '

442 (Tdf. 73). Thirteenth century. In Upsala.

1908 (Tdf. 47). Eleventh century. In Bodleian Library,
Oxford.

The estimate of the testimony of certain groups of manu-
scripts which one gains from a study of the text of Galatians is
in general quite in accordance with the value which Westcott

. *But according to Gregory, Texikritik, p. 205, this ms. does not contain any part of Gala-
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and Hort ascribe to these groups in the Pauline epistles in
general.

In the following one hundred and two instances (which in-
clude, it is believed, all except those in which either the varia-
tion or its attestation is unimportant) 8 and B agree and

are supported by various groups of other uncials: 14 10. 18, 18, 24
26 5%, 8 8, 9, 10, 1L, 12, 13, U@, 169, 18 31, 2, 6 8, 10, 13, 13, 16,

17 (2), 19, 22, 28 (2)' 24, 29 (2 42, 4, 6(2), 7, 8(2), 14, 15(8), 17 (2), 18, 19, 21,
26, 26, 30 (2), S1 51 ©), 4, 7@, 102, 12, 13, 14(2), 15 17, 19, 20 (), 21, 23 (2),
2, 2561 @, 3 8@, 9 10, 12 @, 13, U@, 15 16 17, Jpn o1 ;,)\gey,
which is the reading of RBDFG 39, 442, is undoubtedly
an error, though manifestly very ancient. In 62 transcrip-
tional probability is against Ouwkwyrar, the reading of
®BD, but intrinsic probability is strongly in its favour. In
nearly half the remaining instances internal evidence, chiefly
transcriptional probability, is clearly on the side of the reading
of 8B; in a considerable number of cases the external attesta-
tion of the rival reading is so weak as to leave no room for
doubt that the reading of 8B is the original; in no case other
than the two named is there any strong evidence for the read-
ing opposed to that of NB.
- N and B agree in supporting a reading unsupported by other
uncials whose text is available in eight passages, viz., 37 10 14
4% 1819 on 61 Tn 4% N and B stand quite alone. In 37
their reading is found also in early fathers, in 3% in two ancient
versions, Syr. (psh.) and Aeth., but in no other Greek manu-
script so far as noted. In the other passages their reading is
supported by good cursives. Of the eight passages the 8B
reading is unquestionably correct in 61°; almost unquestionably
wrong in 4'%; in all the other instances it is accepted or given the
preference by Westcott and Hort, and doubtless rightly, except
in 4°, where dovAeboar seems clearly to be a corruption of the
original text.
X and B are opposed to one another in forty-four instances.
In sixteen of these 8 is accompanied by A and by either C or P
-or both, and B is accompanied by FG (once G only) or D,

* Figures in parentheses indicate the number of instances within the verse.
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sometimes by both. The sixteen passages are 13 %1517 18;
28 M, 20 414,23, 25, 28 526 62, 7. 13, Tried by internal evidence
neither group can be said to be uniformly superior to the other.
The reading of RA (C) (P) is preferred by Westcott and Hort
in twelve of the sixteen instances; viz. in 13 15, 17, 18 26, 20 423, 28
528 62 7. 13 Their judgment seems open to question in refer-
ence to 1% 26 428, but in the other nine cases there seems no
reason for doubt.

In seven instances RACP, and in two instances RAP (C
being lacking), are accompanied also by DFG, and B stands
opposed to them supported by good cursives (33, 424%), versions
or fathers, but by no weighty uncial authority. These nine
passages are 1412 215,16 319, 2 56 Gl 15 Tp five of these
passages the B reading is probably the original. In 6% West-
cott and Hort are clearly right in accepting the reading of B
without alternative. In all the rest they give both readings,
one in the text, the other in the margin, preferring the RAC
reading in four of the passages.

In the remaining nineteen cases in which X and B are op-
posed to one another the division of evidence varies greatly.
The B reading seems clearly preferable in 1° 3% 28 (els
éoré év Xpiord "Inood) 6% 17; the N reading in 4° 42 (aNN)
4 (uév). 1In the other cases neither is clearly the orig-
inal, but the B reading is probably so in 1% (edayveNi{nTar)

‘o183 (wdvTes) 4% gl 20 (g-ﬁ)‘og) 6%, the N reading in g7,
In 18 (Upir) 32 52 (épifiar), perhaps neither is original.

On the whole it appears that when & and B support different
readings ACP are much more likely to be associated with N,
and DFG somewhat more likely to be with B, Thus A agrees
with N thirty times, with B seven times; C agrees with N
twenty-one times, with B nine times; P agrees with N twenty-
eight times, with B five times. D agrees with ¥ nineteen
times, with B twenty times. FG agree with N sixteen times,
with B twenty-two times. There is a slight preponderance of
probability in favour of a reading of N supported by A and
either C or P as against the rival reading of B with its various
support; but a reading of X without at least two of the group
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ACP is very rarely original. The MACP group is stronger
without the support of DFG than with it. In the instances in
which the cursive 33 is quoted it agrees with ¥ eight. times,
with B ten times. It is almost invariably on the side of the
more probable reading, but it is possible that the record would
be somewhat different if it had been cited in all the forty-four
cases in which ¥ and B are on opposite sides.

It is not within the scope of this commentary to discuss the
textual theory of Von Soden, nor has it been judged practicable
to cite the evidence which he has assembled in addition to that
of Tischendorf. His text of Galatians differs all told in forty-
six readings from that of Westcott and Hort. But this number
gives an exaggerated impression of the real difference between
the two texts. Of the forty-six instances of disagreement one
(0 odpé, 5v7) is the result of a palpable misprint in Von Soden.
Nine are differences in the spelling of a word as, e. g., by the
addition or omission of » movable. Three pertain to order of
words, not affecting the sense. In eleven Westcott and Hort
and Von Soden adopt the same reading, but Westcott and
Hort admit an alternative reading which Von Soden ignores
(38 15 21 28 13, 21 428 56 61, 4,18)  Tn eleven Von Soden adopts (in
ten cases without alternative, in one with alternative) the read-
ing to which Westcott and Hort give their second preference:
viz., in 14 wepl for ¥mép; in 319 of for dv; in 32 ék vduov Ry dv
" for & vduw v fv; in 49 dovhedew for dovreloar; in 4% bid THs

for 8; in 4% Upels . . . éoré for 7Huels . . . éouéy; in 52
épeis, Efho for Epus, EfNos; in 612 ToD xpioTob for ToD ypioTOD
[Ingot]; in 52 kel in brackets for xal in the margin. In
eleven cases Von Soden adopts a reading which is not recog-
nised by Westcott and Hort and involves more than spelling
or order of words, viz., in 18 edoyYeA{nTaL for ebayyeNionTal;
in 3® ovykekhewopévor for guvkhewdueror; in 4% ydp for 8¢;
in 4% kAqpovourjoy for kAgpovousjoe; in 6° éxkak@uer for
évkakdper; in 517 0€ for vap; in 610 Eyouev for Eywuer; in
3! adds [é dutv] after éoTavpwuévos; in 42 [wdvTwy] after
© wiTnp; in 5% [dpovol] after Ppfdvor; and in 6Y kvpiov before
Inood. With the exception of 5 none of these differences
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affects the meaning of the passage further than in the shade of
the thought or explicitness of expression.

In a number of instances the reading adopted by Von Soden
had before the publication of his text already been adopted
for the present work in preference to that of Westcott and Hort.
So, e. g., in 18 edayYeAnTaL, 21 0Ux(, 32 ék vduoY, 4° Sovhebew,
4% Duels . . . éoTé,

An examination of the whole series fails to disclose any clear
and constant principle underlying the text of Von Soden.
But it is evident that he gives to B much less weight than do
Westcott and Hort, rates SAC higher than they do, yet puts
DFG still higher, and even at times prefers a reading supported
by KLP to its rival supported by all the other uncials.

For a discussion of the evidence of the ancient versions and
the fathers the reader is referred to the standard treatises on
Textual Criticism, such as Gregory, Textkritik des Neuen Tes-
taments, vol. 11, Leipzig, 1902; Canon and Text of the New Tes-
tament, New York, 1907; Kenyon, Textual Criticism of the
New Testament?, London, 1912,

IX. BIBLIOGRAPHY .*

"This list does not include general works on Introduction to the New Tes-
tament or to the Pauline Epistles, or general treatises on the Life of Paul
or the Apostolic Age, or New Testament Theology. Many treatises on
special topics not included in this list are referred to in theé body of the
comimentary.

I. COMMENTARIES.

For a list of Patristic Commentaries on the Epistle to the Galatians with
characterisation of them, see Lightfoot, J. B., St. Paul’s Epistle to the Gala-
ians, pp. 227-236; and Turner, C. H., “Greek Patristic Commentaries on
the Pauline Epistles” in HDB, vol. V, pp. 484 ff. See also Sanday and
Headlam, Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, pp. xcviii f.

* The intention has been in general to give the date of the first edition of each work listed
and to indicate the existence of later editions when such were published. But as not all
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THE EPISTLE TO THE GALATIANS.

I. INTRODUCTION (1*),

1. Salutation, including the assertion of the writer's
apostolic commission (1%-5).

The apostle Paul, writing to the churches of Galatia (who
had received the gospel from him, but were already, under
the influence of preachers who held a different type of Christian
thought, on the point of abandoning the gospel as Paul had
taught it to them to accept the teachings of these other preach-
ers), affirms in the very salutation of the letter his direct com-
mission as an apostle from Jesus Christ and God the Father,
making mention also in this connection, doubtless as against
the declaration or insinuation of his opponents that only a per-
sonal follower of Jesus could be an apostle, of the fact that the
Christ still lives, having been raised from the dead by the
Father. Invoking upon them grace and peace from God the
Father and the Lord Jesus Christ, he adds to this usual element
of his epistolary salutation a characterisation of Jesus Christ,
emphasising his mission of Saviour of men from their sins, as
against the conception of law as the means of salvation, which
the preachers who had succeeded him in Galatia held.

Paul, an apostle, not from men nor through man, but through
Jesus Christ and God the Father who raised him from the dead, 2and
all the brethren that are with me, to the churches of Galatia: 3grace
to you and peace from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ,
Ywho gave himself for our sins, that he might deliver us out of
* the present evil age, according lo the will of our God and Father,
St0 whom be the glory for ever. Amen.

I



2 GALATIANS

1. Madros dmdororos, “Paul an apostle.” By the addition
of the word &mdorolhos to his name, at the very opening of the
epistle Paul claims to be one who is divinely commissioned to
preach the gospel of Christ and authorised to plant Christianity.
The apostleship as conceived by him involved the idea of the
church eecumenical, Christianity as an organic whole, not sim-
ply isolated centres of effort, and of divine appointment in rela-
tion to it. To the apostles was committed the task of laying
the foundations of the church (x Cor. 3% 10 Eph. 3?9) and among
those who were endowed with the gifts of the Spirit for the
building up of the church they constituted the highest rank
(z Cor., chap. 12, esp. v. %; ¢f. Eph. 4 1), These facts gave
to them a responsibility and right above that of any other class
in the church. While this was apparently generally recognised
there was much controversy over the question to whom this
responsibility and right belonged. In Paul’s view they belonged
neither exclusively to any individual nor to a college of apostles
as such. The function of the apostle, neither limited on the
one side to a local church, nor extended on the other to the
whole world, was defined as respects each apostle or group of
apostles by the divine commission which made them apos-
tles. See Rom. 15 in which S. and H. rightly translate
év mwdow Tois &veqww “among all the Gentiles”; 1 Cor. o%;
but esp. Gal. 28 Respecting the origin of the apostolic
- order or class, the qualifications, rights, and responsibilities of
an apostle, and the limitations of his authority, see detached
note on 'AmdaTolos, p. 363. It is evident from what follows
in the epistle both that Paul’s representation of the con-
tent of the gospel had been declared to be incorrect by those
who had visited Galatia since Paul was there, and that they
had denied his right to assume the function or claim the rights
of an apostle. This denial Paul meets, in the very salutation
with which the letter opens, by the affirmation of his apostle-
ship, which he claims to possess not to the exclusion of others,
but along with others; note the absence of the article before
dmdotodos and of. 117 2¢. The title is certainly not here, and
probably not in the salutation of any of his letters, a mere title
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of dignity, but involves an asgertion, the maintenance of which
is essential to the purpose of the letter. Cf. 1 Cor. 1! 2z Cor. 12
Rom. 1! 1 Thes. 28, etc,

otk am’ avBpomrov obdé 8¢ dvbpdmov “not from men nor
through man.” The first phrase denies that Paul’s apostleship
had a human source, the second that it had come to him through
a human channel, by human agency. Paul claims not only to be
an apostle, but to have an apostleship which is in no sense in-
direct, dependept, or secondary. This fact is important for the
understanding of the whole personal portion of the letter. Itis
evident that his opponents were substantially in agreement with
Paul himself in holding that the right of self-directed presenta-
tion of the gospel, and the laying of foundations, belonged to the
apostles as a definite class in the church. Apparently, also,
they held respecting apostles much the same view which Acts
1% 2 represents Peter as holding respecting the Eleven, viz.:
that authority to add to the number lay with the Jerusalem
church. With this idea of the basis on which additions to the
Eleven were to be made they apparently associated the view
that any one whose teaching differed from that of the Jerusalem
church, in which the influence of James and the Twelve was
dominant, was either an altogether- unauthorised and false
teacher, or a renegade associate or representative of the Twelve
and a perverter of the true teaching; in either case no true
apostle. It is not wholly clear in which class Paul’s critics had
placed him. But the nature of his reply, in which he denies
with emphasis any kind of dependence on men in general (11 11),
or the apostles in particular (11 7), combined with the facts
mentioned in 1'%-% in themselves considered, makes it probable
that his opponents looked upon him, not indeed as having been
commissioned as an apostle by the Twelve, but as one who hav-
ing received instruction from them had perverted their teach-
ing, and thereby deprived himself of all right as a Christian
teacher. His claim to be an apostle they would doubtless have
treated as wholly groundless. This denial of authority he an-
swers, not as Barnabas or Mark might have done, with the
assertion that he was true to the teaching of the Twelve, but
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by affirming that he possessed an independent apostleship, neither
derived from a human source nor through a human channel.

The preposition ¢xé expresses source in its simplest and most general
form; hence it is the most natural preposition to use to express clearly
the idea of source as distinguished from that of agency expressed by 3.
By odx ¢x’ . . . &vBpdmou the apostle denies definitely and specifically
that either the source or the agency of his apostleship was human.

The phrase ofx &=’ dvBpdwwy is evidently qualitative, denying human
origin in the broadest possible way without of itself directing the mind
to any particular persons. Even the generic plural with the article,
ol &vBpwrot, is used very freely in N. T., not to denote the totality
of the race, but in reference to any group of men thought of as actually
existing, though unnamed and unidentified. See Mt. 512 1. 1s 61. 15
Rom. 141¢ 1 Cor. 1% Col. 2% 2, But the noun without the article is more
clearly and emphatically qualitative, being nearly equivalent in the
genitive to the adjective ‘“human,” or with &£ or &xé to the phrase
“of human origin.” See Rom. 1'%, =dgav . .. d3wiav dvlpdmwy,
“ every form of human iniquity”; 1 Cor. 25, ut) . . . &v coplg dvBpdmwy
&M\ &y Buvduer 8200, ““ not in human wisdom but in divine power”’; also
Phil. 27 Mt. 159 21% 2. It is in this broad sense that Paul uses the
phrase here. Yet vv. ' ¥ leave no doubt that in using it he has
especially in mind the primitive apostles, or the Christian church in
Jerusalem, in which they were the dominant influence, it being from
this source that his opponents would hold that he ought to have derived
his apostleship in order to make it valid. In like manner, although
the singular is much less commonly used with qualitative force than
the plural, o33 8 dvBpdwrou is probably to be taken simply as denying

"human agency, and is better translated ‘“‘through man”’ than “ through
aman.” Cf. Acts 17 Rom. 1# 3¢ Gal. 11t 12 28,

Though it is evidently no part of the apostle’s purpose in this verse
to set forth his conception of the nature or mission of Christ, yet his
language indirectly and partially reflects his thought on that subject.
The antithesis between 0632 31" dvfpdiou and 3w *Inood Xpterod, even
though to the latter is joined xal 8205 watpbs, and the very fact of the
close association of ’Insot Xptotot with Oeot wxtpds after the one
preposition 3t%4, combine to indicate that Paul distinguished Jesus
Christ from men; not indeed in the sense that he denied that he was
man (¢f. 1 Cor. 15%), but that this term did not state the whole, or
even the most important truth about him. Even had Paul believed
that his apostleship came from God through his fellow apostles, he
could never have written 003 3 dvBpdmou, dAME 3td TGV drogtéhwy
xal Beol matpbs, or even GAAE 3tk t@v dxootdAwy xal dmd Oeol matpés.
See detached note on Iathp as applied to God, p. 384, and on The
Titles and Predicaies of Jesus, p. 392.
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The change from the plural, &v8pdixwy, to the singular, dvBpdxou, is
probably purely stylistic, it being natural to think of a possible human
source of authority as composed of a group of men, and of the agent
of its transmission as a single person. The plural may, indeed, be in
some measure due to the fact that the source of authority which he
had particularly in mind to deny was a group, the apostles. But there
is no corresponding explanation of the singular. Zahn interprets 03k
& dvBpdrou as a denial of a charge that he had received his apostleship
through a certain unnamed person, most probably Barnabas. But
this view overlooks the fact that Paul is here denying, not that he
received his apostleship in the way in which they alleged he had, but
that he had obtained it as they alleged he (not having been one of the
original group) must have received it if it were genuine. They did not
say, “ You received your apostleship from men, and through a man,
therefore it is not genuine,” but “ You skould thus have. received it,”
and Paul’s answer is that he teceived it in a way far above this, which
made human source and human agency wholly superfluous.

a\\a da ’Ingod Xpiorod kai feod maTpds “but through
Jesus Christ and God the Father.” Three facts are specially
noticeable in reference to this expression: (1) the use of did
rather than &wd, indicating that the apostle is speaking not
simply of a source of his apostleship between which and him-
self there intervenes an agent, but of the channel through
which it came to him, or of the immediate source of it (see on
meanings of &cd below); (2) the addition of xal feod marpds to
"Inoov Xpiorol, showing that he is not thinking simply of the
agency through which his apostleship came to him, but also
of the source, than which, being ultimate, there can be no higher;’
(3) the governing of both substantives by the one preposition
but once expressed, showing that Jesus Christ and God the
Father are not separated in his mind as sustaining different rela-
tions to his apostleship, but are conceived of jointly and as sus-
taining one relation. Taken together, therefore, the whole ex-
pression bears the meaning “directly from Jesus Christ and
God the Father.,” Had he thought of Christ as the agent and
God as the source he must have written did "Inood Xpiorod xai
amo Beod marpds; if of God and Christ, as jointly source only,
amo "Ingod Xpuorod rai Beod matpds, which, however, would
not have furnished a proper antithesis to & avfpdrmov, since
it would have left open the possibility of a human channel.
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Atk with the genitive, in addition to its use with reference to spatial
and temporal relations, expresses means or instrument, which with a
personal object merges into the idea of agency; but in three ways: (a)
Expressing mediate agency. This use of the preposition grows natu-
rally and most directly out of the spatial sense of the preposition
“through,” the governed substantive being thought of as standing
between the source of power and the person or thing affected, and as
transmitting the power. See, e. g., Rom. 12 5! 1 Cor. 2% ¢ freg. (b)

- The idea of mediateness falling into the background or disappearing,
i ik is used with a word denoting that which is at the same time source
: and agent; in such cases, while the preposition itself perhaps expresses

only agency, the conception of mediateness implying somethmg behind

\the agent is lost, and the fact that the agent is also source is separately

‘expressed or implied in the nature of the case. See Th. s. v. A.
III 1 and such passages as Rom. 11 1 Cor. 1. (c) The idea of
agency merging into that of conditioning cause (viz. that which, though
not the instrument of the action, or its ultimate source, is necessary
to its accomplishment), 3«4 is used with reference to that which, so to
speak, stands behind the action and renders it possible. So, e.
Acts 12 Rom. 1* 15% 1 Thes. 42

In the phrase 3¢ dvipdmou, 3t4 evidently expresses mediate agency,
‘since source is separately expressed by &x” &v0pdrrwy, and the thought
of man as a conditioning cause standing behind and rendering possible
the action by which Paul became an apostle is excluded by the obvious
nature of the facts. But the 34 with ’Ingot Xproted, though evi-
dently suggested by the use of 3:& with dvbpdwmou, is used rather with
the second meaning (b). The idea of mediateness is not required by
any antithetical 4=6, and in respect to 9eod =avpés, which is also gov-
erned by this same 314, the idea of mediateness is excluded, since it
can not be supposed that the apostle thinks of a more ultimate source
than God of which God is the agent.* Nor is it probable that the idea
of mediateness is present even in respect to ’Inood Xptotol, since
neither is &xé used with Oeol =atpég nor is ik even repeated before it;
instead the two substantives are closely bound together under the
government of one preposition, which probably therefore has the same
force with both of them. The whole phrase 3i& "Ingod . . . =atpés
is accordingly antithetical not to 3" &pdxou only, but to &=’ dvbpdmwy
and ¥’ &vdpdirou, being the positive correlative of the negative olx . . .
dvlpdrou.

£

10D éyelpavros abTov éx vexp@v, “ who raised him from the .

dead.” By this characterisation of God Paul reminds his
® Cf. Philo, Leg. Alleg. I 41 (13): 7¢ pév cai Umd Beod yiveras kai 8" avrod, 1a 8¢ vnd Oeod uév,
ov 8 avroi 8¢ He illustrates this general statement by the assertion that the mind of

man is created both by and through God, the irrational parts of the soul by God but not
through God, being produced through the reasoning power that rules in the soul.
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readers, who may have been told that Paul could not be an
apostle because he was not a follower of Jesus in the flesh, that
Jesus rose from the dead, and that it was the risen Christ who
had given him his commission.

Of the apostle’s motive for adding this expression there have been
many theories. See a considerable number of them in Sief. That of
Wies., who regards the reference to the resurrection as intended to sub-
stantiate on the one hand the superhuman nature and divine sonship
of Jesus, which is implied in o003 3 dvBpdwouv and in the association
of Jesus with the Father, and on the other hand the fatherhood of
God, intrudes into the sentence a Christological and theological inter-
est which is quite foreign to its purpose. The words 0032 . . . wmatpbs
undoubtedly reflect incidentally the apostle’s conception of God and
Christ, but they are themselves introduced for the purpose of estab-
lishing the main point, Paul’s independent apostleship, and it is wholly
improbable that the added words, toi éyefpavtog, etc., were injected
to confirm the incidentally reflected thought. Sief. himself, taking in
general the same view, goes beyond probability in supposing that the
phrase conveys a reference to the resurrection of Christ as that through
which God manifested his paternal love to the Son in the highest de-
gree and established him in the full status of Son, this fact being in turn
the basis on which Paul’s call into the apostleship is made possible.
The evident emphasis of the sentence upon Paul’s apostleship, its in-
dependence and its validity, makes it improbable that there underlay
it, unexpressed, any such elaborate and indirect reasoning. Nor is the
fact that el éyelpavrog limits Beod watpbs sufficient to set this objec-
tion aside. Having, according to his usual custom (enforced in this
case by special reasons) joined the names of Christ and God closely
together, the only way in which he could then make reference to the
fact of the resurrection without inconvenient circumlocution was by a
phrase limiting 8cof watpés. A similar objection holds against most
of the interpretations enumerated by Sief., and against that of Beet,
who introduces the thought that the Father, when raising Jesus from
the dead, with a view to the proclamation of the gospel throughout
the world, was himself taking part personally in the mission of the
apostles,

The word éyefpw is Paul’s regular term for the raising from the
dead. He uses it in this sense 35 times, in 10 instances in the active,
in 25 in the passive (exclusive of Eph. and the pastorals), only twice in
any other sense (Rom. 13" Phil. 1v7). He employs dviomnut of rising
from the dead in 1 Thes. 4 1 only. In the gospels and Acts both
terms are used with approximately equal frequency, except that Mt.
has a decided preference for éyelpw (pass.), using &viotoput but once,
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though it appears as a variant in three other passages also. There is
apparently little or no distinction in thought between the two terms,
The general usage of éyefpw suggests a waking out of sleep, that of
dvistoue a rising up from a recumbent position, but this distinction
affects the terms as used of the resurrection from the dead at most
merely in the outward form of the thought. Both verbs are frequently
followed by éx vexp@v. For éyelpw (act.), see Rom. 4* 81 10%; (pass.),
Rom. 64 1 Cor. 15, Only rarely do éx tav vexpav (see 1 Thes.
110, where, however, AC omit t@v and WH. bracket it, and Eph. 514, a
quotation from some unidentified source) and d=d t@v vexnpdv (Mt. 147)
occur. ‘The omission of the article is probably due to the expression
being a fixed prepositional phrase. See Slaten, Qualitative Nouns in
the Pauline Epistles, p. 25, Chicago, 1918.

2. xal ol alv éuol wdvres &4derdol, “and all the brethren
that are with me.” The term ‘“‘brethren” is one which accord-
ing to Paul’s usage and that of the early Christians generally
(1 Thes. 14 2! 1 Cor. 51 658 812, ef freg. in Paul; Jas. 12 1 Pet. 52
1 Jn. 38 Rev, 12'9; Clem. Rom. 1!; Ign. Philad. s'—much less
frequent in the early fathers than in N. T.) usually meant *‘fel-
low-Christians.” See below on v. . The fact that itis Paul’s
usual habit to join with himself in the address of a letter one or
two of his closest companions and fellow-labourers (see esp. 1
Cor. 1! and ¢f. 16?°; 2 Cor. 1 and ¢f. 13 22; Phil. 1!, and ¢f. 42 2;
Col. 1! and ¢f. 4% 1 14) the distinction which he apparently
makes in Phil. 42 2 between ‘‘ the brethren with him” and the
- resident Christians, and the fact that a temporary sojourner in

a place would more naturally refer to the residents of the place
as “‘ those with whom I am staying” or more generally as  the
brethren of such a place,” than “the brethren that are with
me,” makes it probable that the phrase here designates not the
Christians of the place in general (as Wies., Zahn, and Bous.
maintain), but his fellow-missionaries (so Hilg., Ltft., Ell,
Sief., Beet).

The purpose of this association of his companions with himself in
the writing of the letter does not clearly appear. If the persons thus
named took any part in the composition of the letter, we are unable
now to detect their part, or even that they had any such. Even in
1 Thes. where Paul uses the first person plural in the first two chapters
and part of the third (¢f. Frame on 1. 1) it is probable that while the
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pronoun at first includes the companions named at the beginning, they
took no actual part in the composition of the letter, being only in the
background of his thought, as 210 itself shows. But in Gal. the almost
uniform use of the first person singular for the author, not only in
narrative passages (such as 11115 21,2 21-u 413-5) and in those in which
the pronoun might be supposed to be rhetorically used for the Chris-
tian believer as such (2!¢-1), but in those in which the writer speaks of
himself as such, referring to what he is at the moment saying (1 1. 1. 1
3% 18 17 41, 12, 1821 g2, 3, 10412, 18 G17)  practically excludes the possibility of
any partnership in the writing of the letter. The first person plural is
usually “we Jews,” or “we Christians.” Only in 1* * can it be taken
as an epistolary plural referring to Paul himself (see Dick, Der. schrift-
stellerische Plural bei Paulus, 1900), and even here more probably (see
on those vv.) as a designation of the apostle and his companions. But
in 19, at least, these are apparently referred to, not as with him at the
moment of writing, but when he was preaching in Galatia; and that
“the brethren with me” here referred to were his companions in Gala-
tia is rather improbable, since had those who shared with him in the
preaching of the gospel in Galatia been with the apostle at the moment
of writing it is likely that, instead of there being no other reference to
them in the letter than this obscure one, they would have received at
least as much recognition as in 1 Thes. Paul gives to Timothy and
Silas. Nor does it seem likely that the brethren here referred to are
intended to be understood as indorsing the apostle’s statements. The
mention of them seems rather, as in Paul’s salutations generally, mainly
at least, an act of courtesy, though doubtless carrying with it the impli-
cation that the brethren were aware of his writing the letter, and were
not averse to being mentioned in it.

The question who these brethren were is, of course, inseparably con-
nected with the question where and when the letter was written. If
it was written to the churches of southern Galatia from Corinth on
the second missionary journey (see Inirod., pp. xlvii ff.) we can name
none who were more probably included than Silas and Timothy,
who were with Paul in Macedonia and Achaia on this journey, his first
into that region (1 Thes, 1t 3t % ¢ 2 Thes. 11 2 Cor. 11* Acts 1710 1 185),
If it was written from Antioch between the second and third journeys,
Timothy or Titus was very likely among those referred to. Both were
with Paul on the latter journey (2 Cor. 1t 21). Titus had been with
Paul in Antioch before the writing of this letter (Gal. 2!), perhaps
about three years before, and was sent by him to Corinth in connection
with the trouble in the Corinthian church (2 Cor. 21t 13 7¢ 121%), prob-
ably about three years after the writing of the letter to the Gala-
tians, if it was written at Antioch; but his movements in the interval
we can not trace. If it was sent from Ephesus or Macedonia, there is
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a still wider range of possibilities (x Cor. 1t 11 16101217 2 Cor. 1t 218
8-, That the Galatians knew who were referred to, or would be
informed by those who bore the letter, is rendered probable by the very
omission of the names. On the use of the term &3ehpés, see on 1!t

Tals éxxhnoilus tis Tahatiass “to the churches of Gala-
tia.” On the location of these churches see Introd., p. xxi.
On the use of the word ékxAnoia in N. T. see detached
note, p. 417. 'The most notable characteristic of this salutation
is the total lack of such commendatory words as are found in
the address of all other Pauline letters (see below). This is
commonly and doubtless rightly explained as reflecting the
apostle’s perturbation of mind mingled with indignation against
the fickle Galatians. Cf. on favudln, v. s,

1 and 2 Thes. are addressed tf) éxahnole Oeooahovinéwy év Bed matpel
xat xuply "Inood Xptotd, with ey after watef in 2 Thes. Inz and 2
Cor. the address is tf) éxaAnofg Tod 6e0d Tf) ooy &v Kopthly, the first
letter adding Wyacuévois év Xewtd ‘Inood, xAntols dylows etc., the
second adding odv tofg dylotg wmdowv, etc. None of the later Pauline
letters, from Rom. on, have the term éxxAvola in the address, but all
those addressed to communities have a phrase designating the mem-
bers of the community and always including the word &ytos.

8. xdpis Duiv kai elprjyn “grace to you and peace.” These
words form a part of the benediction which in every Pauline
letter is included in the opening salutation, usually forming the
last words of it. The first word is perhaps connected with the
common Greek salutation yafpew, with which also the Ep. of
Jas. begins (Jas. 11, ¢f. Mayor, The Epistle of St. James, pp. 30,
31; Acts 15% 23%), but, if so, is a decidedly Christian version of
it. elprvn is the Greek word which represents the Semitic sal-
utation, Hebrew, mng;', Aramaic, D?{b", used both in personal
greeting (Lk. 105 24%) and at the beginning of a letter (Ezr. 47
57). Yet this term also takes on a deeper religious significance
than it commonly bore as a salutation among the Hebrews,
Xdpts is a comprehensive term for that favour of God towards
men which is the basis of their salvation. It includes the ideas
of love, forbearance, desire to save. elp7vn denotes the blessed
state of well-being into which men are brought and in which
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they are kept by the divine xdpws. For a fuller discussion,
see detached notes, pp. 423 and 424. The words stand with-
out the article because the thought of the sentence calls for a
qualitative not an individualising representation of grace and
peace. Cf., on the other hand, Gal. 61,

amo feod watpos Hudv Kal kuplov *Inaod Xpiorod, “ from God
our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ.” These words also, or a
phrase but slightly different from them, are found in the saluta-
tion of every Pauline letter except 1 Thes, and Col. They are
undoubtedly to be taken as limiting both ydpts and elprvy. It
is characteristic of the apostle’s method of thought that he
joins together God the Father and Christ the Lord as jointly
source of grace and peace. Any attempt to discriminate sharply
their respective shares in the bestowment of these blessings
would lead us away from the apostle’s thought. The entire
sentence constitutes in effect a prayer for the Galatians that
God the Father and the Lord Jesus Christ may be gracious to
them, may look upon them not in wrath, but in favour that
brings salvation, and that (as a consequence) they may be in
a state of spiritual well-being.

Concerning feod watpds, see detached note, on Hatip as ap-
plied to God pp. 384 ., and on xvplov as applied to Christ, see
detached note on the T'illes and Predicates of Jesus, pp. 399 f.

‘Hu@y stands after watpés in NAP 33 al plu. 20 fu. demid. Chr.
Ambrst.; after xupfou in BDFGHKL, 31, 1908, al 20 fered e f g Vg. Syr.
(psh. harcl. pal.) Arm. Goth. Victorin. Hier.; in Boh. Aeth. in both places.
The external evidence is indecisive; the reading of 8AP, etc., may be
regarded as non-Western and its rival as Western, or it may be Alex-
andrian and its rival non-Alexandrian. Intrinsic probability favours
the reading of NAP (after matpés); see Rom. 17 1 Cor. 1* 2 Cor. 12
Eph. 1* Phil. 12 Col. 12 Phm. 3 (contra Eph. 6% 2 Thes. 12 1 Tim. 12
2 Tim. 1z Tit. 14), and transcriptional probability is certainly not
against it. On the whole the preponderance of probability is slightly
on the side of mavtpbs Hudy.

4, Tob Odvros éavtov Umép TOV apapTidy fudy “who gave
“himself for our sins.” In itself the expression 70 dodvas éavrdy
may perfectly well refer to a devotion of one’s self in service,
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but the general usage of Paul so associates the death of Christ
with deliverance from sin as to leave no reasonable doubt that
he here refers especially if not exclusively to Jesus’ voluntary
surrender of himself in his death. See Rom. 5% 8 1 Cor. 15° Gal.
2%, Similarly ¥mép 7. dp. 4. in itself means (to achieve some-
thing) “in relation to our sins.” But Paul’s conception of sin
and its effects on men and the relation of Jesus’ death to it, as
elsewhere expressed, and the following expression, émes . . .
Tovnpod, leave no doubt that in his thought deliverance from
sins is that which is to be achieved in respect to them. Since
the apostle elsewhere associates the death of Jesus with de-
liverance both from the power of sin over one’s life (Rom. 6'-1)
and from the condemnation under which it brings men (chap.
31 4 Rom. 32-% 5% 10) either of these aspects of salvation may
be in mind here. But as the association of -the death with the
forensic aspect is somewhat more frequent in Paul, and as it is
this phase which is prominent in this epistle, it is probably this
that the apostle has chiefly in mind here. On the meaning of
auapria, see detached note, pp. 436 f.

On the usage of Bolvxt dxutéy, see Polyb. 8.181: oltwg- &pn Sdaety ¥
Bahg dautdy el iy ypeiav: “So Bolis said he would give himself
to the matter”; 10. 69: énl mpdlers adtdv Edwxe Tehédws mapk Tolg
xoAhois dmnimiopdvas: “ He undertook affairs regarded by most as per-
fectly hopeless”; 1 Mac. 2%!- and exx. from papyri and inscriptions
referred to by Nigeli, Wortschatz, p. 5o, in none of which does it seem
to mean to lay down one’s life. On the other hand, see Jos. Ant. 2. 144
(6%). For a discussion of Jolvar Ty Quydy abted in Mk, 10% Mt.
20", and of tv Yuydy Betvat in Jn. 10%, see Burton, Smith, and Smith,
Biblical Ideas of Atonement, pp. 114 ff.

The preposition dxép primarily signifies “over” in a local sense, but
it is not so used in N. T. Its common use there is in the sense “on
behalf of,” “for the benefit of,” followed by a personal term. See,
e. g., chap. 22 1 Cor. 1** Rom. 5¢#-. The modification of this meaning
which the preposition necessarily undergoes when used with an abstract
noun gives it a telic force, *to accomplish something for, or in respect
to,” the thing to be accomplished being in each case implied in the
nature of the thing which stands as the object of the preposition. With
most abstract nouns the meaning is approximately “for the promotion
of’: thus in Jn. 114, bmdp ths 36Eng 7ol Oeol, “for the promotion or
manifestation of the glory of God”; 2 Cor. 1% Uxtp Tiic duév xapa-
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"\fjoewg, “for your comfort, that you may be comforted”; and Phil.
21, waxl Tb OéAety wal tb évepyely dxdp Thg edBoxixg, “both the willing and
the working for the accomplishment of that which is well pleasing (to
God).” Cf. also Jn. 6% Rom. 15 164 2 Cor. 13 Eph. 62¢ 2 Thes, 1%
Heb. 13'". With épapridv and words of similar import, the meaning
“on behalf of” naturalty becomes not “for the promotion of,” but “for
the deliverance from,” or with the genitive #uév following, *“ to deliver
us from our sins.” The possibility that the apostle had in mind a still
more definite meaning can for reasons given above neither be excluded
nor established.
ReBH33,424? al. read drdp. N*ADFGKLP al. so fere read =spl.
The latter testimony is apparently Western and Syrian. Cf. Introd.
p. 1xxx. Intrinsic probability is in favour of dxép; for though Paul
uses both prepositions with both meanings, ““concerning” and “on
behalf of,”” he employs xepf much more commonly in the former sense
and dnép in the latter.
dras éEéanTal nuas ék Tod aldvos Tod évesTdTos movmpod
“that he might deliver us out of the present evil age.” On
aldv and éveoras see detached notes pp. 426, 432. The phrase
o aldw ¢ éveords, here only in N. T., but manifestly the
equivalent of the more usual 0 alwv odros, is primarily a phrase
of time denoting the (then) present period of the world’s history
as distinguished from the coming age, 6 aldv o uéAhwy. Its
evil character is implied in 1 Cor. 12 and Rom. 12?% and ap-
parently always assumed, but here only is the adjective mornpds
directly attached to afwv. TIts position here gives it special
emphasis.* é£éAnTas denotes not a removal from, but a res-
cue from the power of. (Y. Acts 71% 3 121! 23%7 267 in all which
cases the emphasis of the word is upon the idea of rescue. It
occurs in Paul’s epistles here only. Cf. Jn. 17%%. The whole
clause expresses the purpose for which the Lord Jesus Christ
gave himself for our sins, and thus presents from a different
point of view the thought of Umrép Tdv duapTidy Hudy.
The very presence of these words (v.4) at this point is itself
a significant fact. In all the other Pauline letters the saluta-
tion closes with the benediction, though not always in exactly
the same form, and the next paragraph is introduced by an
. * An interesting parallel, the only other observed instance of aiwy éveordos, is found in an
- inscription of 37 A. D., @s &v Tod nbioTov dvdpwmois aibvo(s) viv éveoTwTos

itten!
Sylloge, 364. oL; quoted by M. and M. Voc. s. 9., who suggest that aiv means * pex-lmi(Dl m:,"'
but without ohvious ground; it seems clearly to mean ““age’” (of buman history),
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expression of thanksgiving or an ascription of praise to God.
The addition of this verse with its reference to the death of
Christ for the salvation of men is undoubtedly occasioned by
the nature of the erroneous teaching which was propagated
among the Galatians by the judaising opponents of Paul, and
which this letter was written to combat. As in opposition to
their personal attack on him he affirmed his independent apos-
tleship (v.1), so here against their legalistic conception of the
value of works of law, he sets forth even in the salutation the
divine way of deliverance provided in Christ’s gift of himself
for us according to the will of God.

It remains to be considered whether the deliverance here referred to
is (a) ethical, having reference to emancipation from the moral influ-
ence of this present evil age (¢f. Rom. 8%), or (b) present judicial, con-
sisting essentially in justification, through the death of Christ (cf.
Rom. 5» 19), or (c) eschatological, being deliverance from the wrath
of God which will fall upon the wicked at the coming of the Lord
(¢f. 1 Thes. 5% * % 2 Rom. 5%). There is no doubt that Paul held the
current Jewish doctrine of the two ages (see detached note on Aidy,
p. 426), and though he never{definitely places the coming of the Lord in
judgment on the wicked and salvation for believers at the boundary-
line between the two ages, his language is most naturally understood
as implying this, and there is in any case no doubt that in his thought
salvation was achieved in the full sense not before but at the coming
of the Lord (¢f. Rom. 5° 131 1 Thes. loc. ¢cit.). The associations of the
phrase are therefore eschatological. Nor can it be urged against the in-
terpretation of the whole expression as eschatological that the thought
of the future salvation distinctly as such is usually associated by Paul
not with the death of Jesus but with his resurrection (so Zahn; of.
Rom. 510 6% 1 Cor. 15124 Phil. 319). For though this is true, it is also
true that in several of the passages the death is closely associated
with the resurrection, and in x Thes. 5* 0, the deliverance from wrath
at the coming of the Lord (¢f. v.2) is definitely made to result from
the death of Christ. There are, however, two valid objections to the
supposition that the reference of the phrase is chiefly eschatological.
The first is the use of the word &£éAytae. The present age is to end
at the coming of the Lord. Salvation at that time consists mot in
deliverance from this age, but from the wrath of God. Had the apos-
tle’s thought at this point been, as it is in Rom. 5t 1, definitely eschato-
logical, he would naturally have written &wwg éEéAyrar Hpds dxd thic
bpyiic ol Oeol &v ©f) mapously o0 %uplou. The second reason is found
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in the general atmosphere and purpose of the epistle. Its thought is
concentrated on the way of acceptance with God in the present life;
eschatological references are few and indirect; it is improbable, there-
fore, that in the salutation, which bears clear marks of being written
under the influence of the controversial situation with which the epistle
deals, the idea of the salvation achieved at the coming of the Lord
should fill a prominent place. As between the judicial and the ethical
conceptions, it is doubtful whether we should exclude either (cf. on
bmdp t. dp. . above).* To limit the reference to the ethical phase
would be to exclude that aspect of the significance of Christ’s death
which the apostle usually emphasises (see Rom. 3% % 551 Gal. 31¥), and
which precisely in this epistle, which deals so largely with justification,
we should least expect to be forgotten. But, on the other hand, the
appropriateness of the words to describe the ethical aspect, and the
absence of any phraseology expressly limiting the thought to the judicial
aspect (as, e. g., in Rom. 8! and Gal. 3), seem to forbid the exclusion
of the former. That Paul sometimes associated the morally trans-
forming power of Christ with his death clearly appears from Gal. 220, 2t
and Rom. 61 it (¢f. also a clear expression of this idea in 1 Pet. 118 19),
Probably, therefore, we must include the judicial aspect, and not ex-
clude the ethical. That the apostle has the law chiefly in mind as an
element of the present evil age from which the Christ by his death is to
deliver men (see Bous. ad Joc.) is improbable, not indeed because the
thought itself is un-Pauline (see Rom. 104), but because the phrase
“present evil age” is too general and inclusive to suggest a single
element of that age so little characteristic of it as a whole as was the
law. '

xaTd 10 @éAnua Tob Oeod kal waTpds Hudv, “ according to the
will of our God and Father.” Whether these words are to be
taken as limiting (a) 8dvros or (b) éEéAnTar, or (c), the whole
complex idea expressed by Tod 8dvros . .. movnpod (movnpod
alone is manifestly out of the question), can not be decisively
determined. Most probably, however, the third construction
is the true one. Twice before in this paragraph the apostle has
closely associated together Jesus Christ and God the Father,
first as the source of his own apostleship (v.1) and then as the
source of grace and peace to those to whom he is writing.
 The present phrase emphasises once more essentially the same

* The idea of removal from the present life by death or translation is itself naturally sug-
gested by the words éx 7. ai. 7. évear. mov., but is rendered improbable by the usage of the
word éféryrac (see above) and decisively excluded by the wholly un-Pauline character of
the thought that the salvation through Christ shortens the earthly life of the saved.
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thought, affirming that in the salvation provided for us (the
pronouns Nudv and Huds in v.4 include both the apostle and
his readers) through Christ’s gift of himself for us, God our
Father also participates, the gift and its purpose being accord-
ing to his will. Concerning the construction of Ju@v and the
translation of ToD feod kai waTpds Hudv, see detached note
on Ilatip as epplied to God, pp. 388 f.

B. ¢ 8dEa eis Tols aidvas TAV atovwr dusy, ““to whom be
the glory for ever and ever. Amen.” An ascription of praise to
God for the gift of Christ and the deliverance accomplished
through it. 8cka (here only in Gal.) is frequent in Paul, with
considerable variation of meaning. See Th. s.v. and Kennedy,
St. Paul’'s Conception of the Last Things, pp. 229 ff. TIts sense
here, “ praise,” comes down from the classic times, and is fre-
quent in N. T. The article, when occurring, seems almost
invariably to convey a reference to something which has just
been mentioned; in this case, no doubt, the redeeming work of
Christ. Cf. Rom. 11% 16% Eph. 3% Phil. 4?° 2 Tim. 48 Heb. 13%
1 Pet. 4. Contrast Lk. 2 (where, however, the poetic form
may rather be the cause of the omission of the article); Rom.
157 Phil. 211, The generic (or intensive) force of the article,
such as apparently occurs in Rev. 712 and perhaps in 2 Pet. 318,
is possible but less probable than the demonstrative force sug-
gested above. On €5 7. al. 7. aldvwy, see detached note on
Alov, p. 426.

*Apsv (Heb. 1%, an adverb derived from jo¥ “to be firm,”
Hiphil, “to believe,” “to trust”) is carried over into the N. T. vo-
cabulary from the Hebrew. It is used in O. T. as confirming an oath
(Num. 5 et al.), as the solemn conclusion and confirmation of a doxol-
ogy (Neh. 88 Ps. 411, etc.), and otherwise. The Lxx usually trans-
late it by vyévoito, but occasionally transliterate (1 Chron. 16% Neh.
51 8¢ 1 Esd. g*” Tob. 8¢ 14%), but none of these instances are at the end
of a doxology or benediction. This usage, of which 3 Mac. 7% (see also
4 Mac. 18%) apparently furnishes the earliest example, may have arisen
from the custom of the congregation responding “ Amen” to the prayer
offered by the leader. Cf. Neh. 8¢ x Cor. 14%, and Frame on 1 Thes.
3%, also M. and M. Voc. s. ».

On the relation between the salutations of the Pauline and other
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N. T. letters, and the methods of beginning letters current among
Greek, Roman, Jewish, and early Christian writers, see extended and
instructive note in Hilgenfeld, Der Galaterbrief, 1852, pp. 99 f.; also
respecting the classical Greek and Latin forms, Fritzsche on Rom. 13;
Wendland, Handbuck zum Neuen Testament, II1 3, Beilage 15, pp.
411 ff.; Ziemann, De Epistularum graecarum formulis, in Diss. phil. Hal.
XVIII 4, 1910. Respecting the evidence of the papyri, see Lietzmann,
Griechische Papyri, 1905 ; Witkowski, Epistulac graecae privatae, 1906,and
Milligan, Selections from the Greek Papyri, 1910. Cf. Frame on 1 Thes,
1. See also Mayor, The Epistle of St. James, pp. 30, 31. The following
are typical examples: TTh&rwv *Apyttg Tapavtive eb wmpérrery (Epistle
IX, Ed. Hermann, p. 58). M. Cicero salutem dicit P. Lentulo Procos.
(Ed. Mueller, IV 1, pp. 1 f.); N33 8ebv n2%n vpny (Ezr. §7; wois
dBehgots tois xat’ Afyumroy *TouBalorg yalpety ol dBedgol ot év "Iepogori-
potg "Toudatot xat ot &v ©f) xdeg thg *Tovdalas, elpfyny dyabdfy (2 Mac. 11).
xat ot &y tf) *lovdalg xal ) yepousta xal "Yoidag AptatoBoddy - - - xalpety
xat byabvery (2 Mac. 119).  Khalbdiog Auslag ©@p xpatiory Hyepbve Gikine
xalpewy (Acts 23%; ¢f. Acts'15%). ’Yodwns tais dwed Buonolas Tais &y
<fi *Actg- xéets butv xal elpivy (Rev. 1¢).  ITohlxapmog - « - tf) dxxAnalg
70§ Oe00 Tf mapowxolon Piklmmors- EAeog Hutv xal elpfvy mapdk Oeold
(Polyc. Phil.). The following, from Milligan’s Selections, show the
usage of the papyri: TloAuxpbtns tét watel xalpetv. >AmoAidviog Ilto-
Aepalot ©d watel xalpety. Thaploy [a] "Adwwe tiic ddehoit wheiora
xalpery.  Odwv Tupdwor tét Tiptwtdtor Theiota xalpety.

These and other examples cited by the writers above referred to
show (1) that both Greeks and Romans, if not also the Hebrews, fre-
quently began a letter with the writer’s name; (2) that the naming of the
person or persons addressed, usually in the dative, but sometimes in
the vocative, was the general custom among Greeks, Romans, and
Hebrews; (3) that to these two it was customary among the Hebrews
to add the word 1%, or if writing in Greek, elefivy, among the Greeks
alpety, with or without the addition of Aéyet, and among the Romans
salutem with or without dicit; (4) that the early Christian writers fol-
lowed in general the usages then current in the Roman world, but in
the exercise of that liberty which these usages themselves sanctioned,
combined elements derived on the one side from the Greek custom and
on the other from the Hebrew, and introduced also distinctly Christian
elements. As a result there seems to have been created almost a
standard Christian form (note the resemblance between the salutation
of the Pauline letters, those ascribed to Peter, 2 and 3 Jn., the saluta-
tion of Rev. 14, and those used by Clem. Rom. and Polycarp), yet one
" which was freely modified by each writer in adaptation to the particular
occasion and persons addressed. Note the variations from the usual
form in Jas. and the Ignatian letters, and the lack of salutation in 1 Jn.
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and Heb., though these latter are perhaps rather literary epistles than
letters in the stricter sense. See Deissmann, Bible Studies, chap. 1.
In the creation of this general Christian form for beginning letters, the
dates of the literature would suggest that Paul exerted a special influ-
ence, though there can hardly have been any slavish, perhaps not even
a conscious, copying of his form by others.

2, Expression of indignant surprise at the threalened
abandonment of his teaching by the Galatians, in
which 1s disclosed the occasion of the letter (1541).

In place of the expression of thanksgiving or of praise
to God with which in all the letters that bear Paul’s name,
except 1 Tim. and Titus, the paragraph immediately fol-
lowing the address and salutation opens, there stands in this
letter an expression of surprise and indignation; surprise that
the Galatians are so quickly abandoning the gospel as they
had received it from the apostle, and are on the point of accept-
ing from others a perversion of it; indignation at those who
are troubling them and seeking to pervert the gospel of the
Christ. In this expression there is disclosed, as usually in the
second paragraph of the apostle’s letters, the occasion of the
epistle.

] marvel that ye are so quickly turning away from him who
called you in the grace of Christ unto a different gospel, "which is
not another except in the sense that there are some who are troubling
"you and desire to pervert the gospel of the Christ. 8But even if we
or an angel from heaven shall preach unto you a gospel not in
accordance with that which we preached to you, let him be accursed.
%As we said before, so now I say again, if any one is preaching
to you a gospel not in accordance with that whick ye received, let
him be accursed. °For am I now seeking the favour of men, or of
God? Or am I now seeking to please men? If I were still pleas-
ing men I should not be a servant of Christ.

6. Bavudfw 87t olTws Tayéws peraTlfeole 4o Tob Kakéoar-
108 Upuds év ydpire XpioTod “I marvel that ye are so
quickly turning away from him who called you in the grace of
Christ.” The present tense of the verb perarifesfe indicates
clearly that when the apostle wrote the apostasy of the Gala-
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tians was as yet only in process. They were, so to speak, on the
point, or more exactly in the very act, of turning. The mind
of the apostle wavers while he writes between hope and fear as
to the outcome (42 519). The word Tayéws might conceivably
refer to the rapid development of the apostatising movement
after it was once begun. But it is equally suitable to the usage
of the word to take it in the sense of “soon” (cf. 1 Cor. 4*° Phil.
219 # Mt. 5% Mk. ¢%), and it is certainly far more probable
that the apostle is here speaking of the brevity of the interval
than of the rapidity of the process. The point from which this
interval, which seems to the apostle so brief, is reckoned is left
unstated, but that of which one most naturally thinks in speak-
ing of an apostasy is the time of the original acceptance of that
which is now abandoned—in this case the gospel—and this is
also suggested by amo ol kaAéoarTos and €is Erepov edaryyéliov.

Little help is afforded by this expression towards the determi-
nation of the date of the letter, since such a change as is here
spoken of would doubtless seem to the apostle to have been
quickly made if it took place at any time within a few years
after the conversion of the Galatians,.

It is grammatically possible to take Tod kaléravros as limit-
ing Xpiorod and so to render “from-the Christ who called you
in grace.” On this order of words see BMT 427; Gild. Synt.
622, and ¢f. Gal. 377. The thought thus yielded would more-
over be wholly appropriate to this situation, since the apostasy
of the Galatians was from Christ and his grace. But Paul’s
gencral use of the verb kaléw (see below) must be regarded as a
decisive objection to referring the phrase to Christ (as is done
by Hier. Luth. Calv. Beng. et al.; ¢f. Wies. and Sief. ad loc.) or
to Paul (as by Paulus, cited by Wies.), and as a convincing rea-
son for here referring it to God (so Chrys. Wies. Mey. Sief. ElL.
Litft.).

The verb pecatidnut, meaning in the active, “to transfer,” “to re-
move” (see, e. g., Heb. 115) or “to alter,” “to pervert” (Jude 4), is used
in the middle or pass. with various constructions in the sense “to
change [one’s opinion]”. Hdt. 7:%: &yd udv xat altds tpdxopar xal wiy
oy petatilepat: “I myself am changing and altering my opinion;”
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Plato, Rep. 345 B: davephs petatifeco xal dudc pd Laméra: “Change
your mind openly, and do not [attempt to] deceive us.” Followed by
&xb, as here, in 2 Mac. 7%, it means “to turn from,” “to apostatise from,”
petabéuevoy drd T@v matplwy, “‘on condition of having apostatised from
the ancestral [laws].” With =pés, instead of eis as here, “to turn to”
in Polyb. 26. 2¢.

For various interpretations of oltwg tayéwg, 'see Sief. who himself

_ takes it to mean “rapidly,” “swiftly since it began.”

In fifteen passages in the letters ascribed to Paul the writer attributes
“calling” to God (Rom. 417 8% g1, % 1 Cor. 1° 71617 Gal, 18 1 Thes. 212
47 5% 2 Tim. 1°, using the verb xaAéw; Rom. 112 1 Cor. 13 Eph. 1!* Phil.
3 2 Tim. 1*, using x\fjot), and never, except in the sense of “naming”
or “inviting to a feast,” to any one else. The main features of the
apostle’s conception of this divine act appear clearly in the passages
cited. It is in execution of his predetermined purpose (Rom. 8-
2 Thes, 21 14; ¢f. 2 Tim. 1%); an act of grace, not in accordance with men'’s
deserts (Gal. 135; ¢f. 2 Tim. 1%); it is the divine initiative of the Christian
life (x Cor. 7v-); by which God summons men into the fellowship of
his Son Jesus Christ (x Cor. 1¢; ¢f. Rom. 8t 39), to live in sanctification
(1 Thes. 4%), and peace (1 Cor. 7% Col. 3%), and to attain unto salvation
(2 Thes. 214), God’s kingdom and glory (1 Thes. 213; ¢f. also 1 Tim. 6%).
Though always spoken of as God’s act, it may take place through the
preaching of the gospel by men (2 Thes. 214), and it is doubtless to the
divine call, brought to the Galatians through his own preaching, that
the apostle here refers.

Paul’s use of the terms “call” and “calling” is in general such as to
suggest that he thought of those only as called who obeyed the divine
summons (see esp. Rom. 8-3); of a rejected call at least he never
speaks. Yet the present passage evidently speaks of the Galatians as
on the point or in the act of turning from him who had called them.
This apostasy, moreover, the apostle evidently regarded as a most
serious matter, vitally affecting their relation to Christ (see esp. 5).
It can not therefore be unqualifiedly affirmed that Paul always con-
ceived of “calling” as effectual in the sense that all who were called
were surely destined unto eternal life,

On the meaning of xdpts, see on v.t. Modern commentators have
generally given to the preposition év either its instrumental force (see
Th. &, I 5d), or its causal and basal sense (see Th. I16c). In either
case the grace of Christ is that which is manifested in his gift of him-
self for men, and is conceived of specially in its relation to their en-
trance into the kingdom of God; in the latter case, it is that on the
ground of which, by virtue of which, men are called; in the former
case, it is that by which the calling takes place. To these views there
is no decisive objection either in the usage of the phrase “grace of
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. Christ” (see 2 Cor. 8 Rom. s¥) or in the™use of the preposition &
(see Th. ». 5.). But (a) the grace of Christ is more commonly spoken
of by Paul in its relation to the Christian in his Christian life (see
Rom. 16% 2 Cor. 12° 13" Gal. 6! Phil, 4% 1 Thes. 5?* 2 Thes. 31%; ¢f.
also Rom. 5%, and the benedictions in connection with the salutation
of all the letters). (b) In the expression xaléw &v as used elsewhere
by Paul (Rom. ¢’ does not properly come into account, being from
the Lxx, and xahéw not being used in its special Pauline sense of the
divine call into the kingdom), &v is never either instrumental or causal,
except possibly in 1 Cor. 7%, but almost uniformly marks its object as
the state or sphere in which the one called is, either (1) when he is
called (1 Cor. 71810.%), or (2) as the result of his call. In this latter
case the phrase is pregnant and bears the meaning “call to be in’”
(1 Thes. 47 1 Cor. 71 Col. 31 (év ! odbpart) Eph. 4¢; ¢f. Th.év I 7, and
el¢ in 1 Cor. 1* Col. 31 2 Thes. 214). Usage evidently favours the meta-
phorical local sense of the preposition, and, since yxdettt is evidently
not the sphere in which the Galatians were when they were called, the
pregnant use of the phrase is the more probable. (c) The sense yielded
for this passage by taking y&ptrt as referring to the state in which the
Galatians were called to be is much more suitable to the connection
than that given by either of the other constructions. In speaking of a
change of position on their part, it is more natural to refer to the state
in which by God’s call they are or should be than to emphasise the
basis or instrument of God’s call. The remarkable and surprising fact
about their apostasy was that they were abandoning the position of
grace, %. e., the relation towards God which made them the objects of
the grace of Christ and participators in its benefits, to put themselves
under law, which could only award them their sad deserts. On Paul’s
view of the nature of the change ¢f. 5¢ 310-1¢, It is a further objection
to the view that &v is basal that while redemption is conceived of by
Paul as based on the work of Christ (Rom. 3%), it is difficult to suppose
that he would speak of God’s call as being on the ground of the grace
of Christ. It is rather his thought that the work of Christ has its basis
in the love of God. See Rom. s¢#-. Nor is the thought that the call
of God is by means of Christ’s grace materially easier, for the expansion
of this into “the announcement of the grace of Christ” is unwarranted
by the language.

The absence of the article before y&ptt: has the effect, and is doubt-
less due to the intention, of giving the word qualitative rather than
individualising force. This in turn emphasises the folly of the con-
duct of the Galatians. This shade of meaning can not well be expressed
in English (which requires a definite article before “grace” because of
the phrase that follows it) except by some such periphrasis as, I mar-
vel that ye are so quickly turning away from grace, that of Christ.”
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els &repov edayyéhov, “unto a different gospel.” On the
meaning of the word érepov, see detached note, p. 420. On
edayyéhov, see detached note, p. 422. It is evident that in
the present passage, as indeed generally in this epistle, it is the
doctrinal aspect of the gospel that the apostle has specially in
mind. The questions at issue between Paul and his judaistic
opponents did not at all concern the historical facts of the life
of Jesus, nor did they so far as known have to do with the
methods of carrying on the gospel work. They pertained
rather to the way of acceptance with God and the significance
of the Christ in relation to such acceptance. They were thus
distinctly doctrinal questions.

The preposition €ls denotes mental direction (¢f. Acts. 268
Rom. 2¢ 1 Tim. 1% and in view of the meaning and tense of
peratibecle signifies “towards, with inclination to accept.”
That Paul calls the teaching of his opponents in Galatia a
different “gospel” doubtless reflects the fact that they claimed
for it the name ‘““gospel,” “‘good tidings”’; they may even have
described it in contrast with Paul’s preaching, as a different
gospel, érepov edaryyéhor. In what sense Paul was willing to
apply to it the term “gospel”” appears in what follows.

7. & otk Eomiv dANo, €l un “which is not another except in
the sense that.” The relative 8 should undoubtedly be taken
as referring neither to ebayyé\ov alone, nor to the whole state-
ment petaTifeale . . . edayyéhioy (reasons given below), but,
as the manifest emphasis upon érepov in the preceding clause
and the use of the partly antithetical &AMo in this clause sug-
gests, to &repov ebayyéhov taken as a single term and designat-
ing the erroneous teaching of the judaisers. The clause is thus
a qualification of the preceding statement, intended to exclude
the possible implication that that which the Galatians were
urged to accept was really a gospel which might legitimately be
substituted for that which Paul preached. On € w1} meaning
“except ” and introducing not a protasis but an exception, see
Th. €, IIT 8 c; BMT 274, 471. On € @7 meaning “except
that,” see Mk. 6> Rom. 14, and ¢f. Th. €, IIL 8 b.

Ofx &\ho ei wh is taken in the sense “nothing else than” Ly Winer
(Com. ad loc.), Grot., Riick., as also by Grimm (Th. i III 8 ¢ ¢), ARV.
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marg., and Ram. (first choice; see also below), § being in this case
referred not to &repov edayyéhtoy, but to the fact related in wetar(feate
. . . ebayyéhoy. To this construction there are several objections: (1)
It makes the antithesis between ¥repov and &\ho only seeming-and acci-
dental, which is in view of Paul’s usage rather improbable. See below
on N. T. usage of these words. (2) It necessitates the supposition
that Paul left the application of the term efayyéAtov to the teaching
of the judaisers unretracted. (3) The reference of ¥ to the whole pre-
ceding sentence is awkward and improbable. Following immediately
upon ¥repov elayyéAtoy, and agreeing with it in gender and number, §
could scarcely be taken by the reader otherwise than as referring to
this expression. If Paul had intended ¥ to refer to the entire preceding
clause he would naturally have written & (¢f. 4%) or tolto ydp &stwv or
tofto 38 éovwv.*  (4) It gives to olx &AAo i pf) the sense “not other
than” (denying qualitative distinction), which is unsustained by usage.
See for classical writers Jelf, 773. 5 860. 7; Kithner-Gerth, s97 m. For
this idea the Lxx use olx &AX" % (Gen. 28%), ©f ( = olx) &Ako ¥ (Mal.
21), odx et pf) (Neh. 27); N. T. writers use odx &Aog &AX # (2 Cor. 1),
ofix et py (1 Cor. 1o®), tlg ( = odx) ef pfi (Rom. 115 Eph. 4°), but neither
Lxx nor N. T. use odx &\Aog &t ph.}

By a still older view (Chrys., Thdrt., Luth., Beza, Beng., Koppe,
de W., and Hilg., cited by Sief. ad loc.) ¥ is referred to edayyéAtov in
the sense of the true gospel, the relative clause is taken as equivalent
to o0 t&p éotiy &Ao, and the el pf) clause is taken as adversative.
This view is now generally recognised to be erroneous, and requires no

* The relative 6 might indeed be taken to refer to €repov edayyéAiov, the expression
obx dAAo ei w1 being still interpreted as meaning “not other than’ or “nothing else than,”
and against this the objection of Sief. (¢f. also Wies.) that in that case 67« must have been
inserted, as in 2 Cor. 124, or eioiv omitted, is hardly valid in view of Mk. 65 Rom. 144. But
there would still remain the first and fourth objections, and these, taken together, are decisive
against this interpretation.

t The idea of gualitative non-distinction (“not other than,” “the same as’) is, of course,
not the same as (numerical) exception to a negative statement (“no other except,” ‘“none
beside,” or “not except”). For this latter the LxX use oox dAAos wAijv (Exod. 80 Isa. 45ns
Bel. 41); otk &ére wAsjw (Deut. 4%), éxtos dAAos odx (Isa. 261), ovx mwapéf (Isa. 451b), ovx ei uij
(Neh. 2:*). N.T. writers use most commonly o« {or ovdeis, undeds) ei uih (Mt. 119 178 2119
Rom. 77 13% v 1 Cor. 1Y, etc.), once ovx dAhos wAjv (Mk. 12%; quotation from Lxx), once
érepos ovk €l uij (Gal. 1), and once GAAos ovx ei wij (Jn. 62). These last two expressions most
closely resemble the one before us in v.7, Jn. 6%, being the only exact verbal parallel (and
not even this in order of words) found in either Lxx or N. T. But in both these passages
what is expressed is not qualitative non-distinction, but exception (rather loosely attached)
to a preceding negative statement. They furnish no argument, therefore, for taking the
present passage in the sense “not other than,” but in so far as they weigh at all favour taking
i w1 as introducing an exceptive clause, qualifying the preceding relatively complete state-
ment, rather than as coalescing with the preceding d&AAo to express a single idea, *“not other
than,” “equivalent to saying.” The use of oldeis dAos in Jn. 15# Acts 412, meaning “no
- one else,” and of ovér dAAo in Gal. 519 in the sense “nothing else’ creates some probability
that if Paul had meant here “nothing else than’’ he would have written o98év dAAo instead of
obx dAAo. But the fact that nowhere in Lxx or N. T. is o08év dAAo used in a phrase meaning
“nothing else than’ forbids laying stress on tbis argument.
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extended discussion. Each element of it is in itself impossible: § can
not refer to edayyéAtov alone in the sense of the (true) gospel, since this
would involve an abrupt dropping from the mind of the emphatic ele-
ment in the antecedent clause, and the mental substitution of a word
(v6) having practically the opposite force; & oix Zsrv might possibly
mean “for it is not,” but can not mean, as this interpretation requires,
“there is not,” since the substantive element of § in this case altogether
disappears; nor can i t#) be merely adversative in force (see on 11).

" Ram., as stated above, prefers the first of these views, but as his
second choice translates “‘another gospel, which is not different (from
mine), except in so far as certain persons pervert the gospel of Christ.”
Zrepov elayyéAtov he refers to the teaching of the Twelve, which Paul
affirms to be not really different from his own; the perverters of this
gospel, which is common to Paul and the Twelve, he supposes to be
the judaisers. Aside from the question whether Paul could by this
language convey so complex an idea, and whether Paul really regarded
his gospel as quite so closely identical with that of the Twelve as this
interpretation supposes, the crucial question is whether it does justice
to the relative meanings of #epog and &AAog, and to this question it
seems necessary to return a negative answer, and consequently to
reject Ram.’s interpretation of the passage. See detached note on
*Exepos and *AAhog, p. 420.

The balance of evidence therefore seems to require taking ¥vepov as
meaning “different,” &\Xo in the sense “another” (additional) and
translating ¥ olx Eottv &Aho el nf) as above, “which is not another ex-
cept in the sense that.” The only alternative is not, with Ram., to
reverse this distinction between #repog and &AAeg, but to suppose that
the two terms are entirely synonymous, the change being simply for
variety of expression. In the latter case both words might consistently
with Greek usage in general mean either “another” (second) numeri-
cally distinct, or “different.” But the interpretation advocated above
is more probable than either of these latter. In any case et uf retains
its exceptive force, meaning here “except (in the sense that).”

Twés elow of Tapdooovres vuds kal Gélovres uetaoTpérar
70 edaryyéhiov ToU xpioTol. “there are some who are troubling
you and desire to pervert the gospel of the Christ.” This is the
first mention of those who were preaching the other gospel
among the Galatians. The present tense of the verb indicates
that they are still in Galatia, and that this letter is intended to
combat them while they are in the very midst of their work.
The verb Tapdsow, prop. “to agitate physically” (Jn. 57), much
more frequently in N. T. means “to disturb mentally,” with
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excitement, perplexity, or fear (Mt. 28 Jn. 14* Acts 152). Con-
cerning the participle, or other attributive, with the article after
an indefinite word like Twés or a noun without the article, see
W. XVIII 3; XX 4 (WM. pp. 136, 174), BMT 424, BL § 412
(73%, Rad. p. 93, Gild. Syn. p. 283, Rob. p. 277. W. implies
that Tuvés is here subject and of Tap. pred.; but the attributive
construction is more probable; ¢f. chaps. 2% 3%. Observe in
the use of fé\ovres another indication that the Galatians have
not yet succumbed to the influence of the judaising mission-
aries. The troubling is a present fact. The perversion is as
yet only a wish of the disturbers.

Mertaotpédew (in N. T. Acts 2%, here, and Jas. 4* only) means (1) “to
turn,” “to transfer,” (2) “to change from one thing into another or
from one state to another’; whether for better or for worse is not in-
volved in the meaning of the word (Deut. 238 Sir. r12i#1); yet when the
thing changed is right and good, to change it is naturally thought of as
being to pervert it.

On the meaning of yptotés, see detached note on The Titles and
Predicates of Jesus, 111, pp. 395 ff. Note that we should here trans-
lIate “the gospel of the Christ,” yptotéc with the article being here, as
usually, and always after td edayyéAtov, not a proper name but a de-
scriptive title, with tacit identification of the person referred to; as one
would say “the Governor” or “the President,” leaving the hearer to
supply the personal identification.

8. &ANA xal éav fjueis 9) dyyehos éE odpavol edayyelilnTar
dpiv map 8 ebnyyedodueba Uuiv, dvdfepa €stw. “But even
if we or an angel from heaven shall preach unto you a gospel
not in accordance with that which we preached to you, let him
be accursed.” This strong language shows how serious Paul
considered the differences between his gospel and that which
the Jewish Christian preachers were promulgating in Galatia.
Contrast the language of Phil. 12518, The antithesis expressed
by &A\Ad is probably between the disposition, which he suspects
some of his readers may feel, to regard the gospel of Paul and
that of the judaisers as, after all, not so very different, and his
own strong sense of the serious difference between them. The
clause, so far as Huels 7 dyyelos éE olpavod is concerned, is
concessive, being unfavourable to the fulfilment of the apodosis,
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avdfepa &rrw, and the xai is intensive, marking the extreme
nature of the supposition. It is, of course, only rhetorically a
possibility. In respect to the following words, mwap’ §, etc., the
clause is causally conditional. See BMT 248, 281, 285 b. On
the meaning of dryyehos, see on 44,

NA Dialse Ath. Cybr Euthal. al. read edayyeAloyrar; BDFGHL
al. pler. Bas. read edayyeAf{yrat; Eus. Chr. Thdrt. Dam. have both -oyra:
and -Yntar; KP 442, 460, 1908 al. read -Yetat. External evidence is
indecisive as between -ontat and -{ytar. Intrinsically it is a little more
probable that Paul would write -nrat, implying a continuous propagand-
ism, rather than -oytat, which might suggest a single occasion of preach-
ing, contrary to the apostle’s doctrine. Transcriptional probability also
favours -{ytat as more easily than either of the other forms, accounting
for all the readings, each of the others arising from -{yra: by the
change of a single letter. It is also more probable that scribes would
give to the apostle’s anathema a harsher form by changing -{nta: to
-onvat than that they would soften it by the reverse change. Ln. (mg.)
Tdf. WH. read -onzat. Ln. (txt.) Tr. Alf. ElL Ltft. Weiss, Sief. Sd. read
-{nTat.

N°AD°KLP al. pler. d f Vg. Syr. (psh. harcl. pal.) Boh. read Sutv
after edayyeh.; BH have it before the verb; N*Fsr- G gomit it; D* Ath.
Cyrbr read dpds after edayyeh. The reading dpu&s may be set aside as
weakly attested and probably due to the influence of duag in v.», yet
it bears a certain testimony to the presence of a pronoun at this point.
The witnesses to duiv before the verb and those to duiv after it furnish
strong testimony to its presence in one place or the other, with a prob-
ability in favour of the latter position.

Ebayye{opar occurs first so far as observed in Aristoph. Eq. 643,
Abyous dyabols edayyehloasBar tve (see Dalman, Words of Jesus, pp.
102 ff.). The active occurs first apparently in the Lxx, but is found
also in secular writers after N. T. In the Lxx it is a translation of
23, “to bring tidings,” “to bring good news.” 1In N.T. it is found
in the active (Rev. 107 148 only), in the middle frequently, and in the
passive. The middle is accompanied by an accusative of content,
with or without a dative of indirect object (Lk. 4% 8t), or by a dative
(Rom. 1%) or accusative (Acts 8¢) of the person to whom the message
is delivered without an accusative of content, or is used absolutely
(z Cor. 1v). Except in Lk. 11* and 1 Thes. 3¢ the accusative of content
refers to the “gospel” message of salvation or to some phase of it. When
used absolutely or in the passive the reference is to the proclamation
of the gospel in the N. T. sense of the word. See note on efiayyéitoy,
p. 422. Paul uses the word in the middle only, both with and without
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accusative of content (see Rom. 1t 152 1 Cor. 117 g %18 1512 2 Cor,
10t 117 Gal. &% 1n16m 413) and always, except in 1 Thes. 3¢ Rom,
10" and this verse and the next, with reference to the preaching of his
gospel. By the addition of =g’ 8, etc., here and in v. 3, the word is given
a more general reference than to Paul’s gospel in particular, yet doubt-
less still refers to the preaching of the Christian gospel, not to the
announcement of good tidings in general. It is equivalent to edayyéhiov
xnpbooery, with edayyéhtov in the same breadth of meaning which is
implied in Zzepov ebdayyéiiov of v. . On other ways of expressing sub-
stantially the same idea as that of this v., see 1 Cor. 31 2 Cor. 114,

* It has been much disputed whether wapé in map’ 8 signifies “contrary
to,” or “besides.” But the room for dispute which usage ‘permits is
very narrow. The metaphorical uses of mzp& in the New Testament
are as follows:

1. Beyond, passing a certain limit. (a) Beyond the measure or
limit of: (i) in excess of (Rom. 12? 2 Cor. 82 Heb. 111 also Heb. 2% 9); (ii)
in greater degree than (Luke 13*+4 Rom. 1% 14% Heb. 1%); (iii) in trans-
gression of, contrary to (Acts 18 Rom. 126 413 114 16%7); (b) after com-
paratives, than (Luke 3i Heb. 1433 9% 114 12%); (c) after &\hog, than,
except (1 Cor. 3t and freq. in Greek writers).

2. Aside from, except, lacking, used with a numeral, 2 Cor. 11%, and
in Greek writers with other expressions suggesting number or quantity.

3. Because of (x Cor. 121.19),

The use in the present passage evidently falls neither under 2 nor 3;
nor under 1 (a) (i) or (ii); nor, because of the absence of a comparative
or &\hog, under (b) or (c). The meaning “ beside, in addition to,” does
not exist in N. T., nor have instances of it been pointed out in the Lxx
or Greek writers. The nearest approach to it is that which is illus-
trated in 1 Cor. 3Y; but this sense apparently occurs only after &A)og,
which is not found in the present passage. It remains therefore to
take wapé in this verse, and the following, in the sense common in classical
writers and in N. T., “contrary to,” 1, (a) (iii) above. It should be
observed, however, that the fundamental meaning of ®ap& is “by the
side of,” then “beyond,” and that it acquires the meaning “contrary
to” from the conception of that which goes beyond (and so transgresses)
the limits of the object. This fundamental idea seems usually at least
to linger in the word, suggesting not so much direct contradiction or
denial, or on the other side merely addition, as exceeding the limits
of a thing, e. g., a law or teaching—and so non-accordance with it.
Cf. Rob., p. 616. This meaning suggested by the original sense of the
preposition and by its usage is entirely appropriate to the present
passage. The evidence of the letter as a whole indicates that the
teachings of the judaisers, which Paul evidently has in mind here, were
neither, on the one side, additions to his own teaching in the same
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spirit as his, nor, on the other side, direct contradictions and denials of
his, but additions which were actually subversive in effect. The trans-
lation “other than”” (RV., ¢f. Weizsicker) is not quite accurate, because
it suggests any variation whatever from Paul’s message. ‘‘Contrary
to” (RV. mg.) slightly exaggerates this idea of contrariety, suggesting
direct contradiction. “Not in accordance with” or “at variance
with”” seems to come nearest to expressing the idea of the Greek.

The words dvé8eua and &vé8nua were originally simply variant spell-
ings of the same word. The latter word meant in Homer “an orna-
ment,” in Herodotus, ef al., “votive offering” set up in a temple.
“Votive offering” is perhaps in fact the older sense. In this
sense &véBeya appears in Greek writers from Theocritus down. In
the Lxx, however, it is used to translate o, a thing devoted to
God for destruction, a thing accursed. In the mss. of the Lxx and
Apocr. avéfnua and dvélepa are for the most part consistently distin-
guished, the former signifying “a votive offering,” the latter ““a thing
accursed, devoted to destruction” (Lev. 27 Deut. 1317 181), etc., or
“a curse” (Deut. 13®iel 20v), But variant readings appear in
Deut. 726 bis Jud. 16% =1 3 Mac. 3. In N. T. &vdfnpa, found only in
Lk. 215 (even here NADX read &véfeia), means “a votive offering”’;
dvéBepa in Rom, ¢* 1 Cor. 12* 16% means “a thing (or rather a person)
accursed”’; in Acts 23 “a curse,” a vow taken with an oath, a mean-
ing found also in an Attic inscription of the first or second century
A. D. (see Deissmann in ZntW. II 342), and hence doubtless a current
use of the term in Common Greek, as it is also in modern Grk. Cf.
M. and M. Voc. s. 9. The former of these two meanings differs from
the common Lxx sense of &v&Beyx in that it denotes not so much a
thing devoted to God to be destroyed (see, e. g., Josh. 6U7-%) as one
under the curse of God. See esp. Rom. ¢*. In this sense the word must
be taken in the present passage. How this condemnation of God
would express itself is not conveyed in this word. Taken in their
literal sense the words dvéfepa #otw (on the use of the imper. see Rob.
p. 939) are the opposite of the benediction in v. 3; they are a petition
that the person referred to may be deprived of God’s grace, and instead
be the object of his disapproval. Precisely what thought the expres-
sion represented in Paul’s mind is difficult to determine, because it is
impossible to know precisely how largely the hyperbole of impassioned
feeling entered into the words. For the evidence that &véfeux does
not here or in N. T. generally refer to excommunication, as some older
interpreters maintained, see Wieseler’s extended note on this passage.

9. @5 mpoetpricapey, Kal dpT. Al Aéyw, “‘ As we said before
so now I say again.” The mpo- in mpoeprikauer may mean
“before” either in the sense “on a former occasion,” as, e. g., in
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2 Cor. 72 Heb. 47, or in a predictive sense “before the event
spoken of,” as in Mk. 132 Rom. ¢g* 2 Cor. 132. The two ideas
are indeed not mutually exclusive. But the fact that v.%b,
which is distinctly said to be a repetition of the utterance re-
ferred to in wpoewprikaper, is not a prediction shows that wpo-
refers to a previous utterance of these words. This previous ut-
terance, however, is not that of v.3, but something said on a pre-
vious occasion, as e. g.,ona visit to Galatia, orina previous letter.
Paul does, indeed, not infrequently use a plural in speaking of
himself alone, and even change abruptly from plural to singular
(see 1 Thes. 218 31 6 2 Cor. 131+ 3 10? 112, and Dick, Der schrift-
stellerische Plural bei Paulus, pp. 143 ff.), and wpoetprauey
could in itself refer to something just said in the letter (see
2 Cor. 7). But the use of dp7¢ here implying difference of
time between the two utterances excludes the supposition that
he is here referring to words just written down. Since we
know of no previous letter to the Galatians, the previous utter-
ance was probably made by Paul (or by Paul and his com-
panions—on this point the plural can not in view of 2z Cor, 113t
and other passages cited above be said to be decisive) when he
was in Galatia. On which of the two occasions on which he
had probably already visited the Galatians (4%) this warning
was given, depends somewhat on the question of the chronology -
of these visits, itself turning in large part on the location of
the churches. See Inirod., p. xxi. The very fact that he felt
it necessary to utter such a warning as this suggests an al-
ready existing danger. If the churches, being in northern
Galatia, were founded on his second missionary journey, there
might easily have been occasion for such a warning on his first
visit to them. If, on the other hand, the churches were in
southern Galatia, and hence founded on the first missionary
journey, it is less probable that he had occasion at that time
to utter so pointed a warning, and more likely that he refers
to something said on the occasion of his second visit.

The perfect tense of wpoetpfxaey marks this saying as not simply a
past fact, but as one of -which the result remains, doubtless in
that they remember (or may be assumed to remember) the utterance
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of the saying. BMT 74, 85. The tense therefore conveys an appeal
to their memory of the utterance. This reference to the existing result
of the saying can not be expressed in English except by an interjected
- clause, “as we told you and you remember,” and inasmuch as the use
of the English perfect in such a connection suggests a recent action—
in this case most naturally an utterance just made in the preceding
sentence—the best translation is the simple past, which though it leaves
“unexpressed a part of the meaning of the Greek, has at least the advan-
tage of not expressing anything not conveyed by the Greek. BMT 82.
The strict force of xat before &prt is doubtless adverbial, “also,” but
English idiom in such a case prefers the simple “so.” Cf. Jn. 67 13%
1 Cor. 15%. The fuller and more definitely comparative expression
orwg xaf occurs 1 Cor. 152 Gal. 4%, etc. &prt, fréquent in papyri, of
strictly present time (M. and M. Voc. s. v.), is cited by Nigeli, Wort-
schatz, p. 78, as a word of the unliterary Kowd; yet see numerous
classical exx. in L. & S.

el Tis Dpas edayyehilerar wap’ & mapendBere, avdfepa Errw,
“If any one is preaching to you a gospel not in accordance with
that which ye received, let him be accursed.” This sentence dif-
fers from that of v.%in two respects which affect the thought:
(1) the element of concession and improbability disappears in the
omission of Huets A dryyehos é£ odpavod; (2) the form of the
condition that suggests future possibility is displaced by that
which expresses simple present supposition, and which is often
used when the condition is known to be actually fulfilled. The
result is to bring the supposition closer home to the actual case,
and since it was known both to Paul and his readers that the
condition € Tis .. . maperdBete was at that very time in
process of fulfilment, to apply the dvdfepa éoto directly to
those who were then preaching in Galatia.

10. dpme yap avbpdmovs welfw % Tov Oedv; “For am I now
seeking the favour of men, or of God?” dpTi, now, 1. e.,in these
utterances. The apostle evidently refers to a charge that on
previous occasions or in other utterances he had shaped his
words so as to win the favour of men. A similar charge was
made by his opponents at Corinth, 2 Cor. 10'. 7elf® means
“to win the favour of,” “to conciliate,” as in 2 Mac. 4% Mt. 2814
Acts 12%. The present tense, by reason simply of the meaning
of the word and the idea of action in progress suggested by
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the tense, has the meaning, “to seek the favour of.” BMT
11; GMT 25.

The force of y&p is difficult to determine. If, indeed, as Win. Th.
Preusch. et al. affirm, vép has a conclusive or illative force (derived, as
some maintain, from its etymological sense as compounded of vé and
&pa), this meaning would be most suitable. The apostle would in that
case draw from his preceding sentence the inference, expressed in a
rhetorical question, that he is not pleasing men (as has been charged
against him), but God. Or if it had the asseverative force attributed
to it by Hoogeveen e al. (see Misener, The Meaning of I'ép, Baltimore,
1904), this would also yield a suitable meaning: “Surely I am not now
pleasing men, am I?” But most of the N. T. passages cited by Th.
et al. as examples of the illative sense are as well or better explained
as in some sense causal, and though there remain a very few which it
is difficult to account for except on the assumption of an asseverative or
illative force, whether primitive or derived (see Acts 16* Phil. 1*), yet
in view of the preponderance of evidence and judgment that all the
uses of yép are to be explained from its causal force (see Misener,
op. cit.), and the fact that the only two N. T. cases that obstinately
refuse to be reduced to this category are in condensed exclamatory
phrases, we do not seem to be justified in assuming any other than a
causal force here. In that case it must be either confirmatory—*and
I mean what I say, for am I now?” etc.—or, explanatory and defen-
sive, justifying the use of the strong and harsh language of vv.s.*—
“and this I am justified in saying, for am I now?” etc. Of these two
explanations the second is the more probable, since the preceding
expression is already sufficiently strong and would naturally call for
justification rather than confirmation. To this as to any form of the
view that makes yép causal, it is indeed an objection that the clause
introduced by yé&p ought naturally to be either a positive assertion, or
a question the answer to which is to the opponent in argument so
evident and unquestionable that it has the value of a proved assertion.
See, e. g., Jn. 74 Acts 8% 19% 1 Cor. 111, But this latter is precisely
what this question does not furnish. To those to whom Paul is ad-
dressing himself it is by no means self-evident and unquestionable that
he is concerned to win the favour of God and not of men. But &ptt with
its backward reference to the strong language of the preceding sentences
suggests that this language itself is appealed to as evidence that the
apostle is not now seeking to please men but God, which fact, as &
shows, he in turn employs to justify the language. It is as if one
reproved for undue severity should reply, “My language at least proves
that I am no flatterer,” the answer tacitly implying that this fact
justified the severity. Such a mode of expression is not impossible to
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one writing under strong emotion, and this interpretation furnishes
the most probable explanation of both &ptt and yé&p.

# nrd &vbpdmows dpéore; “Or am I seeking to please
men?” These words only repeat a little more distinctly the
thought of the preceding clause, {nTd adpéoxev taking the
place of melfw and expressing the idea of attempt more defi-
nitely. -

el &n avBpdmors Tfipecrov, XpioTod Sobhos oDk dv funp. “If
I were still pleasing men, I should not be a servant of Christ.”
A supposition contrary to fact (BMT 248), implying that he is
no longer pleasing men, and that he is a servant of Christ. The
imperfect 7pecrov is doubtless like the melfw above, conative,
not resultative. This is the usual force of the progressive tenses
in verbs of pleasing, persuading, and the like, which by their
meaning suggest effort, and there is no occasion to regard the
present instance as exceptional. That which the apostle says
would prove him not to be a servant of Christ is, not a being
pleasing to men, but an endeavour to please men. The expres-
sion is moreover comparative rather than absolute, signifying
not the intention under any circumstances or in any degree to
please men, but to please men in preference to God, as is im-
plied in the preceding @vfpdmovs . . . 9} Tov fedv, and for his
own advantage and convenience as the whole context suggests.
There is no contradiction, therefore, between this assertion and
that of 1 Cor. 10%: wdvTa macw dpéokw, py {nrdv 76 éuavrod
alpdopov GANL TO T®V TOANDY, va cwldow. The meaning
ascribed to the sentence by some of the Greek expositors and
by a few moderns, according to which it expresses the course
which the apostle would voluntarily have pursued if he had
been seeking to win the approval of men, “I would not have
entered the service of Christ but would have remained a Phari-
see,” would almost of necessity have been expressed by olx &v
éyevuny “I should not have become.” On Xptorod without the
article, as a proper name, ¢f. on To¥ xpioTov in v.7, and detached
note on The Tilles and Predicates of Jesus, III, p. 396. The
whole sentence e &rt . . . fjunw is doubtless, though its rela-
tion to the preceding is not marked by any conjunction (the
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«dp of TR. having no sufficient authority), a confirmation of
the implied answer to the questions of the first part of the verse.
The appeal, however, is not to the fact that he was a servant of
Christ—this his opponents to whose criticisms he is at this
moment addressing himself, would not have conceded—but to
his own consciousness of the incongruity of men-pleasing and
the service of Christ. It is as if he should say: “Surely I am
not now a men-pleaser, for I myself recognise that that would
make me no longer a servant of Christ.”
The connection of this verse with v.? is so obviously close,
-and vv.L2 5o clearly enter upon a new phase of the letter,
that it is difficult to see how WH. could have made the
paragraph begin at v.1, RV is obviously right in beglnnmg
itatv.u,

It has been urged against taking #peoxov as conative that the closely
preceding dpéoxew is evidently not conative, since the idea of attempt
is separately expressed in U{nté®. The objection, however, is of little
force. The Greek verb dpéoxw in the present system means either “to

- be pleasing to” or (as nearly as it can be expressed in English) “to
seek to please.” With a verb which by its tense suggests the idea of
attempt, but only suggests it, the conative idea may be separately
expressed, as in yté &pdoxew, or may be left to be conveyed by the
tense only, as in fpeoxov.

"Bt “still” (1) primarily a temporal particle marking action as
continuing, “then as before,” or “now as heretofore,” is also used (2)
to denote quantitative or numerical addition (&t ¥va 4 360, ““one or two
more,” Mt, 18¢), and (3) logical opposition (¢ &t xgyd bg Spaptwide
xptvopar: “‘ why am I nevertheless judged as a sinner?” Rom. 37). The
second and third uses, of course, spring from the first, and occasional
instances occur in which one or the other of these derived ideas is asso-
ciated with the temporal idea and modifies it. See,e. g., Heb. 114, In
the present passage ¥t might be (a) purely temporal, the comparison
being with his pre-Christian life when he was not a servant of Christ;
(b) purely temporal, the comparison being with a previous period of
his Christian life when he was seeking to please men and, consequently,
was not a servant of Christ; (c) purely temnporal, the comparison being
with a previous period of his Christian life, when, as alleged by kis oppo-
nents, he was seeking to please men; or (d) temporal and adversative,
Et,, meaning “still, despite all that I have passed through.” The
interpretation (b) is excluded by the practical impossibility that Paul
could characterise any part of his Christian life as one in which he
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was not a servant of Christ. The adversative rendering (d) is rendered
improbable by the fact that his recent experiences were not such as
to be specially calculated to eradicate the tendency to men-pleasing;
rather, if anything, there was in them a temptation to seek to please
men, a temptation to which his opponents alleged he had yielded.
The interpretation (c) probably is correct to this extent, that the
apostle has in mind the charges that have been made against him
respecting his recent conduct as a Christian apostle, and means to say
that whatever may have been alleged respecting that past conduct,
now at least it cannot be charged that he is still seeking to please men.
Yet it is doubtful whether the reference is solely to an alleged pleasing
of men, and in so far as ¥t implies a comparison with anything actual
in the past, it must be with the days of his Phariseeism. For though
Paul was perhaps less affected by the desire for the praise of men
(Mt. 6% 5 18 235.) having more desire for righteousness and divine
approval, than most of his fellow Pharisees (Gal. 114 Phil. 3%), yet he
would doubtless not hesitate to characterise that period of his life as
one of men-pleasing as compared with his Christian life. The thought
is therefore probably: “If I were still pleasing men, as was the case in
the days of my Pharisecism, and as my opponents allege has been
recently the case, I should not be a servant of Christ.”

Aolhog, properly “a slave, a bondservant,” is frequently used by
N. T. writers to express their relation and that of believers in general
to Christ and to God. The fundamental idea of the word is subjection,
subservience, with which are associated more or less constantly the
ideas of proprietorship by a master and service to him. The 3oGAog
is subject to his master (xlptog, deowéryg), belongs to him as his prop-
erty, and renders him service. As applied to the Christian and de-
scribing his relation to Christ or God the word carries with it all three
of these ideas, with varying degrees of emphasis in different cases, the
fundamental idea of subjection, obedience, on the whole predominat-
ing. At the same time the conception of the slave as one who serves
unintelligently and obeys from fear, is definitely excluded from the
idea of the 303Aos Xptatoi as held by Paul and other N. T. writers;
Jouhelx in this sense is denied, and uloBeotz affirmed in its place (Gal.
417 Rom. 81 1¢; ¢f, also Jn. 151 Eph. 65-5). The statement of Cremer
correctly represents the thought of N. T. in general: ‘“The normal
moral relation of man to God is that of a 3oGAeg toi Oe0l, whose own
will though perfectly free is bound to God.” It is evidently such a full
but free service of Christ that Paul has in mind here in the use of the
term 3o0hos Xpwrod. The effort to please men conflicts with and
excludes unreserved obedience to Christ. Cf. Deissmann, New Light
from the Ancient East, p, 381,
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II. PERSONAL PORTION OF THE LETTER.

THE GENERAL THEME ESTABLISEED BY PROVING THE
APOSTLE’S INDEPENDENCE OF ALL HUMAN AU-
THORITY AND DIRECT RELATION TO CHRIST
(111__221).

1. Proposition: Paul received the gospel not from men,
but immediately from God (1 12),

Beginning with these verses, the apostle addresses him-
self to the refutation of the charges and criticisms of the
judaising teachers, and to the re-establishment of himself and
his gospel in the confidence of the Galatians; and first of all,
doubtless as against an assertion of his opponents that he had
never received (from Jerusalem) a commission authorising him
to set himself up as a teacher of the religion of Jesus, he affirms
his entire independence of all human authority or commission, -
and his possession of his gospel by virtue of a divine revelation
of Jesus Christ.

UFor I declare to you, brethren, that the gospel that was preached
by me is not according to man; for neither did I receive it from
man, nor was I taught it, but it came to me through revelation of
Jesus Christ.

11, Twwpllw yap duiv, aderdol, “ For I declare to you, breth-
ren.” The verb yrwpifw suggests a somewhat formal or solemn
assertion. Cf. 1 Cor. 12° 15! 2 Cor. 8! Eph. 19, the similar ex-
pression 00 8éAw &ryvoeiv in Rom. 112 11% 1 Cor. 10! 12! 2 Cor.
18 1 Thes. 4%, and M. and M. Voc. on yrwpi{w and ywdokw,
The assertion that follows is in effect the proposition to the prov-
ing of which the whole argument of r'*-2? is directed. This
relation of vv.112 to what follows remains the same whether
we read O¢ or ydp. Only in the latter case the apostle (as in
Rom. 1'¢) has attached his leading proposition to a preceding
statement as a justification of it, not, however, of v.1, which
is itself a mere appendix to vv. %% and almost parenthetical,
. but of the whole passage, vv. ¢4, as an expression of his surprise
at their apostasy and his stern denunciation of those who are
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leading them astray. See a somewhat similar use of 7ydp at
the beginning of a new division of the argument in Rom. 1'¢; ¢f.
also Rom. 1'6: 77, The word ‘“brethren,” adeAgol, doubtless
here, as almost invariably in Paul’s epistles, signifies fellow-
Christians. See more fully in fine print below, and on v. 2.

T4p after ywpftw is the reading of 8*BD*FG 33 d fg Vg. Dam.
Victorin. Hier. Aug.; 3: R*ADPeto KLP, the major portion of the
cursives. Syr. (psh. harcl. pal.) Boh. Ori=t- Chr. Euthal. Cyr. Thdrt.
al. The preponderance of evidence for yép is very slight. Both readings
must be very ancient. yé&p is the reading of the distinctively Western
authorities, and 8¢ apparently of the Alexandrian text. But which in
this case diverged from the original can not be decided by genealogical
evidence. The group BDFG supporting yép, and that supporting
3¢, viz., RAP al., each support readings well attested by internal
evidence. See Introd., p. Ixxx. The addition of 33 to the former group
in this case somewhat strengthens it, and throws the balance of evidence
slightly in favour of y&p. Internal evidence gives no decided ground of -
preference for either against the other, and the question must appar-
ently be left about as it is by WH., yép in the text as a little more prob-
ably right, 3¢ on the margin as almost equally well attested. If 3¢
is the true reading, it is probably resumptive in force (Th. s. v. 7;
W. LIIL 7 b; Rob. p. 1185 init.), marking a return to the main thought
of the superhuman authority of the gospel after the partial digression
of v.10.

Among the Jews it was customary to recognise as brethren all the
members of a given family or tribe (Lev. 25% Num. 16'), and indeed
all members of the nation (Lev. 19" Deut. 1!¢ 2 Mac. 1! Acts 7*
Rom. ¢*). Papyri of the second century B. C. show that members of
the same religious community were called &¥¢hgof. See M. and M.
Voc. s.v. The habit of the Christians to call one another brethren
may have been the product in part of both these older usages. In the
Christian usage the basis of the relation is purely religious, family and
national lines, as well as lines of merely personal friendship, being dis-
regarded. Thus while the brethren mentioned in v.? were presumably
Jews, those who are here addressed as brethren were Gentiles. Cf.
also Acts 152, According to the gospels Jesus had taught that they are
his brethren who do God’s will, and they brethren to one another
who unite in recognising Jesus himself as Master. Mk. 3%-% Mt. 232,
In Paul the emphasis of the term is upon the fraternal, affectionate,
mutually regardful attitude of Christians to one another (1 Cor. 5u 6s-s
8u-1 1558 2 Cor. 1! 21 Rom. 14! 15 15) though the suggestion of a com-
mon relationship to Christ and God is not wholly lacking (see Rom.
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818, 37. ) and the use of it constitutes an appeal to all those relations
of affection and fellowship which Christians sustain to one another by
virtue of their common faith, and membership in one body (z Cor.
12'%.), On later Christian usage, see Harnack, Mission and Expension
of Christianity,* 1 405 f.

T0 ebayyéMoy T0 ebayyehaley dm éuod 8i odk EoTiv katd
dvBpermor “that the gospel that was preached by me is not ac-
cording to man.” 70 ebaryyého, logically the subject of éorw,
is, by a species of attraction common both in classical writers
and N. T. (Jelf 898. 2; W. LXVI 5 a) introduced as the ob-
ject of yvwpifw, On the meaning of edaryyélov, see detached
note, p. 422, and on edayy€e\olér see on v.8. On the use of the
verb with an accusative of content, or in the passive with a
subject denoting the gospel or its content, see vv. 1% Lk, 8t
16t¢ 1 Cor. 15! 2 Cor. 117, The aorist tense, edayyeliocfeéy, is
probably used in preference to the present because Paul has in
mind at this moment the gospel not as that which he is wont
to preach, or is now preaching, but as that which was preached
by him to the Galatians. That the gospel preached by him is
always the same is at once suggested, however, by the use of
the present tense, €oTw. A converse use of aorist and present
oceurs with similar effect in 22, aveBéuny adrois 10 edayyéliov
8 knpioce.

Kata &v0pwrov, a phrase used by Greek writers from Aeschyl, down
(see Wetst. on Rom. 3%), but in N. T. by Paul only, is of very general
significance, the noun being neither on the one hand generic (which
would require tbv &Bpwroy) nor individually indefinite, ““a man,” but
merely qualitative. The preposition signifies “according to,” “agree-
ably to,” “according to the will or thought of,” or “after the manner
of” (see it used similarly in the phrases xatd 8eév, Rom. 82 2 Cor. 7% 11,

xavd xbptov, 2 Cor. 117, and xatd Xprotdy "Inoodv, Rom. 15%), and the
whole phrase means “human” or “huma.nly ” “from a human point
of view,” “accordmg ‘to human will or thought”: Rom. 3% 1 Cor. 3% g%

15" Gal. 3. Respectmg its precise Torce here there are three possi-
bilities: (a) Asin 1 Cor. ¢® it may signify “according to the thought
of man,” i. e., of human authority; (b) under the influence of the idea
of a message in edayyéhtov it may mean “of human origin”’; (c) it may
convey simply the general idea “human” without more exact dis-
crimination. There is no decisive ground of choice among these, but
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the last seems more consistent both with the usage of the phrase and
with the context; notice that v.* covers both source and method of
origin, and does not specifically mention authority. The suggestion of
Bous. (SNT.) that it means “self-originated,” “eigene Phantasie,” is
not sustained by usage, and is excluded by the next two clauses, 043¢
.« . 833&yBny, in which it is in effect defined.

12. o0d¢ yap éyw mapd avbpdmov mapéraBov aidTd, “for
neither did I receive it from man.” This is the first step of the
proof of the preceding general statement that his gospel is not
a human message. Like the proposition itself it is negative,
denying human source. 008¢ coupled with ydp may (1) serve
to introduce a statement of what is at the same time a fact
additional to the one already stated and an evidence for it, as
is the case especially in arguments from analogy (see Lk. 2038
Jn. 52 Acts 4! Rom. 8), or (2) 008¢ may throw its force upon a
single term of the sentence, suggesting a comparison of the
case mentioned with some other case previously mentioned or
in mind. On this latter view the comparison would doubtless
be with the Twelve, who, it is taken for granted, received the
gospel otherwise than from man. This comparison itself, how-
ever, may be of either one of two kinds: (a) It may be com-
parison simply and, so to speak, on equal terms, “For neither
did I any more than they receive it, etc.” (Cf. Jn. 75, as inter-
preted in AV., “for neither did his brethren believe on him.”
See also a similar use of 008¢ without ydp in Mk. 112%; or (b) it
may be ascensive comparison: “For not even I, of whom, not
being of the Twelve, it might have been supposed that I must
have received the gospel from men, received it thus” (cf.
Gal. 6%). Of these three views the first (maintained by Sief.)
is most in accord with N. T. usage of 008¢ ydp (see exx. above),
but is objectionable because the statement here made can not
easily be thought of as a co-ordinate addition to the preceding,
and because the presence of éy®, emphatic by the mere fact of
its insertion, almost requires that o08¢ shall be interpreted as
throwing its force upon it. The second view, 2(a), is more
probable than the third, 2(b); the implication of the latter
that his receiving his gospel otherwise than from man is in a



I, 11-12 39

sense an extreme case seems foreign to the state of mind of the
apostle as it appears in this chapter. The objection that there
is no ground for assuming a comparison with the Twelve is
without force; the whole tenor of this chapter and the follow-
ing goes to show that Paul’s commission had been declared to
be inferior to that of the Twelve, and that he has this in mind
throughout his defence; when, therefore, by the use of éy® he
indicates that he is comparing himself with some one else as
respects the source of his gospel, we scarcely need to be informed
that the unexpressed term of the comparison is the Twelve.

The verb rapadappéve bears in N. T. two meanings: (1) “To take to
or along with one’s self,” “to accept.” (2) “To receive something
transmitted to one.” The latter is the uniform or all but uniform use
in Paul. 1 Cor. r1® 1543 Gal. 1° Phil. 42 Col. 2¢ (?) 47 (?) 1 Thes. 21
4* 2 Thes. 3%, and is the undoubted meaning here.

xapd dvhpdmou. The original force of wapd with the genitive is “from
beside,” denoting procession from a position beside or with some one.
In N. T. precisely this sense is rare (Jn. 15 16%), but in the majority
of instances the meaning is one which is derived from this. Thus both
in Greek writers and in N. T. it is used after verbs of learning, hearing,
inquiring, issuing, receiving, yet often in a sense scarcely distinguish-
able from that of &ré. With Mk, 5% ¢f. Lk. 84, and with Mt. 12% ¢f.
Lk. r11. When used after a verb which implies transmission, espe-
cially a compound of wap&, map& before the noun apparently acquires
by association the sense “along from,” marking its object as source,
but at the same time as transmitter from a more ultimate source.
Such seems to be the force of the preposition in 1 Thes. 22 4! 2 Thes, 39;
it is also entirely appropriate to the first instance of its occurrence in
Phil. 413; its use the second time may be due either to the fact that
Paul avoided the suggestion of a different relation in the two cases
which a change to &xé would have conveyed, or even to a desire deli-
cately to hint a divine source back of the Philippians themselves, mak-
ing them also transmitters. This latter instance seems in any case
to be strongly against the view of Winer (WM. p. 463 f. n.) and Mey.
on 1 Cor. 11% that map& means “directly from.” On the other hand,
Ltft.’s view that “where the idea of transmission is prominent wapd
will be used in preference to &ré,” whether the object be the immediate
or the remote source, is not sustained by the evidence as a whole.
Not only is mzp& often used of ultimate source, with no suggestion of
transmission, but ¢x6 is used, in 1 Cor. 11% at least, when the idea of
transmission is suggested by the verb, and in every instance where
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zapk is used before a transmitting source, the idea of transmission is
suggested by the verb or context, and the object is the mediate source.
To this rule Phil. 4!¢ is, as remarked above, probably no exception.
The force of mapd accordingly in the present phrase wapé dvlpdmou, joined
with mapéhaBov, which distinctly suggests receiving by transmission, is
probably “along from,” and taken with 03¢ the phrase denies that the
gospel which Paul preached was received by him from men as the

. intermediate source. This, of course, carries with it, also, the denial
of man as the ultimate source, since the supposition of an ultimate
human source with a divine mediate source is excluded by its own
absurdity. In effect, therefore, xap& in the present phrase covers the
ground more specifically covered in v.t by &xé and 3.

* AvBpdmou is probably to be taken as in 8¢ &vOpdvrou in v.1in the most
general qualitative sense, not as having reference to any individual;
it is hence to be translated “from man,” rather than “from a man.”
Cf. on v.1, and see Jn. 5%,

obire édiddyOny, “nor was I taught it.” To the denial of
man as the source from which he received his gospel the apostle
adds as a correlative statement a denial of msiruction as the
method by which he obtained it. This was, of course, precisely
the method by which the great majority of the Christians and
even of the Christian teachers of that day had received the
gospel. It had been communicated to them by other men.
Cf. the case of Apollos, Acts 18%: 26, of Timothy, 2 Tim. 314, and
the frequent use of the word “teach” in reference to the work
of apostles and preachers in general: Acts 4!8 528 202 1 Cor, 4V
Col. 1%, etc. The apostle characterises his as an exceptional
case. As a pupil of the Pharisees he had been taught some-
thing very different from the gospel, but he had had no
connection with those who at the beginning were the teachers
of the gospel. See the reference to these facts in vv, 147,

03¢ before é5:3. is read by NAD*FGP 31, 104, 326, 436, 442 Boh.
Eus. Chr. Euthal. Cyr. Thdrt. Dam.; ofte by BDKL Oec. al. Since
the latter evidence proves that ofite is not simply an idiosyn-
crasy of B., and the Western authorities are almost unanimously on
the side of o03¢, the probability is that 003 is a Western digression
from the original reading ofte, produced either by accidental assimila-
tion to the preceding 03¢ or by correction of the unusual combination
008¢ . . . ofte. Cf. WM. pp. 617 f.

The oli<e before £3t3. can not be regarded as strictly correlative to o05¢
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at the beginning of the verse, since 043¢ and ofte are not correlative
conjunctions (WM. p. 617), the “neither . . . nor” of the English
translation by its suggestion of this relation to that extent misrepre-
senting the Greek. Nor would the clauses be correlative if 003¢ be
read instead of olte here (see below), since o03é . . . 003 express not
correlation—the first looking forward to the second and the second
back to the first—but successive negation, each o034 looking backward
and adding a negation to one already in mind. With the reading ofze,
however, the second clause is introduced as correlative to the first,
though the first had been expressed with a backward look to the pre-
ceding sentence, not with a forward look to the present clause.

&Aha 8 amoraliyrews "Inood Xpiotod, “but it came to me
through revelation of Jesus Christ.” A verb such as is sug-
gested by mapéhaBov and édddyfnv is of necessity to be sup-
plied in thought with & &mokalinrews, yet not édeSdxfnv itself,
since there is a manifest contrast between instruction and reve-
lation, the first being denied and the latter affirmed, as the
method by which the apostle obtained his gospel. On the
meaning of amoxdAvyres, see detached note on’ Amroxadmrrwand
"AmwokdMings, p. 433. It is evident that the apostle is here using
the term in its third sense, viz., a divine disclosure of a person
or truth, involving also perception of that which is revealed by
the person to whom, the disclosure is made. He is speaking
neither of an epiphany of Jesus as a world event, nor of a dis-
closure of him which, being made to men at large, as, e. g.,
through his life and death, might be perceived by some and fall
ineffectual upon others, but of a personal experience, divine in
its origin (¢f. 008 . . . wapa avfpdmov), personal to himself
and effectual.

It has been much disputed whether *Inaod Xpiarob is an;
objective or subjective genitive, whether Christ is the revealedﬁt
or the revealer. U)Accordmg to the former interpretation, Paul
in effect affirms that Jesus Christ had been revealed to him,
and in such way that that revelation carried with it the sub-
stance of the gospel. " 1f Christ is the revealer, it is doubtless the
gospel that is revealed. It is in favour of the former view (1)

-that Paul is wont to speak of God as the author of revelations;
and of Christ as the one revealed, not as the revealer: see for
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the former usage 1 Cor, 2! 2 Cor. 12!, and for the latter 1 Cor.
17 2 Thes. 17 Gal 1'8; (2) that this latter usage occurs in this
very context (v.16) where Paul, apparently speaking of the
same fact to which he here refers, uses the phrase dmoxaiinras
Tov vidv adroD év éuol, in which Jesus is unambiguously rep-
resented as the one revealed. It may be urged in favour of the
second interpretation (1) that the phrase thus understood fur-
nishes the proper antithesis to mapa &vfpdmov and é8iddyOny,
affirming Christ as the source and revelation as the method
over against man as the source and instruction as the method;
(2) that the gospel, especially the gospel of Paul as distinguished
from the Jewish-Christian conception of the gospel, requires as
its source a revelation of larger and more definite content than
is implied when the genitive is taken as objective. But these
arguments are by no means decisive. Paul is not wont to pre-
serve his antitheses perfect in form, and the first view as truly
as the second preserves it substantially, since it is self-evident
that if Christ was revealed to him (or in him) God was the
revealer. As to whether a revelation of which Christ was the
content was adequate to be the source of his gospel, there is
much reason to believe that in his conception of Jesus obtained
by the revelation of him there were virtually involved for Paul
all the essential and distinctive features of his gospel. Thus it
certainly included the resurrection of Jesus, and as an inference
from it his divine sonship (Rom. 1¢); these in view of Paul’s
previous attitude towards the law might, probably did, lead him
to recognise the futility of righteousness by law, this in turn
preparing the way at least for the recognition of faith as the
true principle of the religious life; this accepted may have led
to the conviction that the Gentile could be justified without
circumcision. While it can not perhaps be proved that pre-
cisely this was the order of Paul’s thought, his various refer-
ences to his experience find their most natural explanation in
this view, that the new conception of Jesus which Paul gained
by the revelation of Christ in him furnished the premise from
which the essential elements of his gospel were derived. See
Phil. 3+° Gal. 2'* Rom. %2 32 %, and v.1 of this chap., where
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he closely connects the two extremes of the experience attrib-
uted to him, viz., the revelation of Christ and the mission to
the Gentiles. See also Acts 261 17, where a similar connection
occurs. It seems, therefore, more probable that the genitive
"Inaod XpioTo is objective, and that the apostle refers to a
divinely given revelation of Jesus Christ which carried with it
the conviction that he was the Son of God. See further on v.,

* Amoxahbews, being without the article, may be either indefinite, “a
revelation” or qualitative, “revelation.” In the former case the ref-
erence is to a single specific though unidentified experience. In the
latter case the phrase simply describes the method by which the gospel
was received without reference to singleness or multiplicity of ex-
perience, The teference in the apostle’s mind may be to the Da-
mascus experience only (¢f. vv. 1% 17) or may include any revelations
by which Christ was made known to him. In the absence of evidence
of specific reference “by revelation” is preferable to “by a revelation”
as a translation of the phrase.

2. Evidence substantiating the preceding assertion of his
independence of human authority (w.112) drown
from various periods of his life (118-2%),

(a) Evidence drawn from his life before his conversion
(122 u), .

To substantiate the statement of vv.1.12 the apostle ap-
peals to the facts of his life, some of them at least already
known to his readers; he begins with his life before his con-
version to faith in Jesus. The evidence in the nature of the
case is directed towards the negative part of the proposition.
That which sustained the positive assertion he could affirm,
but could not appeal to as known to others.

BFor ye have heard of my manner of life formerly in the religion
of the Jews, that beyond measure I persecuted the church of God
and ravaged il. “And I was advancing in the religion of the
Jews beyond many who were of equal age with me in my nation,
being more exceedingly zealous than they of the traditions of my
fathers.

13. "Hrodoare ydp v éunw avactpodriv more év 7¢ ‘lov
8aiocpd, “For ye have heard of my manner of life formerly in
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the religion of the Jews.” With this sentence Paul introduces
the evidence which his own career furnished that he had not
received the gospel from man or by instruction. The force of
7dp in the present sentence extends in effect into, if not through,
the second chapter. The argument is cumulative in character.
Its first step is to the effect that he was not, previous to his
conversion, under Christian influence at all, but was, on the
contrary, a violent opposer of the Christian church. From
whom the Galatians had heard (jxodcare) the story of his pre-
Christian life Paul does not say; most probably it was from
himself. If so, this reflects in an interesting way his probable
habit of making use of his own experience in presenting the
gospel. Cf. Acts, chap. 22, and esp. chap. 26. On the tense
of Arovoare, see BMT 46, 52.

*Avaotpogf, meaning in classical writers “return,” etc., first ap-
pears in the second century B. C. in the sense “manner of life,”
“conduct” (Polyb. 4. 821), which sense it also has in the very few
instances in which it is found in the Apocr.: Tob. 41 2 Mac. 3 (it is
not found in the Lxx, canonical books, and though it stands in the
Roman edition at 2 Mac. 58 it is without the support of either of the
undials which contain the passage, viz. AV.); this is also its regular
meaning in N. T. (Eph. 42 1 Tim. 4% Heb, 137 Jas. 31 1 Pet. 115 18 212
gunie2 Pet. 27 311)_

On the position of xoté see Butt. p. 91, and ¢f. Phil. 41¢ 1 Cor. g7; also
(cited by Sief. ad loc.), Plato, Legg. III 685 D, # =iis Tpolag &Aworg
xb Sebrepov, “the capture of Troy the second time”; Soph. O. T 1043,
700 Tupdyvou THcle Tijc m&Aat woté, ““ the long-ago ruler of this land.”

"Toudatonbs, “the Jews’ religion,” occurs in N. T. only in this and
the following verse; for exx. outside N. T. see 2 Mac. 20 8 143 bis
4 Mac. 4. In the passages in Mac. it denotes the Jewish religion in
contrast with the Hellenism which the Syrian kings were endeavouring
to force upon the Jews; here, of course, the prevalent Judaism with its
rejection of Jesus in contrast with the faith of the followers of Jesus as
the Messiah. The very use of the term in this way is significant of
the apostle’s conception of the relation between his former and his
present- faith, indicating that he held the latter, and had presented it
to the Galatians, not as a type of Judaism, but as an independent
religion distinct from that of the Jews. Though the word Christianity
was probably not yet in use, the fact was in existence.

871 ka UmepBorny é8lwiov T éxkrnailay Tod Oeot kal émdp-
fovw admiy, “that beyond measure I persecuted the church of
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God and ravaged it.” This whole clause and the following one
are epexegetic of T éua dvasTpodiy, not, however, defining
in full the content of that phrase, but setting forth that element
of it which the apostle has in mind as bearing on his argument.
That he stood thus in intense hostility to the church is evidence
that he was not of those who through the influence of asso-
ciation with Christians, and as a result of instruction (¢f. odrre
€d18dxBnv, v.1?) were led to receive the gospel.

The word drepfolh and the specific phrase xab’ Swepfordy are classical,
but are used in N. T. only by Paul. The phrase occurs in Rom. 7
1 Cor. 12 2 Cor. 1% 47, always in the sense “exceeding (ly),” “superior.”

The imperfects, &5fwxov and &wépBouv, representing the actions
denoted by them as in progress, bring out clearly the continuance of
the persecuting activity. The latter verb, meaning in itself not simply
“to injure,” but “to destroy,” “to ruin,’”’ has here, as commonly in
the progressive tenses, a conative force. SeeL. & S.s.v. and BMT 23,
and compare on relbw and fpeoxov in v. 0. Brbww, used from Homer
down, meaning “to pursue,” frequently carries the associated idea of
hostile purpose, and so comes in classical writers to mean “to prose-
cute” (& Subnwv is “the prosecutor,” § gebywy, “the defendant’’), and in
the Lxx (Jer. 17*%) and N. T. “to persecute” (Rom. 121 1 Cor. 41
el freq.). mopBéw, used from Homer down as a military term, meaning
“to destroy,” “to ravage” (cities), and from Aschylus, of violence to
persons, is not found in the Lxx (canonical books). or Apocr., but
occurs in 4 Mac. 4% 114 of persons. In N. T. it is found in this epistle
here and v.% and in Acts g%, always of Paul.

On éxxhnola in N. T. see detached note, p. 417. Two facts are
notable about the expression employed here, & éxxincla cof Ocoi:
(z) the use of the singular to denote not a local body but the Christian
community at large. Cf. the different use of the word in vv.? = 1 Cor.
1 2 Cor. 11; and for the evidence that the phrase has this cecumenical
meaning here, see the detached note referred to above. (2) the char-
acterisation of this community as the church of God. The first of
these facts shows that Paul had not only formed the conception of
churches as local assemblies and communities of Christians (vv. % 1),
but had already united these local communities in his thought into
one entity—the church. The second fact shows that this body already
stood in his mind as the chosen people of God, and indicates how
fully, in his thought, the Christian church had succeeded to the posi-
tion once occupied by Israel. Paul’s employment of this phrase in
this particular place was probably due to his sense of the wrongful-
ness of his persecution as directed against the church of Ged. Cf. 1
Cor. 150, Incidentally it may be noticed that inasmuch as the church
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which Paul persecuted was a Jewish church, not only in that it was

 composed of Jews, but probably mainly of those who still observed the
Jewish law, his characterisation of it as the church of God shows how
far he was from denying the legitimacy of Jewish Christianity in itself,
Cf. also 1 Thes. 2%, and see Introd., pp. 1xii f.

14, xal wpoékomrTov év 1@ "lovdaioud tmép morhols cuvmhi-
kuoras év 1o yéver pov, “and I was advancing in the religion
of the Jews beyond many who were of equal age with me
in my nation.” As in the preceding part of the sentence,
so here the action is presented not as a mere fact but as con-
tinuing. Cf. Lk. 2% The nature of this advance in Judaism
is not defined. Cf. below on Umdpywv. Increasing knowledge
of those things which constituted the learning of the Jewish
schools, a more perfect realisation of the Jewish (in his case
specifically the Pharisaic) ideal of conduct, higher standing
and official position in the Pharisaic order, may all have been
included in the experience, and in his thought as here expressed;
but, as Phil. 3% ¢ would suggest, especially thé achievement of
righteousness according to the standards and ideals of Phar-
isaism, His progress, he adds, not only carried him beyond
his own former attainments, but by it he outstripped many of
his contemporaries, making more rapid progress than they.

On &v @ yéver pou, ¢f. 2 Cor. 112 Phil. 35. Though yévog varies in
inclusiveness from family to race in the largest sense, yet the etymo-
logical sense (¢f. ylvopat, yevvéw, etc.) is so far retained that the word
almost invariably refers to what is determined by origin, not by choice.
In Jos. Ant. 13. 297 (10%) we find indeed the phrase b ZadSouxalwv
tévog. Yet this is not N. T. usage, and in view of the use of the term
*Toudatopbs, indicating that to his Gentile readers Paul is describing his
life from the general national point of view, without reference to distinc-
tion of sects, and in the absence of any qualifying phrase giving to it a
narrower sense than usual, it can not be understood to have specific
reference to the sect of the Pharisees.

mepLocoTépws {n\wTys Umdpywy TOV TaTpLEdy pov Tapads-
gewv. “‘being more exceedingly zealous than they of the tra-
ditions of my fathers.” wepigooTépws is in form and force a
comparative; the unexpressed member of the comparison is
doubtless to be supplied from the moANois avmhikioras, The

AL
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participle Umdpywv is probably causal, though not emphatically
so, “because I was more exceedingly zealous than they.” See a
similar use of Urdpy®v in similar position in Acts 19% 1 Cor. 117
2 Cor. 8. ElL and Sief. take it as a participle of closer defi-
nition, defining that in which the action of mpoékomrTor takes
place. But this interpretation mistakes either the meaning or
the tense-force of mpoékomroy, taking it in a sense impossible
to it, “I was in advance of.” The whole phrase accounts for
his extraordinary advancement as compared with his fellows.
Though dmrdpywy is grammatically subordinate to mpoékomrroy
the fact expressed by it is, even more emphatically than that
conveyed by .the verb, an evidence of that which the apostle is
here endeavouring to establish, viz., that he was not at the
time referred to under such influences or in such frame of mind
as to make reception of the gospel by him from human hands
or by instruction possible. The limitation of {nAwrsjs by Tév
ma1piedy mapadocewy makes it probable that it is not to be
taken as a class name meaning a Zealot, a member of the
Zealot party (see Th. s. ». and Dict, Bib.), but rather as an
adjective meaning “zealous for,” ‘“zealously devoted to.”
Aside from the question whether the Zealots and Pharisees
were so related to one another that one could be a member of
both parties (Phil. 35 shows that Paul was a Pharisee), there
is no clear or even probable N. T. instance of {nAw7rs used as a:
class name, and at the same time limited by an objective geni-
tive, and the passages cited by Ltft. do not at all prove that
Paul belonged to this party. As an adjective the word does
not define the exact relation to that which is expressed by the
genitive, but is general enough to refer to zeal to acquire, to
observe, to defend, according to the nature of the case. In the
present instance it evidently includes the two latter ideas.
Cf. Acts 2120 223; the sense is slightly different in Tit, 24
1 Pet. 31,

wap&Sootc itself signifies an act of transmission or that which is trans-
mitted (in N. T. always in the latter sense and with reference to in-
struction or information), without indicating the method of transmis-
sion, or implying any lapse of time such as is usually associated with
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the English word tradition. Thus Paul uses it of his own instructions,
both oral and written, 1 Cor. 112 2 Thes. 2% (though possibly referring
to elements of his teaching received from others), and Josephus of
his own written narrative, Con. 4p. 1. 50(9), 53 (10). Here, however,
the addition of matpix@v pou distinctly describes the rap&Soats as trans-
mitted from previous generations, and the similarity of the phrase to Ta-
p&Boots T@v wpesPutépwy (Mt. 152 Mk. 7% ¢, where it is contrasted with the
laws of Moses), and to t& éx wapadéoews T@v matépwy, Jos. Ani. 13. 297
(10%),* where the things derived by tradition from the fathers and not
written in the laws ot Moses are contrasted with those which are thus
written, makes it clear that Paul refers to the well-known qrally trans-
mitted traditions which were observed by the Pharisees. There is no
reason, however, especially in view of the fact that Paul is writing to
Gentiles, to take matpix@v pou otherwise than simply in the national
sense (¢f. &v tp yéver pou above), describing the traditions as derived from
his national ancestors, not from his (Pharisaic) fathers in contrast with
those of other Jews, or of the Sadducees. Cf. the passage cited
above from Josephus, in which the traditions observed by the Pharisees
are described not as coming from the Pharisees, but from the fathers,
and criticised not on the ground of their Pharisaic origin, but as being
observed by the Pharisees as authoritative. Cf. also Mk. 7% 5,

(b) Evidence of his independent apostleship drawn from the
circumstances of his conversion and his conduct immediately
thereafter (116-17),

Passing from the evidence of his pre-Christian life, the apostle
now draws evidence from the conversion-experience and his
. conduct immediately thereafter.
¥And when it pleased him who from my mother’s womb had set
me apart, and who called me through his grace, %o reveal his Son
in me, that I might preach him among the Gentiles, immediately I
communicated not with flesh and blood, Vnor did I go up to Jeru-
salem lo those that were aposiles before me, but I went away
into Arabia and again I returned lo Damascus,

*viy 8¢ SnAdoar BovAouar, bTi véuud Twa mapédoaav T Singy oi Papiraiovéx marépwy
Suadoxs, dmep olx dvayéypamrar év Tois Mwvoéws vépois, kai dis. ToiTo Tabra TO Sadlov-
- kalwv yévos éxBdAret, Aéyov dxeiva Seiv jyeicfar véuuyalra yeypappéva, Td & éx mapads-
gews TOY warépwy i Tapeiv: “And now I wish to show that the Pharisees transmitted to the
people certain usages received from the fathers which are not recorded in the laws of Moses,
and on this account the sect of the Sadducees rejects them, saying that it is necessary to re-
gard as obligatory those things that are written, but not to observe the things handed down
by tradition from the fathers.”
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15. "Ore 8¢ evddknoev o adoploas pe éx Kolas pnTpds pov
kal kahéoas Sua Ths xdpitos adrod (168) amoxalinrar Tov vidy
abrob év éuoi ““ And when it pleased him who from my mother’s
womb had set me apart, and who called me through his grace,
to reveal his Son in me.” The affirmation of this sentence that
after his conversion, as before, the apostle kept himself apart
from the Twelve is not antithetical to that of the preceding,
but continues his argument; 8¢ should, therefore, be translated
“and,” rather than “but” (RV.). For the purposes of his
argument the central element of the statement of vv.#V is
in v.1%; “immediately I communicated not with flesh and
blood.” For this statement, however, pertaining to his con-
duct immediately after his conversion to faith in Jesus, he pre-
pares the way in vv.1516 by referring to certain antecedents
of his conversion. All these he ascribes to God; for that
0 ddoploas . . . kai karéoas refers to God, and dmoxarifrar to
a divine act, is evident from the nature of the acts referred
to. See esp. on the Pauline usage of kaAéw, v.$, and detached
note on "Awoxalimre and ’Amokd s, p. 433. Of the three
antecedents here named the first and second, expressed by
adoploas and xaiéoas are associated together grammatically,
the participles being under one article and joined by xal. But
it is the second and third that are most closely associated in
time, 4dopioas being dated from his birth, while the events de-
noted by xaAésas and dmoxarinrat, as the usage of the word
xaléw shows, are elements or immediate antecedents of the
conversion-experience.

By fthe emphasis which in his references to these antecedents
of his conversion he throws upon the divine activity and grace
(note & xdpit) and by dating the first of these back to the
very beginning of his life he incidentally strengthens his argu-
ment for his own independent divine commission. He whom
God himself from his birth set apart to be a preacher of the
gospel to the Gentiles and whom by his grace he called into
that service can not be dependent on men for his commission
" or subject to their control.

The question whether the phrase amoxalinrar . . . évéuol
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refers to a subjective revelation in and for the apostle or to
an objective manifestation of Christ in and through him to
others (on which Ell., e. g., holds the former, and Ltft. the latter
view) can not be answered simply by an appeal to the meaning
or usage of the preposition év. év éuof can of itself mean nothing
else than “in me.” But it may equally well represent in the
mind of the writer the thought “within me,” with no reference
to any effect upon any one else (¢f. Rom. 11* Gal. 2%), or “in
my case” and thus (impliedly) “by means of me to others” (cf.
v.2 1 Cor. 4% 1 Tim. 1%%). Which of these two represents the
apostle’s thought must be decided by other evidence than the
mere force of the preposition. (a) The meaning of the verb
amoxaXvmrew, As pointed out in the detached note on this
word, p. 433, with rare exceptions, if any, amoxcalvrTe denotes
a disclosure of something by the removal of that which hitherto
concealed it, and, especially, a subjective revelation to an indi-
vidual mind. Now it is evident that only the revelation of
Christ to Paul, not the public manifestation or presentation of
him to the world in and through Paul, could be thought of
either in general as a disclosure of what was previously hidden
(since Christ had already been preached in the world but had
been hidden in his true character from Paul), or specifically as
a subjective revelation. The choice of the word amokaimrTe,
therefore, is favourable to the former of the two views named
" above. (b) Such being -the case as respects the meaning of
amokaA¥TT®, it is evident that the idea of a manifestation of
Christ in and through Paul to others could hardly have been
expressed simply by év éuol, but would require Oud éuod
or some such addition as 7@ xdouw. (c) The connection
with {va evayyeifouar also favours the reference to an experi-
ence in itself"affecting Paul only. This revelation is defined
by the passage as the third stage of the apostle’s preparation
for his public proclamation of Christ (not, as Ltft.-makes it, an
. integral part of his entrance on that ministry; evayyedifouas
atrdy defines his ministry, to which the divine amoxalinrar,
equally with the ddopioac and the kaléorat, were preparatory).
For this preaching an inward revelation to Paul of the Son of
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God, whom he was to preach, was a natural and necessary
preparation; a manifestation of Christ in and through him to
others is too nearly identical with the preaching itself to be
spoken of as having that preaching for its purpose. (d) V.1
clearly speaks of a revelation of Christ to Paul by which he
received his gospel. The similarity of the terms used here and
the close connection of the thought—Paul is here proving what
he there affirmed—make it probable that the terms mean the
same and the fact referred to is the same here as there. (e)
Even aside from any similarity of terminology it is evident
that the whole subject of discourse in this paragraph is not how
Paul made known his gospel, but how he received it; the refer-
ence of the central term of this sentence to the presentation of
Christ to others involves an impossible digression from the
theme of the whole passage.

The apostle’s use of the phrase “Son of God” and v. are
either alone sufficient to make it clear that by Tov viov airod
he means Jesus, while the time of the event of which he speaks
and the phrase év éuol make it certain that it is the risen Jesus
of whom he speaks. Though grammatically the direct object
of dmoxaXinfrai, Tov viov avrod is undoubtedly to be taken as
expressing the conception of Jesus which he obtained in the
revelation; it is thus in effect equivalent to ’Inaoiv @s (or
elvar) Tov vidy avrod, On the question, which is very impor-
tant for the understanding of the genesis of Paul’s gospel,
especially his Christology, what aspect of the divine sonship
of Jesus he has chiefly in mind as having been revealed to him
in the Damascus experience, and for the evidence that he refers
especially to sonship as involving moral likeness to God and
hence revelation of God, see detached note on The Titles and
Predicates of Jesus, V, p. 408, and ¢f. esp. 2 Cor. 48,

TR. with NADKLP al. pler. d Boh. Arm. Eth. Or. Dial. Eus.
Epiph. ps-Ath. Chr. Cyr. Euthal. Severian Thdrt. Dam. Irkt. Aug. al.
insert & Oebg after ed¥éxnmoev. The text as above, without & 0eés,
is attested by BFG 1903 f g Vg. Syr. (psh. harcl.) Eus. Epiph. Chr.
Thdrt. Irint- Victorin. Ambrst. Hier. al. Transcriptional probability
strongly favours the text without & 6eég as the original, since there is
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an obvious motive for the (correct) interpretative gloss, but none for its
omission. In view of the indecisive character of the external evidence
the internal evidence must be regarded as decisive for the omission.

The verb eddoxéw (the earliest extant instances of which are found
in the Lxx, where it stands most often as the translation of the Hebrew
verb 737, “to accept,” “‘approve,” “delight in,” “be pleased,” and
which is found in secular writers from Polybius down) has two general
uses: (1) “to accept,” “to be pleased with,” “to take delight in,” fol-
lowed by an acc., dat., or efs with the acc., or & with the dat.: Gen. 33!

.Ps. 51t 1 Chron. 2¢* Ps. 777 Sir. 91 1 Mac. 8 Mt, 317 1212 2 Thes. 2%

(2) “to see fit,” “to consent,” “to choose,” followed by an infinitive,
or with an infinitive understood. Ps. 40" (only Lxx instance); 1 Mac.
62 144 6. @ Lk, 1222 Rom. 152 1 Cor. 12 2 Cor. 52 Col. 11 1 Thes. 29 3.
In this latter sense and construction the verb seems often to convey
the subsidiary implication that the purpose referred to is kindly or
gracious towards those affected by the action expressed by the infinitive;
especially is this true when the verb is used of God. See Ps. 40'® 2 Mac.
14% Lk. 12 Col. 119; ¢f. the use of eddoxtx (which had clearly acquired
as one of its senses “good-will,” “favour”) in Ps. 51?¢ Sir. 32 (35)1 Ps.
Sol. 8% Lk. 214 Phil. 215, and see S. and H. on Rom. 10!: “In this sense it
came to be used almost technically of the good-will of God to man.”
It is doubtless with such an implication of the gracious character of
the divine act that Paul uses the verb in this place. The clause empha-
sises at the same time the fact that he owed his “call” to God and that
the call itself was an act of divine grace.

* Agopflety signifies not “‘to remove from a place,” but “to mark off
from something else,” “to separate or set apart from others” (Mt. 134
250 Lk, 67 Acts 19° 2 Cor. 61 Gal. 21 Lev. 134 & % ¢f freg. in Lxx and
in classical writers); esp. to set apart for a particular service, this latter
occurring in Aristot., Pol. 6. 81 (1322 b®); Lxx (Exz. 13* Deut. 44,
etc.); and N. T. (Acts 132 Rom. 17).. In view of this meaning of dgopfetv,
éx xothlag pyrebs pou must be taken, according to what is in any case
its usual sense, as a phrase of time meaning “from birth.” See Judg.
1617 Ps, 2210 718 Isa. 49! (Job 1 382 only otherwise); Lk. 1% Jn. o
Acts 3% 14° (Mt. 19" only otherwise). Cf. also Jer. 15.

On the Pauline usage of the word xaAéw, see on v.* and on the mean-
ing of y&pts, see detached note, p. 423. ¥4 is manifestly instrumental,
but not in the stricter and more usual sense of the term. It marks its
object not as that which, standing, so to speak, between the doer of the
action and its effect, is the instrument through which the action is
accomplished (as, e. g., Rom. 15 Gal. 3 51 ¢f freg.), but rather as that
which standing behind the action renders it possible; so, e. g., Acts 1t
Rom. 1* 1 Thes. 42 Cf. note on 3i4 instrumental under v.1. The
phrase 31 x&etro; adtol may be rendered, “by virtue of his grace,”
“in the exercise of his grace.”
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va edayyerilopar adbrov év Tois €fvesw, “that 1 might.

preach him among the Gentiles.” The verb ebaryry. itself char-
acterises the message as glad tidings, or perhaps rather as the
glad message, the gospel (cf. on v.8), while adrdv (acc. of con-
tent; ¢f. for this construction v.2 1 Cor. 15! 2 Cor. 117 Eph.
2" and Delbriick, Vergleichende Syntax, § 179), referring to Tov
viov avtol defines its substance. A similar thought of the
content of the gospel as summed up in Christ himself is ex-
pressed in Rom. 15'% 20 1 Cor. 1% 2 Cor. 11? Phil. 1%, The use
of the present tense ebayyerilwua:, following the aorists
agoploas, karéoas, and dmroxalinras indicates that the apostle
has distinctly in mind that these definite events had for their
purpose a continued preaching of the gospel. Cf. 1 Thes. 42
Phil. 21* Eph. 4%, Accurately but somewhat awkwardly ren-
dered into English the clause would read, “that I might con-
tinue to preach him, as glad tidings (or as the good news)
among the Gentiles.”

In a few instances, chiefly in the phrases moA\& E8vn and xévea & E0vy
as they occur in O. T. quotations, the word #vy is used by Paul in the
general sense meaning “nations.” But otherwise and almost uni-
formly it means “Gentiles” as distinguished from Jews. This is most
clearly the sense in this letter, except perhaps in 33b; see 21 % % 13, 14, &
3% 4. Undoubtedly then Paul means here to define the divinely in-
tended sphere of his preaching as among the Gentiles. Whether he
recognised this fact at the time of the revelation which had this preach-
ing as its purpose, or whether the perception of this definition of his
work came later, this passage does not decide. According to Acts 261
it came in connection with his conversion. - The preposition év is impor-
tant, indicating that the scope of his mission as conceived by him was
pot simply the Gentiles (for this he must have written ebayyeifflwuat
abtdy Toic ZBveqwy) but among the Gentiles, and by implication included
all who were in Gentile lands. Cf.on 2% o,

ebféws o mpocavedéuny ocapki kai alpare, “immedi-
ately I conferred not with flesh and blood.” The negative
o¥ limits mpodavedéuny, not evféws, which in that case it must
have preceded, as in Lk. 21 and this being so, eVféws
- must be taken with the whole sentence as far as *ApaBiav, not
simply oV mpocavedéuny, since by its meaning evféws calls for
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- an affirmation, not simply a statement of non-action. Zahn’s
contention that the time of the departure to Arabia is not
fixed except as within the three years of v.18 is therefore with-
out ground. Place for the events of Acts ¢1%*-22 must be found
not at this point but after v.7%. Ltft. gives the sense correctly:
“Forthwith instead of conferring with flesh and blood. . . I
departed,” etc.

Tapx! nal afpani, primarily denoting the parts of a living physical
body (Heb. 21) is here used by metonymy, as sk alone more. fre-
quently is, for a being having such a body, 3. e., for a corporeally condi-
tioned living being, in contrast with beings of a higher order, especially
with God. Cf. Sir. 14'® 17 Eph. 6!? and esp. Mt. 16V, See detached
note on Ilvedpa and Zé&e, p. 492. wposavedépuny (here and 2¢ only in
N.T.) signifies “to betake one’s self to,” “to hold conference with,” “to
communicate” whether for receiving or imparting. (See Chrysipp. ap.
Suid. s. 9. veétrog [Bernhardy, 959]: 8vap ydp Tvk gmot Bexsépevov . . .
TpooavaBéodar dverpoxplty: ““ For he says that a certain man having had
a dream conferred with the interpreter of dreams”; Luc. Jup. Trag. 1;
Diod. Sic. 17. 1164, 7ol pdvrest wposavabépevog wepl Tof anpelov, “con-
ferring with the soothsayer concerning the sign.” See extended note in
Zahn ad loc. pp. 64f. In 2¢ where the verb is limited by an acc. and
dat., impartation is apparently what is in mind; here, primarily at least,
receiving, as is indicated by the general subject of discourse, viz., the
source of his gospel; yet note the double aspect of the act referred to
in the passages quoted above, involving narrating the dream or the
sign and receiving advice concerning it.

17. ovd¢ aviiAlov els *lepocdhvpa wpos Tods wpd éuod
amoororovs, “nor did I go up to Jerusalem to those that
were apostles before me.” The reference is, of course, particu-
larly to the Twelve, yet would include any, such as James,
who had been recognised as apostles before Paul himself re-
ceived the apostolic office. The preposition 7pd is evidently
used in its temporal sense. The reference to Jerusalem indi-
cates that at this time Jerusalem was the headquarters of the
Christian movement as conducted by the Twelve, and that
they or the leaders among them still resided there. The use
of the phrase Tovs mpd éuod dmoardlovs involves the recogni-
tion of the apostleship of the Twelve, and implies that Paul
regarded his apostleship and that of the Twelve as of essen-
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tially the same character. Cf. detached note on 'AwdoTolos,
p.363. It possibly suggests that he regarded himself as already
at the time referred to, an apostle, but does not necessarily
involve this.

003t dvijAfov: RAKLP al. pler. It. Vg. Syr. (harcl-tzt.) Arm. Aeth. Boh.
Chr. Euthal. Cyr. Thrdt. Dam. Victorin. Ambrst. Aug. Hier.; 3%
&xfirBoy: BDFG 103, 181, 429, 462, Syr. (psh. harcl-mg.) Bas. Thphl.
The attestation of dx-seems to be Western, that of ¢ Alexandrian and
Syrian. Either reading might arise by assimilation, gvfj\8ov under the
influence of v.3, d=fjABov under that of b, but the former more easily
because of the i "lepoaéhupe. Because it was common usage to speak
of going up to Jerusalem (as in v.1%; ¢f, M. and M. Voc. 5. 2.) drfiAfoy
would be more likely to be changed to &ij\8ov than the reverse, but
for the same reason intrinsic probability is on the side of dvijAfov, and
the latter is in this case perhaps of greater weight. The preponder-
ance of evidence is but slightly in favour of &vfAfov. So Tdf. WH.
Ltft. Sief. Sd. et al. Contra Zahn.

@A dmijhbov els *ApafBlav, “but I went away into Arabia.”
The purpose of this visit to Arabia, though not specifically
stated, is clearly implied in o¥ mpocaveféunv capri kal aluat
above. By that phrase the apostle denies not only that he
sought instruction from the Twelve in particular, but that he
put himself in communication with men at all, excluding not
only the receiving of instruction, but the imparting of it. The
only natural, almost the only possible, implication is that he
sought communion with God, a thought sufficiently indicated
on the one side by the antithesis of “flesh and blood” and on
the other by the mention of the relatively desert land to which
he went. The view of some of the early fathers (adopted
substantially by Bous.) that he sought no instruction from
men, but having received his message hastened to Arabia to
preach the gospel to the “barbarous and savage people” of this
foreign land (for fuller statement of the early views see Liit.,
p. 9o) is not sustained by the language. He must in that case
have written not mpocaveféuny, but some such expression as

otk é&rnoe 8dackaklav. Nor is it in accordance with psy- ™

-chological probability. The revelation of Jesus as the Son of
God must at once have undermined that structure of Pharisaic
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thought which he had hitherto accepted, and, no doubt, fur-
nished also the premises of an entirely new system of thought.
But the replacement of the ruined structure with a new one
built on the new premises and as complete as the materials
and his power of thought enabled him to make it, however
urgent the necessity for it, could not have been the work of
an hour or a day. The process would have been simpler had
the acceptance of Jesus as the Christ been, as it was to some
of his fellow Jews, the mere addition to Judaism of the belief
that Jesus was the long-expected Messiah; it would have been
simpler if the acceptance of Jesus had been to him what it
doubtless was to many of his Gentile converts, the acceptance
of a new religion with an almost total displacement of former
religious views and practices. To Paul the revelation of Jesus
as the Son of God meant neither of these, but a revolutionary
revision of his former beliefs, which issued in a conception of re-
ligion which differed from the primitive Christian faith as com-
monly held by Jewish Christians perhaps even more than the
latter differed from current Judaism. Only prolonged thought
could enable him to see just how much of the old was to be
abandoned, how much revised, how much retained unchanged.
Many days would be needed to construct out of the material
new and old even so much of a new system as would enable
him to begin his work as a preacher of the new faith. A period
of retirement in which he should in some measure accomplish
this necessary task is both more consistent with his language
and in itself more probable than an impetuous plunging into
evangelism. Particularly improbable is the selection of Arabia
(see below on the meaning of the word) as a place of preaching.
Aside from the question whether there were Jews in Arabia,
and whether Paul at this early period recognised with sufficient
clearness his mission to the Gentiles to lead him to seek at once
a Gentile field of effort, it is clear alike from his letters and
from the narrative of Acts that Paul had a strong preference
for work in the centres of population and of civilised life. A
withdrawal to a region like that of Arabia, sparsely inhabited
and comparatively untouched by either Jewish or Roman civ-
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ilisation is almost certainly, unless Paul’s disposition in this
respect underwent a radical change, not a missionary enterprise
but a withdrawal from contact with men.

The term "Apapla (Heb. 37, originally simply “desert”) is applied
by Greek writers from Herodotus down to the whole or various por-
tions of that vast peninsula that lies between the Red Sea on the
southwest and the Persian Gulf and the Euphrates River on the
northeast, and extends to the ocean on the southeast. See Hdt. 2t
3wr-us 4 (Epcye. Bib.). Its northwestern boundary was some-
what vague, but the term generally included the Sinaitic peninsula,
and excluded Palestine and Pheenicia. Within this great 'territory,
inhabited doubtless by many nomad tribes, the kingdom of the Naba-
teans established itself some time previous to 312 B. c. (see Encyc. Bib.
art. “Nabateans”). In Jos. An. 14. 15 ff. (14, which refers to the
time of Hyrcanus IT and Antipater, father of Herod, Aretas, known
from other sources to be king of the Nabateans, is spoken of as king of
the Arabians (¢f. also 2 Mac. 5%); his country is said to border upon
Judea and its capital to be Petra. 2 Cor. 11% has been interpreted as
showing that at the time to which our present passage refers the Naba-
tean dominion included Damascus. See Schiirer, Gesch. des jid. Volkes?
vol. I, pp. 726 ff. In that case Paul would seem to say that he went
from a city of Arabia into Arabia, which would be like saying that one
went from London into England. But it is known that Pompey gave
Damascus to Syria, and the coins of Damascus show that down to
34 A.D. (between 34 and 62 A. D. evidence is lacking) it was under Rome;
while a passage which Josephus (Ant. 14. 117 [72]) quotes from Strabo
refers to an ethnarch of the Jews in Alexandria, and thus indicates that
the title ethnarch might be applied to one who acted as governor of the
people of a given nationality residing in a foreign city. It is probable,
therefore, that at the time of which Paul is speaking, though there
was an ethnarch of the Nabateans in the city, Damascus was not under
Nabatean rule, hence not in Arabia. This both removes all difficulty
from this sentence, and makes it practically certain that by ’Apaflx
Paul means the Nabatean kingdom. See Clemen, Pawlys, I 83; Lake,
Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, pp. 321 ff.*

Into what portion of the kingdom Paul went the sentence does not,
of course, indicate. That the Sinaitic peninsula was sometimes in-
cluded in Arabia is shown in 4%, which, if the clause is a genuine part
of the epistle, shows also that Paul so included it. But this does not

* Zahn, Neue kirchl. Zeitschr., 1904, DD. 34-41, and following him, Bachmann, Der sweite

. Brief d. Pawlus an die Koriniher, p. 383, think that the ethnarch had jurisdiction over

(nomad?) Nabateans in the vicinity of Damascus. But while this supposition comports well
with édpovpes Thy wéhw, it is less accordant with év Aapagkd.
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prove that it was to this peninsula that Paul went. If it is necessary
to suppose that he went to a city, Petra in the south and Bostra in the
north are among the possibilities. There is nothing to necessitate the
supposition that he went far from Damascus, nor anything to exclude
a far-distant journey except that if he had gone far to the south a return
to Damascus would perhaps have been improbable.

kal wd\w UméoTpera els Aapackdy. “and again I returned
to Damascus.” An indirect assertion that the experience de-
scribed above (&mokaAinrac Tov viov adTod év éuof) occurred at
Damiascus (¢f. Acts 9'-2 and parallels); from which, however, it
neither follows that the amoxdAuyrs here spoken of must be-
cause of Acts g% * be interpreted as an external appearance of
Jesus, nor that the narrative in Acts is to be interpreted as
referring to an experience wholly subjective. The identity of
place, Damascus, and the evident fact that both passages refer
to the experience by which Paul was led to abandon his opposi-
tion to Jesus and accept him as the Christ, require us to refer
both statements to the same general occasion; but not (nor are
we permitted), to govern the interpretation of one expression
by the other. As shown above our present passage deals only
with the subjective element of the experience. For the apos-
tle’s own interpretation of the character of the event viewed
objectively, ¢f. 1 Cor. ¢! 151-%,

(c) Evidence of his independent apostleship drawn from a
_ visit to Jerusalem three years after his conversion (z!%-?),

The apostle now takes up the circumstances of his first visit
to Jerusalem after his Damascus experience, finding in it evi-
dence that he was conscious of a source of truth independent
of men. '

18T hen after three years I went up to Jerusalem to visit Cephas,
and I remained with him fifteen days, Yand no other of the apostles
did I see except James the brother of the Lord. 2°Now as re-
spects the things which I write to you, behold, before God, I am
not lying.

18. "Emeita pera Tpia &rn avijhOov eis "lepoodrvua ioTopijoar
Kn¢av, “Then after three years I went up to Jerusalem to
visit Cephas.” The phrase “after three years” is argumenta-
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tive in purpose, not merely chronological. The mention of the
period subsequent to his conversion during which he volun-
tarily abstained from contact with the apostles at Jerusalem
tends to show his entire independence of them. The three
years are therefore doubtless to be reckoned not from his
return to Damascus, but from the crisis of his life which pre-
ceded his departure from Damascus. The exact length of the
interval can not be determined from this phrase, which is prob-
ably a round number (¢f. Acts 20", and with it Acts 1g® 10 2),
In reckoning the years of their kings the later Jews apparently
counted the years from one New Year’s Day, the 1st of Abib
(or Nisan) to another, and the fraction of a year on either side
as a year. See Wieseler, Chronological Synopsis of the Four
Gospels, pp. 53 ff. But we do not know that Paul would have
followed the same method in a statement such as this. It is
not possible in any case to determine how large a part of the
three years was spent in Arabia,

Kneév is the reading of R*AB 33, 424% 1912, Syr. (psh. hcl-mg. pal.)
Boh. Aeth. The Western and Syrian authorities generally read Tlétpoy,
which is evidently the substitution of the more familiar for the less
familiar name of the apostle.

The verb tsropéw (cognate with Tetwp, 13ptg, ol3a) is found in Greek
writers from Herodotus down, meaning “to inquire”’; in Aristotle and
later writers in the sense “to narrate,” “to report”; it has this sense
also in 1 Esdr. 1n (.0, the only passages in biblical Greek beside
the present one in which the word occurs at all; it occurs in Plut. Thes.
304 Pomp. 40; Polyb. 3. 481, with the meaning “to visit” (p[q.cé)l and
in Jos. (Ant. 8. 46 [28] Bell. 6. 81 [14]); Clem. Rom. (8%} fiiéaning “to visit”
(persons). See Hilg. and Ell. ad loc. The sense in the present passage
is evidently that which is found also in Josephus. By the use of this
word Paul characterises his journey as having had for its purpose
personal acquaintance with Peter, rather than the receiving of in-
struction. Cf. v.1, and see below on xpbg altév.

Kkai éméueva mpds avTov Huépas Sexamwérrer “ And I remained
with him fifteen days.” The use of the phrase mpds airdy,
with its personal pronoun in the singular, referring definitely
" to Peter, rather than 7pds with a plural pronoun or an adverb
of place, emphasises the purely personal character of the visit.
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On the preposition mpds with the accusative after a verb not
expressing motion, ¢f. Th. 5. v. I.2 b, and for exx. in Paul see
1 Thes. 34 Gal. 25 418 20, etc. The mention of the brief duration
of the stay is intended, especially in contrast with the three
years of absence from Jerusalem, to show how impossible it
was to regard him as a disciple of the Twelve, learning all that
he knew of the gospel from them. Cf. ore é8i8dybny, v. 12
19. &repov 8¢ Tdw dmocToAwy olk €lov, e uy *l1dxwBov Tov
aderdov Tob xuplov. “and no other of the apostles did I see
except James the brother of the Lord.” On the use of &repov,
see detached note, p. 420. It is evidently used here in its
closest approximation to &AAos, denoting merely numerical
non-identity, not qualitative distinction. € a7 means here, as
always before a noun, “except.” The only question is whether
el g "TdrxwBov, etc., is an exception to the whole of the preced-
ing statement érepoy . . . ok €ldov, or only a part of it, otk
eldov. Either is in accordance with usage (see Th. e, IIT
8 c B, and such cases as Lk. 4%. 2 Rom. 11%, etc.). In this
passage, however, the view which would make the exception
apply to a part only of the preceding assertion is excluded,
since Paul certainly can not mean to say that he saw no one in
Jerusalem except Peter and James, or even, accordingatleast
to Acts g%, no person of importance. The phrase must proba-
bly be taken as stating an exception to the whole of the pre-
ceding assertion, and as implying that James was an apostle.
The assumption that the term &mwdoTolos is applied to James
in a broad and loose sense only (so Sief., e. g.) is without good
ground in usage and is especially unjustified in view of the fact
that the term amooTéAwy under which James is by the exceptive
phrase included, refers primarily to the Twelve. Cf. detached
note on ’AmdaTolos, p. 363.
James, here designated the brother of the Lord, is doubtless the same
who is similarly spoken of in Mk. 6, and simply as James in Gal. 2¢. 1
1 Cor. 157 Acts 15% 218; ¢f. also Jn. 78 1 Cor. g% He is never men-
tioned as one of the Twelve; it is rather to be supposed that he was
brought to believe in Jesus by the vision recorded in x Cor. 137,

He early took a prominent place in the church at Jerusalem (Gal 2+ 12
Acts 15%%.), and was known in later tradition as the first bishop of
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that church (Eus. Hist. Ecel. IT 1), The view of Jerome which iden-
tifies James the brother of the Lord with James the son of Alphzus
(see defence of it by Meyrick in Smith, DB art. “James,” and criti-
cism by Mayor in HDB art. “Brethren of the Lord”) rests on no
good evidence. Nor is there any positive evidence for the theory
that he was older than Jesus, being the son of Joseph and a wife pre-
vious to Mary. See Ltft.’s defence of this (Epiphanian) view in Dis-
sertation II, appended to his Galatians, and reprinted as Dissertation I,
in his Dissertations on the Apostolic Age; and Farrar’s argument for the
(Helvidian) view that the brothers of the Lord were sons of Joseph
and Mary, in Early Days of Christianity, chap. XIX, and in Smith, DB
art. “Brothers of the Lord”; also Mayor, ap. cit., and Cone, art.
“James” in Encyc. Bib. Mt. 1» and Lk. 17 naturally imply that the
early church knew of children of Mary younger than Jesus. It does
not indeed follow that all the six children named in Mk. 6* were borne
by her. But neither is there any direct evidence that there were chil-
dren of Joseph by a former marriage. Jn. 19%. ¥ might suggest it (¢f.
Ltft. ». s.) but its late date and the uncertainty whether the statement
is in intent historical or symbolic diminish its value for historical pur-
poses. On the other hand the implication of the infancy narrative of
Mt. and Lk. that Joseph was not the father of Jesus and hence that
his sons by a former marriage were not brothers of Jesus, can not be
cited against the Epiphanian view; for not only does this presuppose a
strictness in the use of the term brother which is unsustained by usage,
but the evidence of this passage as to the time at which the title “brother
of the Lord” was given to James, and the evidence of the Pauline let-
ters in general (¢f. on 4%) as to the time when the theory of the virgin
birth of Jesus became current, make it nearly certain that the former
much preceded the latter.

20. & 8¢ ypdpw Uuiv, idod évdmiov Tod Beod 8Te od Yreddopa.
“Now as respects the things which I write to you, behold, be-
fore God, I am not lying.” For similar affirmations of Paul
that in the presence of God he is speaking truly, see 1 Thes. 2%
2 Cor. 1 113 Its use here shows clearly that the facts just
stated are given not simply for their historical value, but as
evidence of what he has before asserted, his independence of
the Twelve. & ypdpew doubtless refers to all that precedes, from
v.1 (or®) on. Even so one can not but wonder why Paul
should use such very strong language unless he had been
charged with misstating the facts about his visits to the other
apostles.
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(d) Evidence of his independent apostleship drawn from the
period of his stay in Syria and Cilicia (x21-%),

The apostle now turns to a period, which 2! compared with
118 shows to have been eleven or even fourteen years, during
which he was out of Judea and not in touch with the other
apostles, yet was carrying on his work as a preacher of the
gospel.

NThen I went into the regions of Syria and Cilicia, ®and I was
unknown by face to the churches of Judea that are in Christ; *anly
they heard (kept hearing), Our former persecutor is now preach-
ing the faith which formerly he ravaged; and they glorified God in
me.

21, "Emeira fAbov eis Ta khipata Tis Svplas xal vis Ke-
Mkias, ““Then I went into the regions of Syria and Cilicia.”
That this was a period of preaching, not, like that in Arabia,
of retirement, is implied in v.%, edayyeAflerat. On the ques-
tion whether he had yet begun to work distinctively for the
Gentiles in these regions, see below on v.%.,

The repetition of the article before KiAwxlas is very unusual. The
two regions being adjacent and both nouns limiting xAlpata, one would
expect a single article, standing before the first one. See, e. g., Acts 1*
81 g1 15141 295; Jos. Ant. 8. 36 (2%) 12. 154 (41); Bell. 2. 95 (6) 2. 247
(12*%), which reflect the all but uniform usage of N. T. and Josephus, to
which Ant. 13. 175 (44) and 12. 233 (4") are not really exceptions. Note
especially Acts 159, xatd iy *Avrioyeay xal Jvplay xat Kidnlay. In
Acts 154, where Zvplay and Kikwiav occur in the same order, the article
is inserted before KiAixlav by BD cat?¢® Thphylb only. This strong
preponderance of usage makes the second article in the present passage
a very difficult reading, but even more strongly points to the secondary
character of the reading without it, sustained by N*33, 241, 1908.
That some mss. should have omitted it in conformity with common
usage is not strange; that all the rest should have inserted it, departing
thereby both from usage and the original text, is almost impossible.

22. funy 8¢ ayvooluevos 1§ mpoodme Tals ékkAnalus THs
"Tovalas Tals év Xpiord, “and I was unknown by face to
the churches of Judea that are in Christ.” The periphrastic
form of the imperfect tends to emphasise the continuance of
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the state, “I remained unknown.” The motive of these state-
ments of the apostle respecting his departure into Syria and
Cilicia and the non-acquaintance of the Judean churches with
him is doubtless to show that his work during this period was
not in that region in which it would have been if Ire had placed
himself under the direction of the Twelve, but that, on the con~
trary, he began at once an independent mission. This, rather
than, e. g., the intention to show that he was not under the
influence or instruction of these churches, is what is required
by the nature of the argument, which has to do not with his
contact with Christians in general, but with his subjection to
the influence of the leaders of primitive Christianity. On the
expression Tais ékkdnolas . . . & Xpword, ¢f. 1 Thes. 1! 214
2 Thes. 1! Phil 1. On the force of the preposition as meaning
“in fellowship with,” see Th.s.v. I 6 b, and ¢f. 5%. The ex-
pression characterises the churches referred to as Christian as
distinguished from Jewish, but reflects also the apostle’s con-
ception of the intimacy of the fellowship between these com-
munities and the risen Jesus,

In itself the phrase “churches of Judea” of course includes that of
Jerusalem. Nor is that church excluded by the fact of Paul’s persecu-~
tion of it, since this would not necessarily involve his meeting face to
face those whom he persecuted, and, moreover, some years elapsed
between the events referred to in v.* and those here recorded; nor by
the visit of Paul to Jerusalem, as recorded in vv.1# 19, since the state-
ment that he was unknown can hardly be taken so literally as to mean
that no member of the church had ever seen him. In favour of the more
inclusive use of the term is also x Thes. 2, where a similar phrase is
employed without the exclusion of Jerusalem. Nor can Acts g-# be
regarded as a serious argument against the more inclusive sense of the
term. For, though v.?* manifestly implies such an acquaintance of
Paul with the Christians of Jerusalem as to contradict his state-
ment here if it includes Jerusalem, and though v.? itself might be
accepted as not directly contradicted by vv. 1% 10 of the present pas-
sage, yet the conflict between the first-hand testimony of the latter
and vv. % 38 of the Acts passage is such as to call in question the accu-
racy in details of the whole section in Acts. Acts 26% is even more at
vatiance with Paul’s statement here, unless it refers to a period subse-
quent to the period covered by Gal. 112-#, Nor can Jn. 3™ be cited as
evidence that *Joudafx can mean Judea exclusive of Jerusalem, the
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language there being # ’Toudaix 7%, not # ’Ioudaix alone; nor Mt. 3%,
*Tepaabhupa xat wioa 1) “Toudata (¢f. Paris and all France); nor Jos. Ant,
10. 184 (97): ¥pmpog waoa # "Tovdala xat ‘Teposbhupa xat b vads Suéuervey,
since as the temple is in Jerusalem, so may Jerusalem be in Judea. On
the other hand it can not justly be urged, as is done by Bous., that a
statement pertaining to the churches of Judea exclusive of Jerusalem
would be without force, since, as pointed out above, the reference is in
any case probably not to these churches as a source of instruction, but
as those among whom he would probably have been working if he had
put himself under the guidance of the Twelve. While, therefore, in
speaking of “the churches of Judea” Paul may have had chiefly in
mind those outside of Jerusalem, the word Judea can not apparently
designate the territory outside Jerusalem as distinguished from the
dty. Of the location of the churches of Judea outside of Jerusalem
we have no exact knowledge. On the extent of the territory covered
by the term, see detached note on *Toudalz, pp. 435 f.

23. udvor 8¢ drovovres Haav ém ‘O Sdbkwv Huds mworé viv
ebayyeliberar Ty wiloTiw v mwote émopber, “only they heard
(kept hearing), Our former persecutor is now preaching the faith
which formerly he ravaged.” pdvov doubtless limits the whole
statement, indicating that it constitutes the only exception to
the ignorance of him referred to in the preceding clause. The
logical subject of the sentence is the members of the churches
mentioned in v. 2; note the gender of the participle &xovovres,
87 is recitative, the following words being shown by the pro-
noun 7uds to be a direct quotation. The present participle
Subrwy describes the persecution as a thing in progress, assign-
ing it to the past, in contrast with the present ¥iw. The aorist
would have presented it simply as a (past) fact. Cf. GMT 140,
BMT 127. 7pds refers, of course, not directly to those to
whom he was unknown by face, but to Christians in general.
On ebaryyelilerat see v.8.  mioTw is not the body of Christian
doctrine, in which sense the word is never used by Paul, but
the faith in Christ which the preachers of the gospel bade men
exercise. Concerning its nature see more fully under 2%°. On
#v mote émdpBer ¢f. v. 3, What is there described as a ravaging
of the church is here called a ravaging of the faith, which is the
principle of the church’s life; the aim of Paul’s persecution was
the extermination of the church and its faith in Jesus as the
Christ. The tense is here, as there, conative,
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24, xal éddkalov év éuol Tov fedv. “and they glorified God
in me,” 4. e., found in me occasion and reason for praising God.
On this use of év of that which constitutes the ground or basis
of an action (derived from the use of the preposition to denote
the sphere within which the action takes place) see Th. I6¢,
though the classification at this point is far from satisfactory;
W. XLVIII a (3) c; Ell. ad loc., though here also the matter is
stated with unnecessary obscurity; and such passages as Mt. 67
Acts 7 Rom. 2" ® 5 Gal. 31. ¥, The satisfaction which the
churches of Judea found in Paul’s missionary activity in this
period is in sharp contrast with the opposition to him which
later developed in Jerusalem. See 2!-1°, Of the several ex-
planations that might be given of the more friendly attitude of
the early period, (a) that Paul had not yet begun to preach
the gospel of freedom from the law, or (b) that though he
was doing so the Christians of Judea were not aware of this
aspect of his work, or (c) that the strenuous opposition to the
offering of the gospel to the Gentiles apart from the law had
not yet developed in the churches of Judea, the first is prob-
ably true in the sense and to the extent that Paul had not yet
had occasion to assume a polemic attitude in the matter; but
in any other sense seems excluded by his repeated implication
that the gospel which he now preached he had preached from
the beginning (see 1! 22 and comment). But in that case there
is little room for the second. The third is, moreover, the one
most consistent with the testimony of this letter; see especially-
24, with its distinct implication that the opponents of Paul’s
liberalism were a recent and pernicious addition to the Jerusa-
lem church. And this in turn suggests that the apostle’s reason
for adding the statement xai é8dfalov . . . éuo! was inciden-
tally to give strength to his contention for the legitimacy of
his mission by intimating, what 24 says more clearly, that the
opposition to him was a recent matter, and did not represent the
original attitude of the Judean Christians. On the other hand,
it must not be forgotten that his main contention throughout
this chapter and the next is not that he had been approved by
the Judean Christians, but that he had from the first acted
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independently. The whole sentence wdvov . . . év épol fis a
momentary digression from that point of view.

(e) Evidence of his independent apostleship drawn from his
conduct on a visit to Jerusalem fourteen years after the pre-
ceding one (2!-19).

Following, as before, a chronological order, the apostle now
narrates the circumstances of a very important occasion on
which he came in contact with those who were apostles before
him. At the outset he calls attention to the length of his
absence from Jerusalem, fourteen years, during which, so it is
implied, he had had no contact with the Jerusalem apostles;
then to the fact that when he went up it was not at their com-
mand, but in obedience to divine revelation; then, indicating
that the question at issue was then, as now in Galatia, the
circumcision of the Gentiles who had accepted his gospel,
he tells how he laid his gospel before the Jerusalem Christians,
and in a private session before the pillars of the church, James
and Cephas and John, since he recognised that their disapproval
of his preaching might render of no avail his future work and
undo what he had already done. Though, out of consideration
for the opponents of his gospel of freedom from law, who had
crept into the Jerusalem church for the purpose of robbing the
Christians of their freedom and bringing them into bondage to
the law, the apostles urged him to circumcise Titus, a Greek
Christian who was with him, he refused to do so; and so far
from his yielding to the authority or persuasion of these em-
inent men, whose eminent past did not weigh with him, as it
did not with God, they imparted nothing new to him, but when
they perceived that God, who had commissioned Peter to
present the gospel to the Jews, had given to Paul also a com-
mission to the Gentiles, these leaders of the church cordially
agreed to a division of the territory and of responsibility. Paul
and Barnabas were to preach among the Gentiles, Peter among
the Jews, and the only additional stipulation was that Paul
and Barnabas should remember the poor .among the Jewish
Christians, which thing, Paul affirms, he gladly did.



II, 1 67

Then after fourteen years I again went up to Jerusalem, with
Barnabas, taking Titus also along. 2And I went up in accordance
with [a] revelation. And I laid before them the gospel which I
preach among the Gentiles,—but privately before the men of em-
inence—lest perchance I should run or had run in vain. °But
not even Titus, who was with me and was a Greek, was compelled
to be circumcised (‘now it was because of the false brethren surrep-
titiously brought in, who sneaked in to spy out our freedom which
we have in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us into bondage
[that his circumcision was urged), o whom not for an hour did we
yield by way of the subjection [demanded)), that the truth of the gos-
pel might continue with you. 8And from those who were accounted
to be something—what they once were matiers not to me—God accepts
not the person of man—for to me the men of eminence taught noth-
ing new—"but on the conirary when they sew that I had been
entrusted with the gospel lo the uncircumcised as Peter with the
gospel to the circumcised—?%or he who wrought for Peter unto an
apostleship to the circumcised wrought also for me unto an apos-
teship to the Gentiles—and when, I say, they perceived the grace
that had been given to me, James and Cephas and John, who were
accounted pillars, gave to me and to Barnabas right hands of fel-
lowship, that we should go among the Gentiles and they among the
circumcised, °provided only that we should remember the poor,
which very thing I have also taken pains to do.

1, "Emreita 8id Sexatecodpwy érdv mdhiw avéBny eis "Tepood-
Avua “Then after fourteen years I again went up to Jerusalem.”
Since for the purposes of his argument that he had not been
dependent on the other apostles (¢f. 11 17) it is his contacts
with them that it is pertinent to mention, the fact that he
speaks of these as visits to Jerusalem (¢f. 1'%) indicates that
throughout the period of which he is speaking Jerusalem was
the headquarters of the apostles. And this being the case the
denial, by implication, that he had been in Jerusalem is the
strongest possible way of denying communication with the

- Twelve. It follows also that, had there been other visits to
Jerusalem in this period, he must have mentioned them, unless
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indeed they had been made under conditions which excluded
communication with the Twelve, and this fact had been well
known to his readers. Even in that case he would naturally
have spoken of them and appealed to the well-known absence
of the apostles or have spoken, not of going to Jerusalem, but of
seeing those who were apostles hefore him.

"Exetva, primarily a particle of chronological succession, clearly has
this force here, as is suggested by 3tk . . . év@v. The ¥xerte . . .
Erxecva . . . Emerta of 1'% 2 and the present v. mark the successive
steps of a chronological series, and at the same time of the apostle’s
argument, because he.is arranging it on a chronological framework;
they thus acquire as in some other cases (see 1 Thes. 417 1 Cor. 15%) a
secondary logical force. That 3:4 may mean “after the lapse of” is
clearly shown by Hdt. 3%; Soph. Ph. 758; Xen. Cyr. 1. 4%, and other
passages cited by L. & S. s. v. A, II 2, and by W. XLVII i. (b)
(WM. p. 475), and that this use was current in Jewish Greek appears
from Deut. 9t Mk. 2! Acts 24*". That this rather than “throughout,”
the only alternative meaning in chronological expressions, is the mean-
ing here is evident from the unsuitableness of “throughout” to the
verb &vé@ny. On the question whether the period is to be reckoned
from the same starting point as the three years previously named
(11%) or from the end of that period, there is room for difference of
opinion. Wies. Ell. Alf. hold the former view; Ltft. Mey. Beet,
Sief. Lip. Zahn, Bous. the latter. For the exposition of the apostle’s
thought at this point the question is of little consequence. His pur-
pose is evidently to emphasise the limited amount of his communication
with the Twelve as tending to show that he did not receive his gospel
from them, and for this purpose it matters little whether the period
during which he had no communication with the Twelve was fourteen
years or eleven. For the chronology of the life of Paul, however, the
question is of more significance. While it is impossible to determine
with certainty which view is correct, the balance of probability seems
to favour reckoning the fourteen years as subsequent to the three years.
The nature of his argument requires him to mention not how long
after his conversion he made this visit, but during how long a period
he remained without personal communication with the other apostles,
which period would be reckoned, of course, from his latest preceding
visit. This argument is somewhat strengthened by the use of the
preposition 3¢, which, meaning properly “through,” and coming to
signify “after” only through the thought of & period passed through,
also suggests that the period of fourteen years constitutes a unit in the
apostle’s mind—an unbroken period of non-communication with the

apostles.
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The substitution of tessépwy for 3exaresodewv (advocated by Grot.
Seml. ¢t al., named by Sief. and Zahn ad loc.), resting as it does on no
external evidence, calls for no refutation. The supposed difficulties
of the chronology of the apostle’s life based on dexaveso&pwy are insuffi-
cient to justify this purely conjectural emendation of the text.

For the doubt whether =&\t belonged to the original text expressed
by Zahn and Bous. there seems slight justification. It is lacking in
no ancient ms., though standing in DFG d g Goth. Aeth. after &véfny,
and in but one ancient version, the Boh. The quotation of the sen-
tence without it by Mcion. Iren. Ambrst. Chrys. seems insufficient
evidence that the original text lacked it.

pera BapvdBa, “ with Barnabas,” i. e., accompanied by him,
as in Mt. 16%" 1 Thes. 3% 2 Thes. 17, rather than accompanying
him, as in Mt. 2510 2647 Acts 7%; for the remainder of the narra-
tive, especially the constant use of the first person singular,
implies that Paul and not Barnabas was the chief speaker and
leader of the party.

cvrmapahaBwv kal Tirov* “taking Titus also along.” Titus
is thus assigned to a distinctly subordinate position as one
“taken along,” and the members of the party evidently ranked
in the order, Paul, Barnabas, Titus. The apostle says nothing
at this point concerning the reason for taking Titus with him,
But the specific mention of the fact and the part that Titus
played in the subsequent events (vv.3-5) suggest that Paul
intended to make his a test-case for the whole question of the
circumcision of the Gentile Christians.

Concerning the tense of the participle cuvraparafdv, see BMT 149,
and ¢f. Acts 12%.  The act denoted by the participle, though coinciding
in time with the action of the principal verb, is expressed by an aorist
rather than a present participle, because it is conceived of as a simple
fact, not as an action in progress, least of all as one within the time of
which the action of the principal verb falls.

2. avéBny 8¢ kara amoxdAwyriv: “and I went up in ac-
cordance with [a] revelation,” i. e., in obedience to such [a]
revelation. The word dmoxdAvyrs evidently has the same
- meaning here as in 1 (see the discussion there and detached
note on "Amokd\imre and *AmokdAviis, p. 433), but refers in



70 GALATIANS

this case to a disclosure of the divine will respecting a specific
matter, not, as there, to a revelation of the person Jesus in his
true character. Concerning the specific method in which the
divine will that he should go to Jerusalem was disclosed to
him, and whether directly to him or through some other per-
son, the apostle says nothing, Nor can it be determined
whether the word is here used indefinitely, referring to a
(specific) revelation, or with merely qualitative force, describ-
ing revelation as the method by which he obtained his convic-
tion that he ought to go to Jerusalem. On the former point,
however, ¢f. 2 Cor. 121€- Acts 13! 167 9 211 27%8.,

For a similar use of the preposition xat& ¢f. Acts 23 Rom. 16 2 Thes.
3% ““In accordance with,” being the more usual and exact meaning of
watd, is to be preferred to the nearly equivalent sense, “because of.”
In Rom. 16% and Eph. 33 though the phrase is the same, the sense is
different.

kal aveBéuny aidrois 16 elayyéhov & xknploocw év Tols
&veow, “And 1 laid before them the gospel which I preach
among the Gentiles.” The pronoun ad7ois, having no def-
initely expressed antecedent, is to be taken as referring in
general to those whom he visited in Jerusalem, 7. e., the Chris-
tian community. Concerning the word edayyéliov, see de-
tached note, p. 422; the use of the term here is doubtless the
same as in 18. The questions at issue between Paul and those
of a different opinion in Jerusalem were not historical, nor prac-
tical in the sense that they pertained to the methods of gospel
work, but doctrinal, having to do with the significance of the
work of Christ, the conditions of salvation, the obligations of
believers. The use of the present tense, #npioon, reflects the
apostle’s thought that he is still at the time of writing preach-
ing the same gospel which he had been preaching before he
made this visit to Jerusalem. Cf. the similar implication,
though with a reverse use of tenses, in 111, The use of a past
tense, éxfpuvEer, would almost have suggested that what he
then preached he was now no longer preaching. *“Among the
Gentiles,” the apostle says, suggesting that he not only preached
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to the Gentiles but to the Jews also, so far as they were in
Gentile lands. Note the same phrase in 1!® and eis 7d &y
in 2%, all of which indicate that Paul conceived his apostleship
to be not simply to the Gentile people but to the people of Gen-
tile lands.

* AvarBngue, found from Homer down, is apparently used only in later
writers in the sense “to present” (matter for consideration). See 2
Mac. 3°; Acts 254, only N. T. instance, and ¢f. M. & M. Voc. s. v.

kat’ dlav 8¢ Tois Soxodaiw, “but privately before the men of
eminence.” Those who are here designated as oi dowodvres
are evidently the same who in v. ¢ are called oi doxolvres and
oi doxotvtes €lval T, and in v.? of Soxodvtes aTUAOL €lvar,
and in v. ® are also identified as James and Cephas and John.
See note in fine print below. By these phrases the three men
named are described as the influential men, the leaders, of the
Christian community in Jerusalem. There is nothing in the
present passage or in the usage of the words to indicate that
they are used with irony.

On the question whether this phrase refers to the same inter-
view spoken of in dveféuny . . . éfveow, so that 7Tois Soxodaw
is merely a more definite designation of avrois, or to a different
one, so that there was both a public and a private meeting at
which Paul set forth his gospel, probability is in favour of the
latter; for although an epexegetic limitation may certainly be
conjoined to what precedes by &€, yet it is Paul’s usual habit
in such cases to repeat the word which the added phrase is to
limit (¢f. @éBnv in this v.; Rom. 32 ¢* 1 Cor. 116 2¢ Phil. 26—
in 1 Cor. 3% it is otherwise). In this case, moreover, it is diffi-
cult to suppose that Paul should have used the very general
avrots if, indeed, he meant only three men, or to see why if he
referred to but one interview he should not have written simply
xal dvebéuny Tois Sokodaw 7o edaryryé\iov, etc. Among mod-
ern interpreters Wies. Ell. Ltft. Mey. Weizs. Holst. Sief.
Lip. Zahn, Bous. ef al., understand the language to imply two
interviews; Zeller, Neander, Alf. Beet. Vernon Bartlet (in
Expositor, Oct., 1899), Emmet, et al., but one.
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On the use of xav* t3{av, which cin not mean “especially” (as Bous.
et al.) but only “privately,” ¢f. Mt. 1712 Mk, 4% g etc.; Ign. Smyrn.
7% mpémov oly fotly . . . whte xat’ [Blav wepl adt@v Aakely phte xowf.

The phrase ol 3oxolvres, vv.% ® is an example of a usage rare in
ancient Greek literature. The participle alone, as here, is found in
Eur. Hec. 295 and Troiad. 613, both times in the sense ““men of stand-
ing and consequence, men of esteem.” There is no hint of any derog-
atory flavour in the phrase. In Herodian 6. 1%, sometimes cited under
this head, 7ods Soxobvtag has a predicate in xal cepvotéroug xal . . .
awgpoveatéroug following. The meaning is ““those esteemed both most
dignified and most sober.” With this ¢f. ol 3oxoivreg atéhot, v.5. The
expression ot oxolvres elval Tt which Paul uses in v.¢» (and from which,
as Zahn holds, the shorter form is derived by ellipsis) is found in the
same form and meaning in Plato, Gorg. 472 A, where it is synonymous
with eb3oxlpovs a few lines above; ¢f. also Ewhyd. 303 C, where the
phrase is the same, except that the elval 7t is inverted. The same
phrase, however, is used also in the sense “those who think themselves
something”; so Plut. Apophih. lacon. 49, and probably Plato, 4 pol.
35 A. The meanings of the word 3oxeiv itself as used in these or similar
phrases are as follows: 1. “To be accounted, esteemed” (a) in the
indifferent sense of the word. See vv.t=. 3; ¢f. Plato, 4p0l. 35 A; Plut.
Aristid. 17; Epictet. Enchir. 13: x8v 36Eps miow ebval wg, drlorer
ceavtd. 2 Mac. 9t (?) Mk. 104 1 Cor. 122 (?) (b) in the definitely hon-
ourable sense, “to be highly esteemed,” as in vv.* ., 2. “To account
one’s self,” as in Gal. 6* 1 Cor. 31* 82 101 Jas. 12¢ Prov. 262, For an espe-
cially close parallel to Gal. 62 see Plato, 4 pol. 41 E. Thus in all of the
four instances in the present passage the word has substantially the
same meaning, differing only in that in vv.s 9 the word is colourless,
the standing of those referred to being expressed in the predicate, while
in vv. e, the predicate is omitted and the verb itself carries the idea of
high standing.

pif mos els xevov Tpéyw 4 Epapov. “lest perchance I should
run or had run in vain.” u7) mes expresses apprehension
(see more fully below). The whole phrase implies that the
apostle saw in the existing situation a danger that his work on
behalf of the Gentiles, both past and future, might be rendered
ineffectual by the opposition of the Jerusalem church, or of
certain men in it, and the disapproval of the apostles, and that
fearing this, he sought to avert it. The ground of his appre-
hension is, of course, not a doubt concerning the truth of the
gospel which he preached—it would be an impossible incon-
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gruity on his part to attribute to himself such a doubt in the
very midst of his strenuous insistence upon the truth and divine
source of that gospel-—but rather, no doubt, the conviction
that the disapproval of his work by the leading apostles in
Jerusalem would seriously interfere with that work and to a
serious degree render it ineffectual. The apostle’s conduct
throughout his career, notably in the matter of the collection
for the poor of Jerusalem, and his own last visit to Jerusalem
(see 1 Cor. 161" 2 Cor. chs. 8, 9, esp. ¢'215 Rom. 15%-%, esp. v.3!),
show clearly that it was to him a matter of the utmost impor-
tance, not only to prevent the forcing of the Jewish law upon
the Gentiles, but at the same time to maintain the unity of the
Christian movement, avoiding any division into a Jewish and
a Gentile branch. To this end he was willing to divert energy
and time from his work of preaching to the Gentiles in order to
raise money for the Jewish Christians, and to delay his journey
‘to the west in order personally to carry this money to Jeru-
salem. His unshaken confidence in the divine origin and the
truth of his own gospel did not prevent his seeing that the
rupture which would result from a refusal of the pillar apostles,
the leaders of the Jewish part of the church, to recognise the
legitimacy of his mission and gospel and so of Gentile Christian-
ity on a non-legal basis, would be disastrous alike to the Jew-
ish and the Gentile parties which would thus be created.

Eig xevév found also in Lxx (Lev. 26* Job 39t¢ Mic. 11 Isa. 294, etc.);
Jos. Ant. 19. 27 (19, 96 (1%); Bell. 1. 275 (14Y); in late Greek writers
(Diod. Sic. 19.9% and in the N.T. by Paul (z Thes. 3* 2 Cor. 6! Phil.
21¢) is with him always, as usually in the Lxx, a phrase of result meaning
“ uselessly,” “without effect.” Running, as a figure of speech for ef-
fort directed to an end, is not uncommon with Paul (1 Cor. g
Gal. 57 Phil. 21%; see also Phil. 3 2 Tim. 47).

The clause 4 . . . E3papov has been explained: (1) As an indirect
question, ““whether perhaps I was running or had run in vain.” <péyw
is in this case a present indicative, retained from the direct form. So
Usteri, assuming an ellipsis of “in order that I might learn from them,”
Wies., who assumes an ellipsis of “in order that they might perceive,”
and Sief., who supplies “to put to test the question,” and emphasises
the fact that since u# expects a negative answer the apostle implies
no doubt respecting the result of his work, but only the abstract
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possibility of its fruitlessness. (z) As a final clause, “that I might not

. run or have run in vain” (so Frit. Beet). (3) As an object clause

after a verb of fearing implied, “fearing lest I should run or had run
in vain.” tpéxw is in that case most probably a pres. subj., referring
to a continued (fruitless) effort in the future. A pres. ind. would be
possible (GMT 369.1) referring to a then existing situation, but is a
much less probable complement and antithesis to ¥3pawov than a pres.

_subj. referring to the future. Cf. 1 Thes. 35. So Ltft. Ell. (?), Lip.

(though apparently confusing it with the preceding interpretation). To
the first of these it is to be objected that it involves a doubtful use of
wh mwg. Goodwin (GMT 369 fn. 1) distinguishing clearly, as Sief. fol-
lowing Kiihner (II 1037, 1042, but ¢f. Kithner-Gerth, II 391 fn., which
corrects Kiihner’s error) fails to do, between the indirect question and
the clause of fear, maintains (L. & S. s#b. pf mwg, however, conira) that
wh is never used in classical writers in an indirect question. Sief., in-
deed, alleges that this indirect interrogative use is common in later
Greek, but cites no evidence. i Twg is certainly not so used in Paul,
with whom it is always a final particle, occurring in a pure final clause,
or in a clause of fear, or in an object clause after verbs of precaution
(1 Cor. 8° g7 2 Cor. 27 g¢ 11% 1220 Gal. 411 1 Thes. 35 it is not used by
other N. T. writers) and there is no certain instance of pf so used
in N. T.; Lk. 113, which is generally so taken, is at best a doubtful
case. To the second interpretation it is a decisive objection that a
past tense of the indicative is used in final clauses only after a hy-
pothetical statement contrary to fact and to express an unattained pur-
pose. Neither of these conditions is fulfilled here. The verb dveSéuny
expresses a fact, not what would have been under certain circum-
stances, and the apostle certainly does not mean to characterise the
purpose that he might not run in vain as unattained. The attempt
of Frit., approved by W. LVI 2 (b) 8 (WM. p. 633), to give the
sentence a hypothetical character by explaining it, “that I might
not, as might easily have happened if I had not communicated my
teaching in Jerusalem, have run in vain,” is not only artifidal, but
after all fails to make the principal clause dveSéup, etc., an unreal hy-
pothesis. See GMT 333, 336. The third interpretation is consistent
both with general Greek usage and with Paul’s!use of pf ®ws, and is
the only probable one. It involves, of course, the implication of a
purpose of the apostle’s action, viz., to avert what he feared, that his
future work should be fruitless, or his past work be undone. But such
implication is common in clauses of fear. When the verb of fear is ex-
pressed, the u# clause expresses by implication the purpose of an ac-
tion previously mentioned or about to be mentioned (Acts 23 2 Cor.
12%); when the fear is only implied the w# clause, denoting the object
of apprehension, conveys by implication the purpose of the immediately
preceding verb (2 Cor. g* 1 Thes. 3%). The use of the aorist indicative
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following a statement of fact suffices, however, to show that in thia
case the clause expresses primarily an object of apprehension. The
objection of Sief. to this interpretation, that Paul certainly could not
have implied that his fear of his past work being rendered fruitless was
actually realised, rests upon a misunderstanding of the force of a past
tense in such cases. This implies not that the fear has been realised.
—in this case one would not express fear at all, but regret—but that
the event is past, and the outcome, which is the real object of fear, as yet
unknown or undetermined. Cf. GMT 369; BMT 227, and see chap.
4", where the object clause refers to a past fact, the outcome of which
is, however, not only as yet unknown to him, but quite possibly yet
to be determined by the course which the Galatians should pursue in
Tesponse to the letter he was then writing.

3. A\’ 098¢ Tlros 6 ovw éuol, "EANyy dv, fvarykdabn mepe
Tunbivar: “But not even Titus, who was with me, and was a
Greek, was compelled to be circumcised.” In antithesis to the
possibility of his work proving fruitless (by reason of the opposi-
tion of the Jerusalem church and apostles) Paul here sets forth
the fact that on this very occasion and in a test-case his view
prevailed. For @\Ad introducing the evidence disproving a pre-
viously suggested hypothesis, see Rom. 4> 1 Cor. 2°. The fact
of the presence of Titus with the apostle had already been men-
tioned in the preceding sentence. Its repetition here in 0 atw
éuol is evidently, therefore, for an argumentative purpose, and
doubtless as emphasising the significance of the fact that he
was not circumcised. It is upon this element of the sentence
especially that 098¢ “not even” throws its emphasis. The
opponents of Paul, the “false brethren” desired, of course, the
circumcision of all Gentile Christians. But so far were they
from carrying through their demand that not even Titus, who
was there on the ground at the time, and to whom the demand
would first of all apply, was circumcised. The non-circumcision
of Titus, therefore, was in reality a decision of the principle.
The phrase 6 otw éuol is thus concessive in effect. See BMT
428. The participial phrase, "EAAqv &v, adds a fact, probably
like 6 odv éuol, known to the readers, but necessary to be borne
in mind in order to appreciate the significance of the fact about
to be stated. Like the preceding phrase it also is concessive
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(BMT 437), “though he was a Greek” (and hence uncircum-
cised; not of course, “although a Greek and hence under pre-
eminent obligation to be circumcised,” which neither Paul nor
his opponents would have claimed). Though the Greek con-
struction is different in the two phrases, the thought is best
expressed in English by joining them as in the translation given
above. Segond also renders “qui était avec moi et qui était
Grec.” The term “EAAyp is doubtless to be taken in its broad
sense of “‘Gentile,” as in Rom, 1'% 2% 10 ¢f freq., a usage which
occurs also in Jos. Ant. 20. 262 (11?), and in the Christian
Fathers (Th.). This is the first mention of circumcision in the
epistle. The fact so well known to Paul and his readers as to
require no explicit mention, but clearly brought out later in
the letter, that the legalistic party insisted most strenuously
upon circumcision, is here incidentally implied. Jvaryxdofy is
undoubtedly to be taken as a resultative aorist (BMT 42), and
o0d¢ Jvarykdofn denies not the attempt to compel but the suc-
cess of the attempt. That the attempt was (unsuccessfully)
made is clearly implied in the context.

The argument of Sief. for his interpretation, making o032t fvayxdafy
a denial that pressure was brought to bear on Paul, i. e., by the
apostles, confuses the distinction between the meaning of the word
and the force of its temse. dvayx&tw is used consistently throughout
N. T. in the present and imperfect with conative force (Acts 26
Gal. 24 6v), signifying “to apply pressure,” “to (seek to) compel”’; in
the aorist, on the other hand, consistently with a resultative sense, in
the active “to compel,” in the passive, “to be forced” (Mt. 14" Mk.
6% Lk. 14 Acts 28w 2 Cor. 121). What, therefore, the aorist with
olx denies is simply the result. Whether that result did not ensue be-
cause no pressure was applied, or because the pressure was successfully
resisted, can be determined only by the connection. The fact, how-
ever, that the imperfect with odx would have clearly expressed the
thought that no effort was made, and the clear implication in the con-
text that effort was made are practically decisive for the present case.
Sief.’s contention that the context excludes effort on the part of the
apostles to have Titus circumcised is unsupported by the context, and
involves a misapprehension of Paul’s contention throughout the pas-
sage; this is not that the apostles did not disagree with him, and always
approved his position, but that he was independent of them; in this
particular matter, that they yielded to him. See esp. v.? with its clear
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implication of a change of front on the part of the apostles. For other
interpretations of odx . . . meprruyB#var, see below on the various con-
structions ascribed to ¥tk . . . YeuBadérpous.

4. dix 88 7o mapewrderovs Vrevdabéhpovs, “now it was
because of the false brethren surreptitiously brought in.”
The question what this phrase limits, 4. e., what it was that
was done because of the false brethren, is one of the most
difficult of all those raised by the passage. The most probable
view is that it is to be associated with the idea of pressure, ur-
gency, implied in 098¢ Jvarykdofy. The meaning may then be
expressed thus: “ And not even Titus . . . was compelled to be
circumcised, and (what shows more fully the significance of the
fact) it was urged because of the false brethren.”” If this is
correct it follows that there were three parties to the situation
under discussion in Jerusalem. There were, first, Paul and
Barnabas, who stood for the policy of receiving Gentiles as
Christians without circumcision; on the other hand, there were
those whom Paul characterises as false brethren, and who
contended that the Gentile Christians must be circumcised; and
finally there were those who for the sake of the second party
urged that Paul should waive his scruples and consent to the
circumcision of Titus. This third party evidently consisted of
the pillar apostles, with whom Paul held private conference (v.?)
and who because of Paul’s representations finally themselves
yielded and gave assent to Paul’s view (vv.?-%). With the
second party it does not appear that Paul came into direct
contact; they are at least mentioned only as persons for whose
sake, not by whom, certain things were done. It is thus clearly
implied that they who in person urged the circumcision of
Titus (of Soxodvres) did not themselves regard it as necessary .
except as a matter of expediency, as a concession to the feelings
or convictions of those whom Paul designates as false brethren,
but who were evidently regarded by the other apostles rather
as persons whose prejudices or convictions, however mis-
taken, it was desirable to consider. On the question whether
the apostles carried their conciliatory policy to the extent of
urging the circumcision of all Gentile converts, see fn. p. 91.
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Tlageloaxtog, a word not found in extant classical writings, is never-
theless given by the ancient lexicographers, Hesych. Phot. and Suid.
Cf. Frit. Opuscula, pp. 181 f. (Th.); Sief. ad loc., p. 101, fn. In view
of the frequent use of the passive of verbs in later Greek in a middle
sense, and of the definition of this word by Hesych. Phot. and Suid.
by the neutral term &AAétptog, it is doubtful whether the passive sense
can be insisted upon, as if these false brethren had been brought in by
others. The relative clause, olttvec etc., distinctly makes the men
themselves active in their entrance into the church, which though by
no means excluding the thought that some within were interested in
bringing them in, throws the emphasis upon their own activity in the
matter. Nor is the idea of surreptitiousness, secrecy, at all clearly
emphasised. That they are alien to the body into which they have
come is what the term both etymologically and by usage suggests.
Peudddergog, used elsewhere in N. T. only 2 Cor. 11, evidently means
those who profess to be brethren, i. e., to be true members of the
Christian body, but are not so in fact. Cf. Paul’s use of the term
Yeudambatohog, 2 Cor. 11 These words xmapetadrrtous Peudadéipoug
express, of course, Paul’s judgment concerning these men when he
wrote. That they were so looked upon by the other apostles at the
time of the events here referred to does not necessarily follow.

The community into which “the false brethren” had made
their way is unnamed. That they had made their influence
felt in Antioch, if not also generally among the churches hav-
ing Gentile members, and that they came from Jerusalem and
were in some sense representatives of that church, is implied in
the very fact that Paul and Barnabas came up to Jerusalem
about the matter, If, therefore, mapeiodrrovs and wapeoijhfov
refer to a visit to a church, we should mentally supply with
them “into the church at Antioch,” or “into the churches
among the Gentiles.” But if, as is more probable, these words
refer to incorporation into the membership of the body, then
the reference is either to the church at Jerusalem, which is
favoured by the facts above cited as indicating that they were
actually from Jerusalem, or the Christian community in gen-
eral, which is favoured by the indefiniteness of the language
here employed and the fact that the apostle’s indignation is
most naturally explained if he is thinking of these men not as
additions to the Jerusalem church in particular, with which he
was not directly concerned, but as an element of discord in the
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Christian community. In either case it is clear that they ema-
nated from Jerusalem and were exerting their influence as a
foreign element at Antioch or in general in the churches having
Gentile members. See further, par. 12, p. 117.

Of the numerous constructions which have been adopted for the
phrase 3wk . . . Yevdadéhgoug the following may be named:

1. Those which make it limit some following'word. (a) efSapev. So,
omitting olg 03¢ (In v.5; ¢f. textual note below), Tert. ¢t al., and in
modern times Zahn. This yields the sense, “but because of the false
brethren . . . I yielded for a brief space.”” This may be dismissed
because based on a text insufficiently supported by textual evidence,
and giving the impossible sense that Paul yielded by way of the sub-
jection demanded by the false brethren that the truth of the gospel
might continue with the Gentiles.* (b) So, retaining ol¢ o034, but
assuming that the insertion of olg involves an anacoluthon, Wies.
p. 110; Philippi; and substantially so Weizs. 4p. Zeit. p. 135.
Cf. Butt. p. 385. Paul, it is supposed, having intended at first to
make 5k . . . Yevdad. limit odx et§opey directly, was led by the length
of the sentence to insert olg, thus changing the thought from an asser-
tion that on their account he did not yield into a denial that he yielded
to them, and leaving 3t& . . . Jeudad. without a regimen. The objec-
tion of Sief. (ad loc., p. g8) to this interpretation that these two concep-
tions “yielded on account of” and “yielded to” are so different that
the one could not be merged in the other is of little force; for certainly
Paul might naturally think of a yielding to a demand made for the sake
of the false brethren as in effect a yielding to them. Nor can the fact
of the anacoluthon itself be urged against this view, since anacolutha
are common in Paul, and especially so in this very paragraph. The
real objection to this interpretation lies in the difficulty of supposing
that Paul could say that he refused to circumcise Titus because it was
requested for the sake of the false brethren, or as Wies. in effect makes
it, by them.. Isit to be supposed that, when the very question at issue
was the legitimacy of the gospel which offered itself to the Gentiles
without legal requirement, he would have consented to circumcise
Titus, if only the request had not been made for the sake of the false
brethren? Weizs., indeed, interprets 3w . . . $eudad. as giving not
the decisive reason, but for the urging of which Titus would have
been circumcised, but a contributory reason, which made his course all

* Zahn, like Tert. before him, finds the yielding and the subjection to have been to the
plllar apostles and in the fact of coming to Jerusalem to submit this question to the apostles
there (not in the circumcision of Titus, which he maintains Paul denies to have taken place)
yet supposes that it was not demanded by the apostles, but more probably by the Antioch
church. See Com. pp. 03 /- A stranger distortion of the record it would be hard to imagine.
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the more necessary—a meaning which has much to commend it, but
which it seems would have necessitated the insertion of some such word
as p&htota (¢f. chap. 6%).

2. Those which make 3t . . . $eudad. limit what precedes, introduc-
ing an epexegetic addition to the preceding statement. So Sief., who,
joining this verse closely to the words #vayx&stn xeptrndivat and mak-
ing obx limit the whole phrase, finds in the sentence the meaning that
no attempt was made for the sake of the false brethren to compel Titus
to be circumcised. In other words, though the leading men might not
unnaturally have urged the circumcision of Titus for the sake of the
false brethren, no such compulsion was in fact applied. Aside from
the improbable sense given to 003k . . . fivayx&ody (see on v.9), this in-
volves an extremely difficult if not impossible sense of 3¢, concerning
which see on v.2. To have yielded this meaning 3t . . . Peudad. must
have stood in the least prominent position in the midst of the sentence,
not subjoined and emphasised by 3¢, or if for the sake of making the
denial of Titus’s circumcision—the fact itself—unequivocal, it was
necessary that the words 3t . . . Jeudad. should stand apart, then
they must have become a phrase of concession or opposition, express-
ing the thought, *though urged by,” or “in spite of the false brethren,”
or have been introduced by 0034, “and not even for the sake of the
false brethren.” Cf. on o3¢ under 115, Mey. also joins this phrase
closely to what precedes, but to the whole expression ob3¢ . . .
xepttunbivae, and finds in it the reason why Titus was not circumcised,
#. e., because the false brethren urged it. If this relates to Paul, con-
stituting his reason for refusing to consent to the circumcision of Titus,
it is open to the same objection as 1(b) above, viz., it implies that but
for the advocacy of it by the false brethren Paul would have had no
objection to the circumcision of Titus. If, on the other hand, the
phrase is understood to refer to the motives of the eminent Jerusalem
brethren, giving their reason for not asking for or consenting to the
circumcision, then we have the representation that the false brethren
urged the circumcision of Titus, and that the Jerusalem apostles opposed
it not on principle, but because it was being urged by the false breth-
ren; a view which attributes to them a degree of opposition to the
legalistic party in the Jewish portion of the church, and of champion-
ship of the freedom of the Gentiles, which does not comport with the
otherwise known history of the apostolic age, and which would, it
would seem, have made this council itself unnecessary. Had the facts,
moreover, been what this interpretation makes them, Paul could hardly
have failed to bring out with greater distinctness what would have
been so much to the advantage of his case, as he has done, e. g., in
vv. T,

The joining of ‘the phrase with gveBépny, or dvéBvv, advocated by some
of the older modern expositors (see in Sief.), scarcely calls for discus-
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sion. These interpretations yield a not unreasonable sense, and avoid
many of the difficulties encountered by the other constructions, but it
is hardly conceivable that the reader would be expected to supply men-
tally a word left so far behind.

3. Those which make 2w . .. ¢eudad. limit something supplied
from the preceding. (a) oln #vayadedn =weprrpndivar (ELL) or oln
xeptetufBy (Frit. cited by Ltft.). This is not materially different from
making it limit 03¢ . . . mepirpndijvar already expressed, as is done
by Mey., and is open to the same objections. (b) weptetpuhfn, Riick.
et al.; advocated by Hort. (WH. II app. p. 121). According to this
interpretation o throws its whole force on #vay»&stn, only the compul-
sion, not the circumcision, being denied; 3¢ is adversative, and intro-
duces the statement of the reason why Titus, though not compelled,
was nevertheless circumcised, viz., because of the false brethren. This
is perhaps the most improbable of all the proposed interpretations. If
the circumcision of Titus was carried through without Paul’s consent,
then how could he have said that it was not compelled? Tf with his
consent and, as he says, because of the false brethren, how could he say
that he had not yielded to them for so much as an hour? What was
such consent but precisely i) dwotay#, the surrender which they de-
manded (¢f. on tf) dworayf, v.®) ? And with what honesty could he have
maintained that he had pursued this course at Jerusalem, “that the
truth of the gospel might continue with you,” when in fact he had on
that occasion surrendered the very thing which was to him the key
to the whole situation so far as concerned the relation of the Gentile to
the law and to Christ? Cf. s1%. In fact, any view which assumes that
Titus was circumcised involves the conclusion that Paul surrendered
his case under compulsion or through wavering, and that in his present
argument he made a disingenuous and unsuccessful attempt to prove
that he did not surrender it. (c) The thought of (unsuccessful) pres-
sure implied in oG3% . . . fvayxéeBn. This view (set forth in the larger
print above), and well advocated by Ltft. pp. 105, 106, yields a clear and
consistent account of what took place, showing the Jerusalem apostles
standing between the extremists on both sides, advising Paul to con-
sent to the circumcision of Titus for the sake of peace, while Paul, see-
ing in such a yielding a surrender of vital principle to the false repre-
sentatives of Christianity, persistently refused,’ it accounts at the same
time for the insertion of the phrase, and for the characterisation of the
men referred to as false brethren, etc., showing at the same time the
extent to which the Jerusalem apostles could, from Paul’s point of
view, be led astray, so as even to advocate a course dictated by regard
for those who were in reality only false brethren, and suggesting a con-
tributory reason for his resistance, that the demand for the circum-
cision of Titus originated with spies from without, men who had no
proper place in the church at all. This view alone brings this portion
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of the paragraph into line with the apostle’s general argument by which
he aims to show his entire independence, even of the other apostles.
If it be judged too harsh and difficult to supply from the preceding
language the thought, “this was urged,” the most reasonable alternative
view is that of Wies. ef al. (1™ above). From a purely linguistic point
of view this interpretation is perhaps the easiest of all that have been
proposed, and if it could be supposed, with Weizs., that Paul would re-
fer in this unqualified way to a reason which was, after all, only con-
tributory, it would be the most probable interpretation of the passage.

olrwes mapewiMov katackomiicar Ty é\evlepiav Hudv
“who sneaked in to spy out our freedom.” The liberty of which
the apostle here speaks is, of course, the freedom of the Chris-
tian from bondage to the law, which would have been sur-
rendered in principle if the Gentile Christians had been com-
pelled to be circumcised. Cf. 48 % -3 and esp. 51-% 13, That
he calls it “ our freedom” (cf. duds at the end of v.5) shows that
although the obligation of the Gentile to be circumcised was
the particular question at issue, this was in the apostle’s mind
only a part of a larger question, which concerned both Jewish
and Gentile Christians, or else that Paul is for the moment
associating himself with the Gentile Christians as those whose
case he represents. The Antioch incident (vv.%-2) shows how
closely the question of the freedom of the Jews was connected
with that of the liberty of the Gentile Christians, both in fact
and in the apostle’s mind. Yet there is nothing in his nar-
rative to indicate that in the discussion at Jerusalem the free-
dom of the Gentile was explicitly considered in relation to any-
thing except circumcision. Still less is it to be assumed that
the question of the obligation of the Jewish Christians in re-
spect to foods or defilement by association with Gentile Chris-
tians was at this time brought up. Rather does the expression
‘“‘that the truth of the gospel might continue with you” sug-
gest that at this time the only question raised pertained to the
Gentiles, and this is further confirmed by the situation which
afterwards arose at Antioch, in which the question of foods and
particularly the obligation of the Jews in respect to them ap-
pears as one on which an agreement had not been previously
reached.
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Tlapetoépyopa is a verb not uncommon in later Greek, meaning literally
“to come in alongside,” but usually (not, however, in Rom. 51) imply-
ing stealth. See exx., cited by Th.; and esp. Luc. Asin. 15, el Aoxog .
mapetaéAor (Sief.). navacxoméw, “to spy out,” with the associated idea
of hostile intent, purpose to destroy (Grk. writers from Xenophon
down, Lxx, here only in N. T.) is here nearly equivalent to “stealthily
to destroy.”

fv éxopev év Xpiard Inood, “which we have in Christ Jesus.”
The preposition €v is probably used here to mark its object as
the causal ground or basis of the freedom which we possess,
the person by reason of whom and on the basis of whose work
we have this freedom. See Th. év, I 6¢, and Acts 13* Rom.
3% 5% and note on v.V below. Others (see Ell, e. g., &. I. and
v.17) take €v in the sense “in mystical union with,” a meaning
which the word sometimes has in Paul. But in view of the
clear instances of the causal sense both before names of Christ
and other words, it is certainly to be preferred here where the
so-called mystical sense itself becomes intelligible only by add-
ing to it a causal sense, making it mean ‘“by virtue of our
union with.”

lva fpds katabovddoovow, “that they might bring us
into bondage,” 1. e., to the law, implying an already pos-
sessed freedom. Observe the active voice of the verb, ex-
cluding the sense to bring into bondage to themselves, and ¢f.
4% 10 4251 Undue stress must not be laid on 7u@s as meaning
or including Jewish Christians (cf. on é\evfeplav Hudv above),
yet its obvious reference is to Christians in general, not to Gen-
tile Christians exclusively. The whole phraseology descriptive
of these ‘“false brethren” implies, as Weizs. has well pointed
out (4p. Zeit. pp. 216-222, E. T., T 257-263) that they were
distinct and different from the original constituents of the
church, a foreign element, introduced at a relatively late date,
distinguished not only from the apostles but from the primi-
tive church in general, and this not only personally but in their
spirit and aims. By xatagkomiioat and {va karadovhdoovow
Paul definitely charges that these men entered the church for
a propagandist purpose, that they joined the Christian com-
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munity in order to make it legalistic, and implies that pre-
vious to their coming non-legalistic views were, if not generally
held, at least tolerated. CY. also on 1%, As concerns the apos-
tle’s reflection upon the character of these men and the un-
worthiness of their motive, some allowance must necessarily
be made for the heat of controversy; but that fact does not
seem to affect the legitimacy of the inferences from his state-
ment as to the state of opinion in the Jewish church and of
practice among Gentile Christians. These facts have an im-
portant bearing on the question of the relation of Paul’s nar-
rative in this chapter to that of Acts, chaps. 6, 7, 10, 11. The
recent entrance of these men into the church and the implica-
tion as to the condition of things before they came suggest that
the representation of Acts that the Jerusalem church was in
the early days of its history tolerant of non-legalistic views,
and not unwilling to look with favour on the acceptance of
Gentiles as Christians, is not in itself improbable. It is at
least not in conflict with the testimony of this letter.

On the use of a future in a pure final clause, see BMT 198 and cf.
Lk. 140 201 Acts 21, 28 Rom. 3¢

B. ols 08¢ mpos dpav eltauev T dmorayy, “to whom not for
)an hour did we yield by way of the subjection (demanded).”
Though the request that Paul and those with him should yield
was made not by, but because of, the false brethren, he clearly
saw that to grant the request would be in effect to surrender
to the latter. Hence the dative here instead of &d o, cor-
responding to &id Tots Yevbadénpovs. The article before
umoTaryy is restrictive, showing that the word is used not sim-
ply with qualitative force, but refers to the particular obedi-
ence which was demanded. The phrase is therefore epexe-
getic of eifauev, indicating wherein the yielding would have
consisted if it had taken place, and the negative denies the
yielding, not simply a certain kind of yielding. This fact ex-
cludes any interpretation which supposes that Paul meant
simply to deny that he yielded obediently, 7. e., to a recognised
authority, while tacitly admitting a conciliatory yielding (as is
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For this thought he must have used the dative without the
article. Cf. Phil. 13512 1 Thes, 44 5.

On xpbs &pav, meaning “for a short time,” see 2 Cor. 7% 1 Thes, 217
Phm.», where, as in the present passage, &px is not a definite mea-
sure of time, a twelfth of a day, but merely a (relatively) short time;
in the cases cited, some days or weeks; in the present passage
rather, as 'we should say in English, “2 moment,” “an instant.” Cf.,
not as exactly similar instances, but as illustrating the flexibility of the
word, Mt. 10t 2640, 4, &,

Olg o532 mpbg Beav. The reading at this point has been the subject of
extended discussion, especially by Klostermann, Probleme im A pos-
teltexte, pp. 36 f., Sief. Com. ad loc., and Zahn Com. ad loc. and Ex-
curs. I. The principal evidence may be summarised as follows:

wpdg SHpav (without olg 003é): D* d e plur. codd. lat. et gr. ap. Victorin.
codd. lat. ap. Hier. al. Iren®* Tert. Victorin. Ambrst. Pelag.

ob3% wpdg Bpav: codd. gr. et lat. ap. Ambrst., quidam (codd.?) ap.
Victorin. Mcion, Syr. (psh.), and (accg. to Sief.) one ms. of Vg.

olg mpbg Bpav: Jerome quotes certain persons as asserting: e koc esse
guod in codicibus legatur Latinis, *“ quibus ad horam cessimus.” Prima-
sius (XI 209, quoted by Klostermann, p. 83; ¢f. Plummer, Com. on 2
Corinthians, p. ) says: Latinus habet: ““quibus ad horam cessimus.”
Sedulius: Male én Latinis codicibus legitur : * quibus ad horam cessimus.”

olg 063t mpdg Hpav: RABCDeerr FGKLP, 33, and Grk. mss. gener-
ally, f g Vg. Syr. (psh. harcl.) Boh. Arm. Aeth. codd. gr. ap. Hieron.;
also Bas. Epiph. Euthal. Thdrt. Damas. Aug. Ambr. Hier.

Klostermann and Zahn adopt the first reading. Tdf. Treg. WH. Ws.
RV. and modern interpreters generelly, the fourth, The evidence
shows clearly that the difficulty of the latter reading was early felt, .
and that, for whatever reason, a syntactically easier text was current
among the Latins. The evidence against ol o03¢, however, is not
sufficient to overcome the strong preponderance in its favour, or the
improbability that any one would have introduced the anacoluthic ofg.
But since the reading ol without 043¢ is very weakly attested it re-
mains to accept the reading which has both olg and 043¢,

va 5 a\jfeia Tob edaryyellov Suapelvy mwpos Vuds. “that
the truth of the gospel might continue with you.” The clause
states the purpose of his.refusing to yield. To make it a state-
ment of the purpose of the yielding as Zahn does, omitting ols
. 0Ud¢ s, especially in view of the 75 before PmoTanyy, to represent
Paul as making the absurd statement that, in order that the
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truth of the gospel that men are free from law might abide
with the Gentiles, he yielded to the demand of the legalists and
did as they required. It is also to convert a paragraph which
is put forth as an evidence that he had always maintained his
independence of men into a weak apology for having conceded
the authority of the Twelve. The term evayyéhov evidently
has here the same sense as in v.2 and in 17 (¢f. the notes on
those vv., and note word aAjfeia here). The genitive is a
possessive genitive, the truth is the truth contained in, and so
belonging to, the gospel. Cf. 7 T@v vopwy dAibefal, Papyri in
Brit. Mus. II p. 280, cited by M. and M. Voc. The effect of
the triumph of the view of Paul’s opponents would have been
to rob the Gentiles of the truth of the gospel, leaving them a
perverted, false gospel. See 17. The verb Siauelvy implies
that at the time referred to the truth of the gospel, i. e., the
gospel in its true form as he preached it, not in the perverted
form preached by the judaisers, had already been given to
those to whom he refers under vuas.

Ilpés meaning properly ““towards” and then “with,” usually of per-
sons in company and communication with others (1 Thes. 3¢ 2 Thes. 23
310 Gal. 11® 41% %) is here used like wetd in Phil. 49, of the  Yesence of an
impersonal thing with men. The idea of possession is not in the prep-
osition, but is suggested by the context and the nature of the thing
spoken of. Up&s may refer specifically to the Galatians, to whom he
is writing, in which case it is implied that they had already received
the gospel at the time of this Jerusalem conference. But the more
general interpretation of Spds as meaning simply “you Gentiles” is
so easy, and the inclusion of the Galatians with the Gentiles in the
class on behalf of whom Paul then took his stand is so natural, even
though historically the Galatians only later participated in the benefit
of his action, that it would be hazardous to lay any great weight on this
word in the determination of chronological questions. The most that
can safely be said is that Swapelvy Tpds pdg receives its most obvious in-

{ terpretation if the Galatians are supposed to have been already in posses-
sion of the gospel at the time here referred to. See Introduction, p. xlii.

6. amo 8¢ Tdv Soxovwrwy elval v “And from those who were
accounted to be something.” On 7@ dokolvraw, etc., ¢f. v.1,
The verb which this phrase was to have limited is left unex-
pressed, the construction being changed when the thought is
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resumed after the parenthesis omofor, etc. The apostle doubt-
less had in mind when he began the sentence mapéiaBov obdév
(¢f. 12) or some equivalent expression. The sentence seems
not adversative, but continuative; to the statement that when
the pillar apostles took up, in a sense, the cause of the false
brethren, he did not for a moment yield to the latter, he adds
as further evidence of his entire independence of the apostles
that (in this discussion) they taught him nothing new.

—omotol mote fioav ovdéy pot Siapéper— “what they once were
matters not to me.” omoZot, a qualitative word, meaning “of
what kind” (¢f. 1 Thes. 1° 1 Cor. 38 Jas. 1%4), here evidently
refers not to personal character but to rank or standing, and
doubtless specifically to that standing which the three here
referred to had by reason of their personal relation to Jesus
while he was in the flesh, in the case of James as his brother, in
the case of Peter and John as his personal followers. This fact
of their past history was undoubtedly appealed to by the oppo-
nents of Paul as giving them standing and authority wholly
superior to any that he could claim. Cf. 2 Cor. §'® 107, Paul
answers here substantially as afterwards to the Corinthians in
reply to much the same argument, that facts of this sort do
not concern him, have no significance. Apostleship rests on a
present relation to the heavenly Christ, a spiritual experience,
open to him equally with them. The whole parenthetical sen-
tence, though introduced without a conjunction, serves as a
justification of the depreciation of the apostles which he had
begun to express in the preceding clause—or perhaps more
exactly as an answer in advance to the thought which the apos-
tle foresaw would be raised by that statement when completed,
viz.: But if you received nothing from them, that is certainly
to your disadvantage; were they not personal companions of
Jesus, the original and authoritative bearers of the gospel?
What valid commissfon or message can you have except as you
derived it from them?

With a verb of past time woté (enclitic) may mean (a) “ever,” “at
any time”; (b) “at some time,” “once,” “formerly”’; (c) “ever,” with
intensive force, like the Latin cungue, and the English “ever” in * who-
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ever,” “whatever.” The last meaning is that which is preferred in
RV.—“whatsoever they were.” But this use is unusual in classi-
cal Greek, and has no example in N. T. The second meaning, ‘on
the other hand, is frequent in N. T., especially in Paul (chap. 1 #
Rom. 79, etc.), and is appropriate in this connection, directing the
thought to a particular (undefined but easily understood) period of
past time referred to by feav. There can therefore be no doubt that
it is the meaning here intended. The first meaning is not impos-
sible, but less appropriate because suggesting various possible past
periods or points of time, instead of the one, Jesus’ lifetime, which gives
point to the sentence.

The above interpretation of wore and substantially of the sentence is
adopted by Wies. Hilg. Ltft. and many others from the Latin Vg.
down. Win. and Lip., though taking wote in the sense of cumgue, by
referring fioav to the time of Jesus’ life on earth reach substantially the
same interpretation of the clause. EIll. Sief., ef al., take wote in the
sense of cungue, and understand the clause to refer to the esteem in
which these men were held at the time of the events spoken of; what-
soever they were, i. e., whatever prestige, standing, they had in Jeru-
salem at this time. Sief. supplies as subject for 3iadéper the thought
“to obtain authorisation from them”; making the sentence mean:
“ whatever their standing in Jerusalem, it is of no consequence to me
to secure their authorisation or commission.” But the clause dwofof wote
fioav (¢f. 1 Cor. 3¥) itself is a suitable subject, and the supplying of
a subject unnecessary.

—mrpowmov Beos avBpdmov od AauBdve—* God accepts not
the person of man.” To accept the person—literally face—of
one is to base one’s judgment and action on external and irrele-
vant considerations. Cf. Mt. 22! Mk. 124 Lk. 20%. Such, in
the judgment of Paul, were mere natural kinship with Jesus,
such as James had, or personal companionship with him during
his earthly life, such as the Twelve had. Cf. 2 Cor. 5%, where
Paul uses év wpoodme with reference to the realm of external
things. This second parenthesis in its turn gives a reason jus-
tifying the statement of the first. The former advantages of
these men signify nothing to me, for God takes no account of
such external considerations. Concerning the emphasis on feds
see the textual note.

As between 0edc and & 8eés external evidence alone is indecisive.
NAP 33, 88, 103, 122,* 442, 463, 1912, Chrys. al. insert the article.
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BCDFGKL al. pler. Eus. Thdrt. Dam. omit it. Sheer accident
would be as likely to operate on one side as on the other. At first
sight intrinsic probability seems to make for the genuineness of the
article, since the N. T. writers, and Paul in particular, rarely use 9eég
as subject without the article. Yet the use of 8cb¢ without the article,
because employed with qualitative force with emphasis upon the divine
attributes, especially in contrast with man, is an established usage of
which there are numerous examples in Paul (see 1 Thes. 1° 2¢ 1 Cor, 2¢
3% 1) and a few in the nominative (1 Thes. 2* Gal. 67 2 Cor. 51%). In-
asmuch, therefore, as there is in this passage just such a contrast, it
would be in accordance with Pauline usage to omit the article, and the
balance of intrinsic probability is apparently on this side. Tran-
scriptional probability is also in its favour, since the scribe would be
more likely to convert the unusual 9eég into & 6eég than the reverse.

éuol yap o Soxodvres ovdév mpogavéfevro, “for to me the
men of eminence taught nothing new.” In these words the
apostle evidently says what he began to say in amo & Tdv
Sokovvrwy, giving it now the specific form that the Jerusalem
apostles imposed on him no burden (of doctrine or practice),
or imparted nothing to him in addition to what he already
knew. See discussion of 7pocavéfevro below. <ydp may be
justificatory, introducing a statement which justifies the seem-
ingly harsh language of the two preceding statements, or ex-
plicative, the thought overleaping the parenthetical statements
just preceding, and the new clause introduced by <ydp putting
in a different form the thought already partly expressed in &7
8¢ Tév Soxodvrwyv. The latter is simpler and for that reason
more probable.

The uses of the verb mposavatifepar (Mid.) clearly attested outside
of the present passage are three: (1) “To offer or dedicate beside”:
Boeckh.C.I.G. 2782. (2) “To confer with”: Gal. 1'¢ (g.2.); Diod. Sic.
17. 1164 Luc. Jup. Trag. 1. (3) “To lay upon one’s self in addition,
to undertake besides”: Xen. Mem. 2.1%. Beside these there have been
proposed for the present passage: (4) “To lay upon in addition,” ¢.e.
(3) taken actively instead of with a middle sense. Cf. Pollux,Ig¢®. (5)
(equiv. to wpootifnut) “To add,” “to bestow something not possessed
before”’: Chrys., et al.; (6) (adding to the sense of dvarifepar in 22 and
Acts 254, that of xpég in composition, “besides,” “in addition’’), “To
set forth in addition,” 4. e., in this connection, “ to teach in addition to
what I had already learned.” The word “impart” in RV. might per-
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haps represent either(4), (5), (6), possibly even (2). The first mean-
ing is evidently impossible here. The second can be applied only by
taking o03év as an accusative of respect, “in respect to nothing did
they confer with me,” and then there still remains the fact that in the
other instances of the verb used in this sense the conference is chiefly
for the sake of learning, but here the reference must be to conferring
for the purpose of teaching. This renders it very difficult, taking the

. word in the sense illustrated in 1%, to find in 3% wposavatiBecBar,

as Ltft. does, the sense “to impart no fresh knowledge,” or as Ell.
does, taking wpés as directive only, the meaning “to communicate
nothing,” “to address no communications.” Zahn, indeed, takes the
verb as in 1, and interprets the sentence as meaning, “for they laid
nothing before me for decision, they did not make me their judge.”
This Zahn interprets as an explanation and justification of 0d3év poc
Btapépet, in that it gives a reason why he did not regard their high
standing as he might have been tempted to do if he had been acting
as judge of their affairs. Vv.7f. then state that, on the contrary, they
acted as his judges and pronounced favourable judgment on him. The
interpretation is lexicographically possible, but logically difficult to the
point of impossibility. It compels the supposition either that in éuol
v&p of, etc. Paul said the opposite of what he set out to say in dnbd 3
1@y doxodviwy, or else that, having begun in the latter phrase to say
that from the men of esteem he received a favourable judgment, he
interrupted himself to belittle the value of their judgment. It makes
the apostle, moreover, admit a dependence upon the pillar apostles
which it is the whole purpose of 111-2% to disprove. Thé third sense is
rendered impossible for the present passage by the presence of duof.
“To lay no additional burden on themselves for me” is without mean-
ing in this connection. The fourth meaning does not occur elsewhere,
the voucher being only for the reflexive sense (3), “to lay a burden upon
one’s self.” Sief. infers from the fact that dvari{fepat is found in the
active sense (Xen. Cyr. 8.54), as well as in the reflexive that the com-
pound xposavatifepar may also occur in the active sense. The fifth
sense, though adopted by many interpreters, ancient and modern,
seems least defensible, being neither attested by any clear instance
(unless Chrysostom’s adoption of it constitutes such an instance) nor
based on attested use of &vatfinut. The sixth meaning is easily de-
rived from gvatifnwt; the absence of any actual occutrence of it else-
where renders it, like the fourth, conjectural, but not impossible, in
view of the difficulty of all the well-attested senses. Our choice of
interpretations must lie between the fourth, advocated by Sief. (who
also cites for it Bretschn. Riick. Lechl. Pfleid. Zeller, Lip.), and the
sixth. Both satisfy the requirements of the context—for the apostle
is evidently here, as throughout the paragraph, presenting the evidence
of his independence of the Jerusalem apostles. But the sixth is, on
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the whole, slightly to be preferred: it is more consonant with the
thought of &xb 3t t@v Sonelytwy, in which the apostle apparently began
to say what he here expresses in a different syntactical form, and with
the words mpbowmov . . . AauBévet, which seem to have been written, as
pointed out above, in anticipation of these words.

7. &AAa Tolvavtiov (8dvres 81 memloTevpar T edayyéhoy
Tiis axpofvatias kabes Ilérpos Tiis mepiTopss, “ but on the con-
trary when they saw that I had been entrusted with the gospel
to the uncircumcised as Peter with the gospel to the circum-
cised.” aiia (Germ. “sondern”). introduces the positive side
of the]fact which is negatively stated in é&uol ydp, etc. The
participle (8dvTes, giving the reason for the fact about to be
stated, 8efids é8wrav, v.9, implies that what they had learned
led them to take this step, and so that they had in some sense
changed their minds. There is an obvious relation between
the words of this v. and v.2. But whether the decision of the
Jerusalem apostles to recognise Paul’s right of leadership in the
Gentile field was based on his statement of the content of his
gospel (v.?), or on his story of how he received it (1%, or on the
recital of its results, or in part on the spirit which he himself
manifested, or on all these combined, is not here stated. The
last supposition is perhaps the most probable.* -

That Paul regarded the distinction between the gospel of the
uncircumcision entrusted to hinr and that of the circumcision
entrusted to Peter as fundamentally not one of content but of
the persons to whom it was addressed is plain from that which
this verse implies and the next verse distinctly affirms, that the
same God commissioned both Paul and Peter each for his own
work. It is implied, moreover, that this essential identity of

* Nor is it wholly clear precisely to what extent they had changed their minds. If the in-
terpretation of v.¢ advocated at that point is correct, they had urged the circumcision of
Titus on grounds of expediency rather than of principle. They can not therefore have stood
for the circumcision of Gentile Christians in general as a matter of intrinsic necessity. But
whether in asking for the circumcision of Titus for the sake of the legalists, they had also
asked that for like reasons Paul should circumcise all his Gentile conwerts, does not clearly ap-
pear. Consistency would have required that they should do so, since the circumcision of
Titus could have had little significance if it were not to be regarded as a precedent. But it
is not certain that they were as intent upon logical consistency as upon securing a peaceful
settlement of the matter,
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both messages was recognised by the Jerusalem apostles as well
as by Paul; for it was their recognition of the divine source of
Paul’s apostleship, which of course they claimed for their own,
that, Paul says, led them to give to him and to Barnabas hands
of fellowship. At the same time it is evident that Paul, con-
tending for the right to preach this one gospel to the Gentiles
without demanding that they should accept circumcision, and
sb to make it in content also a gospel of uncircumcision, ex-
pected that Peter also would preach it to the circumcised Jews
without demanding that they should abandon circumcision.
Thus even in content there was an important and far-reaching
difference between the gospel that Paul preached and that
which Peter preached, the difference, in fact, between a legalistic
and a non-legalistic gospel. But even this difference, it is im-
portant to note, sprang from a fundamental identity of prin-
ciple, viz., that the one message of salvation is to be offered
to men, as they are, whether circumcised or uncircumcised.
Whether this principle was clearly recognised by the Jerusalem
apostles is not certain, but that it was for Paul not only im-
plicit but explicit seems clear from chap. 56 x Cor. 747-#, Thus
for him at least the one gospel itself involved the principle of
adaptation to men’s opinions and convictions, and consequent
mutual tolerance. And for such tolerance he contended as
essential, For differences of opinion and practice in the Chris-
tian community there must be room, but not for intolerance of
such differences. That in other things as well asin circumcision
there might be a difference of practice on the part of those who
received the one gospel in accordance with the circumstances
of those addressed and the convictions of those who preached,
is logically involved in the decision respecting circumcision, and
is clearly implied in the terms of v.? (g. v.). But there is noth-
ing in the present passage (2!'°) to indicate that other matters
were explicitly discussed at this time or that the applicability
of the principle to other questions, such, e. g., as clean and un-
clean foods, the Sabbath, and fasting, was explicitly recognised.

The genitives «fig dxpofustiag and tijs wepttopdic can not be more
accurately described than as genitives of connection, being practically
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equivalent to toig &v dwpoBustip (in uncircumcision) and voig weptre-
tunuévorg.  Cf. vvds v and 1 Cor. 712 Rom. 4°. Both nouns are used by
metonymy, éxpofugtia by double metonymy, the word signifying, first,
“membrumvirile,” then * uncircumcision,” then “ uncircumcised person ”;
on the form of the word, see Th. and M. and M. Voc. s. 9. The word
ebayyéhov, referring primarily, no doubt, to the content of the message
(¢f. on 17 11 22 and detached note on edayyéhtwoy, p. 422), by the addition
of the genitives denoting to whom the message is to be presented
acquires a secondary reference to the work of presenting it.

For the construction of edayyéhoy with memloteupat, see W. XXXII 5
(WM. p. 287), Butt., p. 190, and Rom. 3% 1 Cor. 9!* 1 Tim. 1. The
perfect tense has here—and appropriately—its regular force, denoting
a past fact and its existing result. BMT 74. Its translation by the
pluperfect is necessitated by the fact that it stands in indirect discourse
after a past tense. BMT 353.

That in this verse and the following Paul speaks only of himself (as
also in vv.5 ¢) and Peter, omitting mention of Barnabas on the one
side and of James and John on the other, doubtless reflects the fact
that Paul was recognised as the leader of the work among the Gentiles,
and Peter as the leader, not indeed of the Jewish Christian church, but
of the missionary work of the Jerusalem party. When in v.® the refer-
ence is again to the conference, Barnabas is again named, though after
Paul, and James is named first among the three Jerusalem apostles.

8. 6 yap évepyroas Iérpw els dmoororyy Tis mepiTouds év-
fpynoev kai éuol eis Ta &0vm, “for he who wrought for
Peter unto an apostleship to the circumcised wrought also
for me unto an apostleship to the Gentiles.” This paren-
thetical v. is confirmatory of the implied assertion of v.7, being
intended either as a statement of the reasoning by which the
pillar apostles reached their conviction there stated, or more
probably of Paul’s own thought by which he supports and con-
firms their conclusion. Conceding without reserve Peter’s
apostleship and its divine source, Paul justifies their recognition
of his own claim to apostleship by appeal to his own equal and
like experience of God.

Whether the appeal is to the inner experience of each by which they
were endowed for their work, or to the known results, in the way of
converts, etc., of his work and Peter’s, depends upon the precise
sense in which Paul used the words évepyfisag and évfipynoev. The usage
of évepréw in 1 Cor. 12% 1, where it refers to the work of the Spirit of
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God in men, fitting and endowing each for his own work, suggests the
first view. But Phil. 21, where in the second instance &vepyetv means
specifically “ to effect, to produce results,”{shows that Paul might easily
use the word here with reference to the divine activity in accomplishing
results through himself and Peter, perhaps preferring it to xavepy&Gopat
(see Rom. 15'%) because it is intransitive and because it more distinctly
suggests the divine energy by which the results were accomplished.

- The argument on this view would be similar to that of t Cor. ¢, but
also wholly appropriate to the present connection, and more forcible
than a reference to the inner experience of Peter and himself, which
would be known only to each of them respectively.

In b ydp éveprfions, as in some other passages, Paul refers to God
by a descriptive epithet without the insertion of the word 6eég. See
1* 1 and notes; Col. 3. To understand & évepyficg of Christ rather
than God, would not be consistent with Paul’s usual method of expres-
sion concerning the apostleship. Save where as in Gal, 1! the two ideas
coalesce in the representation of God and Christ as immediate source,
it is his habit to speak of God as its source and Christ as the agent or
mediator of it (Rom. 1* 15% 1 Cor. 15! Eph. 3* 7 Gal. 1%; ¢f. also on
his use of the verb évepyéw 1 Cor. 12¢ Phil. 2u),

The dative ITézpyp is a dative of advantage, not governed by év in
composition, évepyfioag not being a verb compounded with v, but de-
rived from édvepyfis or évepyds = &v Eoyy, “effective,” and meaning “to
be operative, to work.”

* Amogtohd, here as always in N. T. (see Acts 12 Rom. 1* 1 Cor. 9% it is
otherwise in classical Greek and the Lxx) refers specifically to the office
and work of an apostle of Christ; see on 1. The omission of the article
gives the word qualitative force. The preposition el expresses not
mere reference but purpose or result, “for or unto the creation of,”
i. e., “so as to make him an apostle.”

T meptropfis is here, as in v.7, by metonymy for ““the circumcised.”
elc & #0vn is manifestly a condensed expression equivalent to eig
4mootoly t6v ebvdy, or the like, used for brevity’s sake or through
negligence. That dwoatordy is omitted because of an unwillingness on
Paul’s part to claim apostleship for himself is excluded alike by the
whole thought of the sentence and by 1.

9. xai yvovres ™ ydpw T Sobfeicdy por, "ldxwBos xal
Kneds kal *lwdvys, oi Soxolvres ariAor elvar, Sebids &dwrav
éuol xal BapvdBa rowwvlas, “and when, I say, they per-
ceived the grace that had been given to me, James and
Cephas and John, who were accounted to be pillars, gave
to me and to Barnabas right hands of fellowship.” These
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words resume the thought of v.7, virtually repeating ¢Sdpres
ér wewioTevppas, etc., and completing what was there ‘begun.
It is an overrefinement to attempt to discover a marked dif-
ference between {0dvTes and ryvdyres. The *“grace that was
given to me” is manifestly the grace of God or Christ (on the
word xdpes, see 1° and detached note p. 423), including espe-
cially the entrusting to him of the gospel to the uncircumcised
(v.7), but not necessarily excluding that manifested in the
results which he had been able to accomplish. Cf. Rom. 13,
8¢ ob [sc. "Inood XpioTod] éndBouev ydpiv ral dmooToAyy els
trakony wigTews év waow Tois éfveatv, See also 1 Cor. 310 1510
Eph. 3% 7: 8 47. On the question how the other apostles came
to recognise that God had given him this grace, ¢f. on v.7. The
. giving of right hands is in token of a mutual compact, while
kowwwylas defines that compact as one of partnership. See
more fully below in fine print.

The placing of the name of James first is probably the reflection of a
certain prominence of James in the action here spoken of and of his
influence in the decision, even above that of Peter. Thus while Peter
is mentioned in vv.’ %, as in some sense the apostle of the circumcision,
i. e., as the leader in missionary work among the Jews, James was
apparently the man of greatest influence in the settlement of a ques-
tion of policy, involving one of doctrine in the more practical sense.
Cf.on vv.7 o,

The substitution of Ilérpag for Kneds, and the placing of it before
"Ténwofog (DFG d f g Vg. Syr. [psh. harcl.] Tert. Hier. al.) like the read-
ing ITérpoy for Knpév in 1'* (g.9.), and ITérpog for Kngés in v.1t and
I1érpyp for Kneg in v. 14, is a Western corruption. Invv.?.?, on the other
hand, ITérpos and Ilérpy are undoubtedly the correct readings.

The custom of giving the hand as a pledge of friendship or agreement
existed both among the- Hebrews and the Greeks, though probably
derived by the Hebrews from some outside source. Cf. the passages
cited by Ltft., indicating its existence among the Persians (Corn. Nep.
Dat. c. 10; Diod. Sic. 16. 43%; Justinus XI 15%); and showing its preva-
lence among the Parthians and other adjacent peoples (Jos. Anf. 18.328
(9%)); and notice in Gen. 24* * 25% 314-4¢ 3310 1 gther methods of con-
firming an agreement or expressing friendship. The Hebrew expres-
sion is “to give the hand,” %11m: 2 Ki. 104 Ezr, 10" Ezek. 1% 1 Chr.
29% 2 Chr. 30t Lam. ¢, in the last three instances implying submission.
In Greek writers yelp, zetp 3efiteph, or xelp dekik, or ¥efik alone, are
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used with various verbs, such as AapBéve, §uB&riw, 3w, in'speaking of
pledges received or given: Hom. I1. VI 233: xelpdg © dAAhAwy AaBéryy.
0d. I 121: yetp’ ¥he Beburepfiy. Soph. Ph. 813: EuBaide xetpds wlotiv.
Tr. 1181: EuBakhe yetpa 3ekidy. Xen. An. 1. 68: Bebidy EAafoy xal Buxa.
2. 5% 3ebudg dedopévas. In a papyrus of the second century A. D. the
expression ph guAdoo[t)y cov Thv Befhv, “not to keep your pledge”
(Grenfell, Hunt, and Hogarth, Fayum Towns and their Papyri, 124"),

. indicates that 3¢&t& had acquired the meaning “pledge.” In the Jewish
Greek writings 3t3évar defidy (or 3efids) is a token of a friendly com-
pact. See 1 Mac. 658 rxso . ¢ 1350 2 Mac. 11 121 13%; Jos. Ant.
18. 328 (9*), 20. 62 (3?). In none of these cases does the giving of the hand
indicate submission, but a pledge of friendship, in most cases from the
superior power to the inferior. Notice esp. the use of Sojva: and Axpeiv
in 1 Mac. 11% 13% 2 Mac. 12! 12, but also in 2 Mac. 13%, where in the
case of a mutual compact the same person both gives and receives dedv.
xowvwvixg, “ fellowship, partnership,” implying a friendly participation in
the same work (¢f. Phil. 15) defines that which the giving of the right
hands expressed, and to which the givers pledged themselves. It thus
excludes the idea of surrender or submission which the phrase “to give
the hand” without qualification (z Chr. 2¢%) might suggest, or that of
superiority which usually accompanies its use in t and 2 Mac. The
genitive can hardly be defined grammatically more exactly than as a
genitive of inner connection. WM. pp. 235 f.

On Zoxolvreg otlAot elvat, see note on ol Joxobvieg, v.2. The term
“pillars ” as a designation of those upon whom responsibility rests, is
found in classical, Jewish, and Christian writers. Thus in Eur. Iph. T.
§57: otbhor yap olxwy watdés elowv dpoeves. AEsch. Ag. 898: otdhos
xodfiem, woveyevds téxvoy matpl. Cf. exx. from Rabbinic writings in
Schéttgen, Horae Hebraicae, ad loc., and for early Christian writers, see
Clem. Rom. 5%, o} péyiorot xal Stxatérator atbhot, referring to the apostles,
of whom Peter and Paul are especially named.

Wa Huels els Ta &y, adrol 8¢ els THy mepiTopty “that
we should go (or preach the gospel) among the Gentiles, and
they among the circumcised.” A verb such as é\fwpev or
edayyedodpela is to be supplied in the first part, and a cor-
responding predicate for avTo{ in the second part. On the
omission of the verb after {va, see Th. tva II 4¢, and ¢f. Rom.
4'¢ 1 Cor. 13 2 Cor. 8%, The clause defines the content of the
agreement implied in Oefids &wxav . . . xowwvias. See
BMT 217 (b) and ¢f. John g2 adrol stands in antithesis to
Hpueis, and is thus slightly emphatic, but not properly intensive.
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See Butt. p. 107. The whole sentence of v.? marks the com-
plete victory of the apostle on this memorable occasion, the
significance of which lies not in that the apostles approvedshim,
which of itself might signify dependence on them instead of
the independence on which he has been insisting ever since his
strong affirmation of it in 11t 12, but in that his view prevailed
as against the opposition of the legalists and the timid com-
promise which the apostles themselves at first wished to follow.

Was the division of the field here described territorial or
racial? Was it understood that Paul and Barnabas were to
go to Gentile lands, and, though having it as their distinctive
aim to reach the Gentiles, preach to all whom they found, while
the other apostles took as their territory the Jewish home
lands? Or were the Gentiles in any and every land or city
assigned to Paul and Barnabas and the Jews in the same land
and city to Peter, James, and John? The use of the terms
&0vn and mepitopr, which designate the people rather than the
territory, seems at first sight to indicate a personal, or rather
racial, division. And no doubt it was this in a sense. The
basis on which it rested was a difference between Jews and
Gentiles as peoples, not between the lands in which they lived.
Unquestionably, too, the mission of Paul and Barnabas was
chiefly a mission to and for the Gentiles, and that of the others
to and for the Jews. Yet on the other hand it must be observed
that Paul has used not a simple dative or 7pds with the accusa-
tive, but €5, and that, despite some apparent or even a few
real exceptions to the general rule, the distinction between these
constructions severally, whether we assume here an omitted
E\bopuev, evayyerioduela, or knpioowpey, is with a good
degree of consistency maintained throughout N. T. The dative
after verbs such as evayy, and #npdo. (the rare cases after verbs
of motion need not come into account here) is a dative of in-
direct object denoting the persons addressed. mpds with words
denoting persons individually or collectively denotes personal
approach or address; eis with names of places means “into”
or “to”; with personal designations “among” (i. e., to and
among), never being used with singular personal nouns (save
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in such special idioms as eis €avtdv eABelv), but only with
plurals or collectives. The use of the phrase els T & rather
than Tois &fveowy, therefore favours the conclusion that the
division, though on a basis of preponderant nationality, was
nevertheless territorial rather than racial. This conclusion is,
moreover, confirmed by the fact that twice in this epistle (1% 2%)
Paul has spoken unambiguously of the Gentiles as those among
(év) whom he preached the gospel, and that he has nowhere in
this epistle or elsewhere used the preposition €is after edaryye-
Aéfopar or knpiaow to express the thought “to preach to” (on
1 Thes. 29, the only possible exception, see below). The whole
evidence, therefore, clearly indicates that the meaning of the
agreement was that Paul and Barnabas were to preach the gos-
pel in Gentile lands, the other apostles in Jewish lands. On
the question whether the division of territory involved a differ-
ence in the content of the message, see on v.7,

For instances of the dative after verbs of speaking, see 41 1 Cor. 3!
15% 2 2 Cor, 117 Rom. 1% 31 71 Acts 8¢ 10¢2. The dative is the most
frequent construction with edayyeAffopar. For wpée with the accusa-
tive (occurring only Rev. 107 after edayyeAflopat, never after anplagw,
frequently after wopebopat and esp. Zpyopar), see 1178- 1 Thes. 21 2 Cor.
11 18 Rom. 110, 13 153 3. 9, 32 M¢t, 10% Lk, 16% 181¢ Jn. 14 28, For elg
with personal nouns, see 1 Pet. 1% (only instance after ebayy- when the
noun is personal, but ¢f. 2 Cor. 10%) Mk. 129 131°Lk. 244" 1 Thes. 2° (after
xnpboaw) Mt. 15% Lk. 174 Acts 22% 26! (after dmoatéAhw and &Eaxoo-
wé\Aw) Jn. 9* 21% Acts 20 (after Epyopat, 858px- and elgépy.) Jn. 755 Acts
18¢ (after wopelopat). The usage of &v after wnplosw (chap. 2* Acts g 2
Cor. 112 Col. 1% 1 Tim, 31¢), together with the use of distinctly local terms
after elg (Mk. 1** Lk. 44), leaves no room for doubt that sl after
%x7pboow means “among” rather than “unto.” On 1 Thes. 2%, see
Bornemann ad loc. and on Mk. 1310 Lk. 2447, see WM. p. 267. Similar
reasoning based on the use of the dative after edayysAflopat (chap. 4
1 Cor. 152 2 Cor. 117 Rom. 1) and the employment of the phrase
ebayyehflopar &v in this epistle (1'%) and of edayy- el (2 Cor. 101%; on
1 Pet. 1%, see WM. p. 267) -leads to a similar conclusion respecting elg
after this verb. Concerning el after verbs like wopebop.at, etc., Jn. 7%,
wh elg Ty Swaamopdy t6hv “EAlhvwy méher wopebeabar xal St3koxety tobg
YEXAnyvag, is particularly instructive since the persons to be addressed
are expressly distinguished from those among (ei) whom Jesus is sup-
posed to be going. If in Acts 184 ¢ig certainly verges towards the mean-
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ing “unto” (denoting address rather than location), yet the total evi-
dence leaves no room for doubt that éfg uniformly, or all but uniformly,
retains its local sense after all the verbs here under consideration.

10, udvov TéGV TTOxdY {va pynpovedwuev, “provided only
that we should remember the poor.” €é0éAnaav or some similar
verb might be supplied before this clause. See GMT 332,
Butt. p. 241. But it is better in the absence of a verb to make
the clause co-ordinate in construction with the preceding iva
clause, fva . . . meptrouriy, and dependent on the idea of
agreement implied in defids &wrav. On this understanding
the clause is not a request added to the agreement, but a part
of the agreement itself. udvov limits the whole clause and indi-
cates that it contains the only qualification of the agreement
already stated in general terms. On the use of pdvov, intro-
ducing a qualification of a preceding statement or of its appar-
ent implications, see 1% 53, and esp. 1 Cor. 7%, To the general
agreement that the field be divided between them, each group
maintaining entire independence in its own territory, there is
added as the only qualification of this independence and sep-
arateness the specification that the apostles to the Gentiles
shall continue to remember the poor, 7. e., manifestly the poor
among the Christians on the other side of the dividing line (¢f.
Sief. ad loc.). The tense of pvnuovewpuer, denoting continued
action (BMT ¢6), indicates either that the course of action
referred to is one which having already been begun is to be
continued, or that there is distinctly in mind a practice (not
a single instance) of it in the future. The former as the more
common implication of a present tense in the dependent moods
is somewhat more probable.

8 kal éomoldaca adTd Tolro moidjoat. “which very thing I
,have also taken pains to do.” On the strengthening of 8 by
altd, see Butt. p. 109. The verb omovddfw in N. T. signi-
fies not simply “to be willing,” nor, on the other hand, “to do
with eagerness,” but “to make diligent effort” to do a thing
(1 Thes. 217 of unsuccessful effort; everywhere else in exhorta-
tions); ¢f. Jth. 13112, “to make haste’ to do a thing. Appar-
ently, therefore, it can not refer simply to the apostle’s state of

-
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mind, but either to a previous or subsequent activity on his part.
Against the supposition that the reference is to an effort in
which Paul and Barnabas had jointly taken part (¢f. Acts 11%°)
is the singular number of éomovdaca. A reference to an effort
on behalf of the poor at that very time in progress is impossible
in view of the meaning and tense of éomoddaga, to which also
its singular number adds further force. This would have re-
quired an imperfect tense, and in all probability, since Barna-
bas was with Paul at the time, the plural number (notice the
number of urnpovedwuev)—éomovddlouer moiely or émoiovuey.
There is apparently a slight hint in the present tense of
pvnuovebwuey of a previous remembrance of the poor on the
part of one or both of them (it would be overpressing the plural
to say both of them), in éomovidaca a reference to Paul’s subse-
quent diligence in fulfilling the stipulation then made.
Respecting the argument of the whole paragraph, it should
be noticed that while the apostle’s objective point is precisely
not to prove that he was in agreement with the Twelve, but
independent of them, yet by the facts which he advances to
prove his independence he at the same time excludes the inter-
pretation which his judaistic opponents would have been glad
to put upon his conduct, viz., that he was in disagreement
with the Twelve, they right and he wrong, and shows that,
though they at first disagreed with him as to what was expedi-
ent to do, in the end they cordially admitted that he was right.

f. Evidence of his independence of all human authority
drawn from his conduct in resisting Peter at Antioch (21-14),

In this passage the apostle relates one of the most significant
incidents of the whole series from the point of view of his
independence of the apostles. Peter, coming down to Antioch
evidently with no hostile intent or critical spirit, and probably
arriving in Paul’s absence, is attracted by the spectacle of Jew-
ish and Gentile Christians living together in harmony in one
community, joins himself for the time to this community and,
following the practice of the Jews of the church, eats with the -
Gentile members. Presently, however, there appeared at An-
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tioch certain men who came from Jerusalem as the repre-
sentatives of James. These men, doubtless contending that
Peter’s conduct in eating with the Gentiles was not only not
required by the Jerusalem agreement, but was in fact contrary
to it, since it involved disregard of the law by Jewish Christians,
brought such pressure to bear upon Peter that he gradually dis-
continued his social fellowship with the Gentile Christians.
So influential was this change in Peter’s practice that all the
Jewish members of the church ceased to eat with their Gentile
fellow-Christians, and as a result of this even Barnabas, who
at Jerusalem had with Paul championed the freedom of the
Gentiles, also followed Peter’s example. Thus the church was
divided, socially at least, into two, and by this fact pressure
was brought upon the Gentiles to take up the observance of
the Jewish law of foods, since so only could the unity of the
church be restored. At this point Paul, perhaps returning
from an absence from Antioch, for it is difficult to suppose that
matters would have reached this pass while he was present, or
possibly delaying action so long as the question pertained to
the conduct of the Jews only, and interfering only when it
became also a question of the subjection of the Gentiles to the
Jewish law—at this point, at any rate, Paul boldly rebuked
Peter, claiming that Peter’s own previous conduct showed that
he recognised that the law was not binding even upon Jewish
Christians, and that it was therefore unjustifiable and hypo-
critical for him, by refusing to eat with the Gentiles, in effect
to endeavour to bring them under the law. By this incident
a new phase of the question discussed at Jerusalem was brought
to the front, viz.: whether the Jewish Christian was also re-
leased from the obligation to keep the law, as well as the Gen-
tile; and, by the inclusion of foods as well as circumcision
among the matters brought into controversy, the question of
the obligation of statutes in general was raised. The essentially
contradictory character of the compromise reached at Jeru-
salem having also in this way been brought to light, Paul, so
- far from recognising the authority of Peter as the representa-
tive of the Jerusalem apostles to dictate his course of action,
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resisted him openly, and following out the logic not of that to
which he had consented at Jerusalem, viz., the continuance of
legal practices by the Jewish Christians, but of that for which
he had contended, viz., the freedom of the Gentiles from ob-
ligation to conform to the statutes of the law, boldly claimed
that even Jewish Christians were not under law, and must not
obey its statutes when such obedience involved compulsion of
the Gentiles to do the same. In no way could he more ef-
fectively have affirmed his independence as a Christian apostle
of all human authority.

UAnd when Cephas came to Antioch I resisted him to the face,
because he stood condemned. “2For before certain came from
James he was eating with the Gentiles. But when they came
he gradually drew back and separated himself, fearing the
circumcised. VAnd there joined him in the hypocrisy the rest
of the Jews also, so that even Barnabas was carried along with
their hypocrisy. YBut when I saw that they were not purswing @
straighiforward course in relation to the truth of the gospel, I said
to Cephas in the presence of everybody, If thou, though ¢ Jew,
livest after the manner of the Geniiles and not after that of the
Jews, how is it that thou dost constrain the Gentiles to live after the
Jewish manner? )

11, “Ore 8 \bev Knoas eis *Avridyeav, katd mpdowmoy
adTy dvréotny, 811 KaTeyywapévos - “ And when Cephas came
to Antioch, I resisted him to the face, because he stood con-
demned.” The antithesis between the right hands of fellow-
ship (v.?) and Paul’s resistance of Peter at Antioch suggests
the translation of 8¢ by “but.,” But the paragraph is simply
continuative of the argument begun in 11, and extending to
and through this paragraph. By one more event in which he
came into contact with the Jerusalem leaders he enforces his
argument that he had never admitted their authority over him,
but had acted with the consciousness of having independent
guidance for his conduct.

The "Antioch here rgferred to is unquestionably not the Pisidian
Antioch, but the more famous Syrian city, which is regularly spoken
of simply as Antioch, without further title to designate it. See Acts
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111 el freg. Cf. Acts. 1314, This temporal clause evidently denotes the
time of the fact about to be stated, only in a general way, not as if
it occurred immediately upon Peter’s arrival; for the following verses
show that in fact a considerable series of events must bave elapsed
before Paul took his stand against Peter. Concerning the time of the
whole incident, see Inirod. pp. 1f.

The phrase xatd wpéswroy conveys in itself no implication of hos-
tility, but only of “face to face” encounter (Acts 25 2 Cor. 10%).
dveéotqy reflects the fact that to Paul Peter seemed to have made
the initiative aggression. For while the verb is used both of passive
resistance (lit. “to stand against”) and active counter opposition (¢f.
Acts 13® 2 Tim, 3%), yet it usually or invariably implies an_initiative
attack in some sense from the other side. This was furnished in the
present instance by the conduct of Peter, which though not necessarily
so in intention was in effect an attack on the position which Paul was
maintaining at Antioch.

Of the various senses in which the verb xataytvboxw is used by
classical writers, two only can be considered here: (a) “to accuse,” (b)
“to condemn.” Of these the latter is evidently much more appropriate
in a clause in which Paul gives the reason for resisting Peter. The
participle 1s predicative, and best taken as forming with #v a pluper-
fect of existing state (BMT 9o, 91, 430; Gal. 4* Mt. ¢ 264 Mk, 14
Lk. 17). It comes to practically the same thing to take xateyvwouévog
as having the force of an adjective meaning “guilty” (Sief. cites Hero-
dian, 5, 15, &\éyyewy émetpato elxbrwg wnateyvwopévy, Luc. De sali.
952; Clem. Hom. 17%; with which compare also, as illustrating the
adjectival use of participles in N. T., Acts 87 Gal. 1 Eph. 21 4
Col. 11; BMT 429). A phrase of agency denoting by whom he had
been condemned is not in any case necessary, nor is it necessary defi-
nitely to supply it in thought. Probably Paul’s thought is that Peter’s
own action condemned him. Notice the following clause introduced
by 14p. The perfect is used with similar implication in Rom. 149
Jn. 31; Jos. Bell. 2.135 (8%), cited by Ltit. To supply “by the Gen-
tile Christians in Antioch” is to add to the text what is neither sug-
gested by the context nor appropriate to it. For since the purpose of
the apostle in narrating this event is still to show his own independence
of the other apostles, a condemnation of Peter’s action by the Gentile
Christians in Antioch is an irrelevant detail, and especially so as the
reason for Paul’s action in rebuking Peter.

12. mpd Tod yap ENBelv Twas amwo "laxdBov pera Tév vy
guvijaliev. “For before certain came from James he was eating
with the Gentiles.” Not this clause alone but the whole
sentence (v.1?) gives the reason why Peter stood condemned,
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and so the proof (ydp) of xateyvwouévos. éfvdv refers, of
course, chiefly or exclusively to the Gentile Christians, as in
Rom. 15 164, and in v.' below, and ouwrjofier, without doubt,
to sharing with them in their ordinary meals, as in Lk. 152 Acts
11%. The imperfect tense implies that he did this,not on a single
occasion, but repeatedly or habitually. The significance of the
act lay in the fact that he thereby exposed himself to the lia-
bility of eating food forbidden by the O. T. law of clean and
unclean foods (Lev. chap. 11), and thus in effect declared it not
binding upon him.* The question thus brought to the front
was, it should be clearly observed, quite distinct from that one
which was the centre of discussion at Jerusalem. There it was
the obligation of the Gentile Christian to observe the law, and
particularly in the matter of circumcision; here it involves the
obligation of the Jewish Christian to keep the law, and par-
ticularly in the matter of food. By his action in eating with
Gentile Christians, whose freedom from the law had been ex-
pressly granted at Jerusalem so far as concerned circumcision,
and who had doubtless exercised a like freedom in respect to
foods, Peter went beyond anything which the action at Jeru-
salem directly called for, and in effect declared the Jew also,
as well as the Gentile, to be free from the law. It does not
indeed follow that he would have been prepared to apply the
principle consistently to other prescriptions of the law, and to
affirm, e. g., that the Jewish Christian need not circumcise his
children. Nevertheless, the broad question whether any statute
of the law was binding upon Gentile or Jew was now brought
out into clear light, and on this question Peter by his conduct
took a position which was of great significance,

Yet it can scarcely have been Peter’s conduct that first raised
the question. The custom of Jewish Christians eating with
Gentiles he no doubt found in existence when he came to
Antioch and fell in with it because it appealed to him as right,
although contrary to his previous practice. It is wholly im-

*On the Jewish feeling respecting Jews eating with Gentiles, see Jubil. 221¢ Tob, gto 1t
Dan. 1? Esth, Lxx chap. 28 Jth, 1218 3 Mac, 34 7; Jos. Ané 4.137. (6%); cited by Bous, Rel.
d. Jud.%, p. 192; Acts 10t 113,



Im, 12 105

probable that not finding it in existence he himself suggested
it, or that if he had already been in the habit of eating with
Gentiles in Judea, he would have been deterred from continu-
ing to do so in Antioch by the arrival of the messengers from
James. The Antioch practice was clearly an expression of the
- “freedom in Christ Jesus” which Paul advocated, but in all
probability a new expression, developed since the conference at
Jerusalem (vv.1-19). It was probably only after that event, in
which the full Christianity of the Gentile Christians was recog-
nised even at Jerusalem, that the Jewish Christians at Antioch
gained courage to break over their scruples as Jews, and eat with
their Gentile brothers in the church. Nor is there any special
reason to think that Paul would have pressed the matter at the
beginning. Concerning, as it did, not the freedom of the Gen-
tiles, but the adherence of the Jews to their own ancestral custom
enforced by O. T. statute, in consistency with his principles (z
Cor. 742} and the course he pursued at Jerusalem, where he
stood for the freedom of the Gentiles but assumed apparently
without demurrer that the Jews would continue to observe the
law, it would probably seem to him not a matter to be pressed,
but left to the gradual enlightenment of the Jewish Christians
themselves. It is difficult to see, moreover, how, if the Jewish
Christians in Antioch had before the conference at Jerusalem
already begun to disregard the Jewish law of foods, this should
not have been even more a burning question at Jerusalem
than the circumcision of the Gentiles. Certainly it would
have been more difficult for the legalistic party to yield in
the former than in the latter matter. Probability, therefore,
points to the time between Paul’s return to Antioch and
Peter’s arrival there as that in which' the Jewish. Christians
at Antioch began to eat with their Gentile brethren.

If this is correct it furnishes, moreover, a natural explana-
tion of the visit to Antioch both of Peter and of the representa-
tives of James. If news of this new departure at Antioch had
come to Jerusalem it might easily seem to Peter that inasmuch
as it affected not simply the Gentiles, but also the Jewish
Christians, it concerned him as the apostle of the latter to
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know what was going on. Especially would this be the case
if there was any uncertainty in his mind as to whether the divi-
sion of the field agreed to at Jerusalem assigned to him the
Jews, or Jewish lands. See on 2°. Even if he had come ex-
pecting to disapprove what he found, it would be by no means
uncharacteristic of him that, captivated with the picture of -
Christian unity which he saw, he should, instead of reproving,
have himself adopted the new custom. And if in turn news of
this state of affairs, including Peter’s unexpected conduct,
reached Jerusalem, this would furnish natural occasion for the
visit of the representatives of James; for to James as well as to
the more extreme legalists such conduct might seem not only
to violate the Jerusalem agreement, but to create a most seri-
ous obstacle to the development of the Christian faith among
the Jews,

And this in turn makes clear the important fact that the
situation at Antioch was not the result of repudiation of the
Jerusalem agreement by any of the parties to it, but was sim-
ply the coming to the surface of the contradictory convictions
which were only imperfectly harmonised in the compromise in
which the Jerusalem conference issued. A new aspect of the
question which underlay the discussion at Jerusalem had now
come to the front and raised a question concerning which pre-
cisely opposite decisions might easily seem to different persons
to be involved in the Jerusalem decision. The brethren at
Antioch might naturally seem to themselves to be only follow-
ing out what was logically involved in the Jerusalem decision,
when they found in the recognition of uncircumcised Gentile
believers as brethren the warrant for full fellowship with them
on equal terms, and, in the virtual declaration of the non-
essentiality of circumcision, ground for the inference that the
0. T. statutes were no longer binding, and ought not to be
observed to the detriment of the unity of the Christian com-
munity. The Jerusalem brethren, on the other hand, might
with equal sincerity maintain that they had never expressed or
intimated the belief that the Jews could disregard the statutes
of the law, and that the tacit understanding of the Jerusalem
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decision was that these statutes should be regarded as still in
force for the Jews, whatever concessions were made in respect
to the Gentiles. It was this derivation of contrary conclusions
from the Jerusalem compromise and Peter’s wavering between
the two interpretations that created the Antioch situation,

Whether ¢xd 'TaxdBou limits tivég or &Abetv it is impossible to deter-
mine with certainty. The fact that the subject of an infinitive some-
what more frequently precedes it than follows it (see Votaw, Ixf. in
Bib. Gr. p. 58; ¢f. Mt. 68 Lk, 223, conira Lk. 2 Gal. 3*) slightly favours
explaining the position of &g as due to the desire to bring it into
connection with &=xd *laxd@ov. Yet the rarity of any limitation of an
indefinite pronoun by any phrase except a partitive one is against this
construction. In either case the mention of the personal name, James,
the same, of course, who is named in v.* and in 19, implies that the
persons spoken of were sent by him or in some sense represented him.
That they did not belong to those whom in v. ¢ Paul calls “false breth-
ren” is probable not only from the fact that Paul does not so describe
them, but designates them as representing James, who was of the
mediating party, but also from the fact, brought out above, that these
messengers of James to Antioch probably contended not for obedience
to the Jewish law by Gentile Christians, but for the keeping of the Jeru-
salem compact as they not unnaturally interpreted it.

dre 8¢ fiAbov, UméoTelhey Kai apdpiler éavtdv, doLBoluevos
Tovs ék meputopss. “But when they came, he gradually drew
back and separated himself, fearing the circumcised.” The verb
UmoaTéAAw, used, especially by Polybius, of the drawing back
of troops in order to place them under shelter, itself suggests
a retreat from motives of caution; éavrov is the object of
both verbs. The imperfect tense is very expressive, indi-
cating that Peter took this step not at once, immediately on
the arrival of the men from James, but gradually, under the
pressure, as the next phrase implies, of their criticism. The
force of the tense can hardly be otherwise expressed than by
the word “gradually.”” For a possible parallel instance of the
use of the tense, see Acts 18%. The circumcised from fear of
whom Peter reversed his course of action are manifestly those
Jewish Christians who came from James. That Peter should
have been to such an extent under their domination illustrates
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both his own instability and the extent to which the legalistic
party had developed and acquired influence in the Jerusalem
church and Jewish Christianity generally. In view of this
statement it is by no means incredible that at that later time
referred to in Acts 212 such a situation as is there described
should have developed. Cf. on 1%,

"HA0ev (understood by Origen (1%%) to refer to James, é\8bvrog
*TaxdBov) though supported by NBD*FG 39, 442, and the old Latin
must be either a primitive error or a Western corruption. See WH.
Introd. p. 224, and App. p. 121. The reading HA0ov is supported by
ACDb ot cEHKLP, the great body of later manuscripts and the ancient
versions with the exception of the old Latin.

TTepiropd; is probably not used here as above, by metonymy for “the
circumcised ”’-—observe the presence of the article there and its omis-
sion here—but in its proper sense. The preposition expresses source,
i. e., not of existence but of standing and character (¢f. Th. éx, II 7,
though the characterisation of the use is not quite broad enough), and
the phrase means simply “the circumcised,” “the Jews.”” This rather
than “converts from Judaism” (Ltft.) seems to be the regular sense of
this phrase, found also in Rom. 41 Col. 4% Acts 1o# 112 Cf. the ex-
pression & éx wlgrews, chap. 37 * Rom. 32 4'¢; & éx véiuou, Rom. 432; see also
Gal. 3o,

13. xal quwvmexplOnoav adrd ral oi Aowmrol "Tovdaior, boTe
xai BapvdBas svvamijxbn albrév vp Umroxploer ‘‘ And there
joined him in the hypocrisy the rest of the Jews also, so that
even Barnabas was carried along with their hypocrisy.” Hy-
pocrisy, consisting essentially in the concealment of one’s real
character, feelings, etc., under the guise of conduct implying
something different (Umoxplvectfar* is “to answer from under,”
i. e., from under a mask as the actor did, playing a part; ¢f.
Lk, 20%), usually takes the form of concealing wrong feel-
ings, character, etc., under the pretence of better ones. In the
- present case, however, the knowledge, judgment, and feelings
. which were concealed were worse only from the point of view
| of the Jews of whom Peter and those who joined with him
‘were afraid. From Paul’s point of view it was their better

* On the compound gvrvmoxpivouar, see Polyb. 3.92", 5. 49" Plut. Marius, 14; here only
in N. T.
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knowledge which they cloaked urder a mask of worse, the usual
type of hypocrisy which proceeds from fear. By the charac-
terisation of this conduct as hypocrisy Paul implies that there
had been no real change of conviction on the part of Peter and
the rest, but only conduct which belied their real convictions.
“The rest of the Jews” are manifestly the other Jewish Chris-
tians in Antioch, from which it is evident that it was not Peter
only who had eaten with the Gentile Christians but the Jewish
Christians generally. That even Barnabas, who shared with
Paul the apostleship to the Gentiles, yielded to the pressure
exerted by the brethren from Jerusalem shows again how
strong was the influence exerted by the latter.

Kat (after att$) is the reading of NACDFGHKLP al. pler. d g
Syr. (psh. harcl) Arm. Aeth. Victorin. Ambrst. Hier. Or. It is
omitted by B f Vg. Boh. Goth. Or. (Sout.). Neither external nor
internal evidence is decisive; but its omission from the small number
of authorities which do not contain it, either from pure inadvertence
or from a feeling that it was superfluous, seems somewhat more prob-
able than its addition to the great body of authorities.

T dmoxploet may be either a dative of accompaniment—“swept
along with their hypocrisy”’—dependent on the ofv in composition
(¢f. Eph. 51 Phil. 44 Rom. 12 & freq.) or perhaps, a little more prob-
ably, a dative of agent, “by their hypocrisy,” “with them” being im-
plied in olv. On the use of the verb suvandyw, found also in Xen. and
Lxx, ¢f. esp. 2 Pet. 317

14, &\’ 87e eldov 87 otk dpbomrodoiiaw mpos Y dNjbeiav
70D ebaryyedlov, “But when I saw that they were not pursuing
a straightforward course in relation to the truth of the gospel.”
The natural implication of this sentence and indeed of the pre-
ceding narrative is that all the events thus far related, the com-
ing of the emissaries of James, the retreat of Peter from his
first position, the like action of the rest of the Jewish Christians
and even of Barnabas, took place before Paul himself took a
position of open opposition to Peter. Had Paul, then, been
in Antioch all this time, either holding his peace while the
whole Jewish element in the church took a position which he
judged to be wrong, or unable, without open opposition to
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Peter, to stem the tide, and reluctant to resort to this? The
latter alternative is the more probable, if he was actually
present. But the most probable explanation of the facts,
neither directly supported nor opposed by anything in the pas-
sage itself, is that Paul was absent during the early part of
Peter’s stay in Antioch.

It is indeed possible to suppose that Paul’s activity in the matter
was due not to his arrival in Antioch but to a new perception (note the
word el3ov) of the significance of the question at issue. Possibly he
himself had not, till this controversy cleared the air, seen how far the
principles of the gospel that he preached must carry him in his anti-
legalism, had offered no active opposition to Peter’s attempt to bring
the Jewish Christians under the law, and only when the movement
began to spread to the Gentile Christians (see v. # fin.) saw clearly
that the only position consistent with the gospel was that if the law
was not binding upon the Gentile, neither could it be really so upon
the Jew, and that when obedience to it by Gentile or Jew became an
obstacle in the way of the gospel, then both Jew and Gentile must
cease to obey its statutes. But on this hypothesis Paul himself was
involved only less deeply than Peter in the latter’s confusion of thought
and it is therefore hardly likely that he would have spoken in the
words of sharp condemnation of Peter which he employs in v. 1 and in
this verse.

The verb 8p80modéew, used only here (and in later eccl. writers where
its use may be traced to this passage, Ltft.), means “to make a straight
path” rather than “to walk erect.” Cf. 8pBémodes Batvovreg, Nicander,
Al. 419; and Sophodes, Greek Lexicon of Rom. and Bys. Period. Cf.
Paul’s frequent use of wepixatén, “to walk,” as a figure for moral con-
duct, chap. 5!* Rom, 6484, etc. The present word is apparently not simply
a general ethical term for doing right, but, as the context implies,
denotes straightforward, unwavering, and sincere conduct in contrast
with the pursuing of a crooked, wavering, and more or less insincere
course, such as Paul has just attributed to Peter and those who fol-
lowed him. The present tense describes the fact from the point
of view of Paul’s original perception of it—‘“they are not acting
straightforwardly.” It is not, however, a historical present (Sief.)
but the present of the direct form retained in indirect discourse even
after a past tense (BMT 341 [b]). The preposition =pés probably
means “towards,” “in relation to” (chap. 61¢ z Cor. 1* Col. 4%), and
the phrase mpég . .. edayy. constitutes a definitive limitation of
dplowodolow, yielding the sense “pursue a straight course in relation
to the truth of the gospel,” “to deal honestly and consistently with it,
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not juggling, or warping, or misrepresenting it.” wpé¢ may indeed
mean “in conformity with” (Lk. 1247 2 Cor. 5*° Eph. 34; so Th. Litft.
ElL Sief.), and the phrase constitute an epexegesis of &pfoxoZodary,
yielding the sense “pursuing a straightforward (righteous) course, viz.,
one in accordance with the truth of the gospel.” But the fact that
Paul regularly employs xat& with wepratéw in the sense “in con-
formity to” (2 Cor. 1o% » Rom. 14! etc.) is against this latter view,
while the former is more in accordance with the context, which refers
not so much to conformity to the truth of the gospel as to an attitude
(of straightforwardness or crookedness) towards it. The interpretation
of wpés in the sense of (motion) towards, making the truth of the gospel
the goal of their action, involves a sense possible to ®pés, but out of
harmony with the context. The phrase, “the truth of the gospel,” is
doubtless used here in the same sense asin v.5, ¢. 0.

elrov 79 Knda &umposler mdvrov “I said to Cephas in
the presence of everybody.” The omission of the article before
mdvrov makes the statement very general, not simply before
those }lho have just been mentioned (7@v wdvrwy) but when all
the members of the church were present. Cf. 1 Cor. 118 143,
and esp. 1 Tim. 52,

How much of what follows was actually uttered on this occa-
sion it is impossible to say with certainty. Only the first sen-
tence (v. 1®) contains unmistakable evidence of having been
addressed to Peter, and the absence of any direct address in the
remainder of the chapter makes it unlikely that through the
whole of it Paul is still quoting what he said to Peter. Yet on
the other hand it is improbable that he intends to limit his
report of his words on that occasion to a single sentence. He
passes imperceptibly from the report of his former words into
argument on the theme itself, and the line between the two
can not be detected.

Ei 0¥ "Tovdaios Umdpywy é0vikds lcal otxi "lovdairas &,
wax Ta vy dvayrdbes "Tovdallew; “If thou, though a Jew,
livest after the manner of the Gentiles, and not after that of
the Jews, how is it that thou dost constrain the Gentiles to live
after the Jewish manner?” The terms €fvikds and *Tovdaixds
manifestly refer to the living according to Gentile and Jewish
customs respectively, especially in the matter of foods. The
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conditional clause evidently refers, as is often the case with a
simple present supposition, to an admitted fact. (BMT 244.)
It is an overpressing of the present tense to maintain that it
must refer to an act at that very time in progress, which is
plainly excluded by the preceding narrative. Grammatically
it is doubtless to be taken not as a present for an imperfect, but
as a general present, describing a habit or mental attitude which,
being illustrated by a recent act, may itself be assumed to be
still in force (¢f. Mk. 27 Mt. 12268 Acts 227 8 23% ¢ Ps, 8g%- %),
The use of it implies that Peter had not really in principle aban-
doned the Gentile way of life, though temporarily from feart
returning to the Jewish way of living. In English we should
probably say in such a case, “If you can live,” or “If your
convictions permit you to live.” Over against this recent prac-
tice Paul forcibly sets forth Peter’s inconsistency in compelling
the Gentiles to follow the Jewish mode of life. The words
avarykders "TovBallew are of crucial importance for the under-
standing of Paul’s position. They show what he regarded as
the significance if not the deliberate intent of Peter’s conduct
in refusing longer to eat with the Gentile Christians. Under
the circumstances this amounted not simply to maintaining the
validity of the Jewish law for Jewish Christians, but involved
the forcing of Jewish practices upon the Gentile Christians.
By his refusal any longer to eat with them and by the adoption
under his influence of the same course on the part of the Jew-
ish members of the Antioch church, he left to the Gentiles no
choice but either to conform to the Jewish law of foods, or suffer
a line of division to be drawn through the church. It was this
element of coercion brought to bear on the Gentile Christians
that made the matter one of direct concern to Paul. Against
efforts to maintain the observance of the Jewish law on the part
of Jewish Christians, he would doubtless have had nothing to
say so long as they were confined to Jewish communities, con-
cerned the Jews only, and did not affect the Gentiles. Had
Peter, when he came to Antioch, chosen from the first to abstain
from eating with the Gentiles on the ground that his relation
to the Jewish Christians made it inexpedient, Paul would prob-
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‘ably have made no objection. But when Peter, having first
associated freely with the Gentiles, afterwards under pressure
from the men that came from James, drew back, carrying all
the other Jewish Christians with him, and forcing the Gentile
Christians to choose between subjection to the Jewish law and
the disruption of their church, this conduct involved an inter-
ference with the freedom of the Gentiles which was of most
vital concern to Paul as the apostle of the Gentiles and de-
fender of their freedom. That he interpreted the creation of
such a situation as a forcing of the Gentile Christians to judaise,
ignoring the possibility of escape from this by creating a divi-
sion of the church, is itself of significance as showing how im-
portant to him was the maintenance of the unity of the church
as against any division into Jewish and Gentile wings, and con-
firms the interpretation given above to wif mes . . . épapov
(v.9, and of els Ta &y (v.9).

To the men who came from James it might have seemed an entirely
feasible course that the Gentiles should constitute a separate—from
their point of view a second-rank—Christian body. Has not a similar
thing sometimes happened for other reasons on a modern mission
field? They might have justified their course in the matter on the
ground that they were not dictating to the Gentile Christians what
course they should pursue; it did not concern them which horn of the
dilemma the Gentiles chose, whether they elected to observe the Jew-
ish law, or to constitute a separate body from the Jewish believers;
they were concerning themselves only with the conduct of Jewish
Christians. Even Peter might have assumed somewhat the same posi-
tion, maintaining that he was dealing only with the question of the
obligation of the Jews in the matter of foods; for the action of the
Gentiles the latter were themselves responsible. To Paul the matter
did not appear thus. To a territorial division of the field he had
indeed consented at Jerusalem; but the creation of a division between
the Jewish and Gentile Christians in the Gentile territory was evidently
to him intolerable and out of the question.

Thus in the maintenance of the freedom of the Gentiles Paul
was forced to take a position respecting the validity of the law

" for the Jews and concerning the unity of the Christian com-
munity in Gentile cities, The former at least was decidedly in
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advance of the position taken at Jerusalem, though logically
involved in it. The Jerusalem decision was essentially a com-
promise between contradictories, the validity of the law, and
its non-validity. The practical decision that the Jewish Chris-
tians should continue to observe the law and the Gentiles be
free from it left it undecided which of these principles should
take precedence over the other when they should come into
that conflict which was sooner or later inevitable. The visit of
Peter to Antioch and the subsequent arrival of the men from
James precipitated the conflict. The Jerusalem brethren prac-
tically took the position that the first half of the Jerusalem
agreement must be kept at any cost—the Jewish Christian
must keep the law whatever the effect in respect to the Gentile
Christians. Paul, carrying to its logical issue the principle
which underlay the position which he had taken at Jerusalem,
maintained that the Gentile Christians must not be forced to
" keep the law, even if to avoid such forcing the Jews themselves
had to abandon the law. In Antioch much more clearly than
at Jerusalem the issue was made between legalism and anti-
legalism. It was incidental to the event at Antioch, but from
the point of view from which Paul introduced the matter here,
a matter of primary importance that on this occasion more
decisively than ever before he declared his independence of -
Jerusalem and her apostles.

The oldest and most trustworthy mss. are divided between olx
and oly! before *loudairds, the former being the reading of N*ACP
31, 33, the latter that of 88¢BD* and a few cursives. Dbet cFGKsiL
and most of the cursives read odx. WH., adopting oéx with the margin:
“oby MSS.” apparently judge that oby is a primitive error and oyt
a derivative from it. But the grounds of this decision are not easy to
discover. In view of Acts 27 Rom. 3%, oby! can not be judged to be
impossible, and in view of its strong attestation is probably to be
accepted as the original reading, of which ody is a corruption arising
from the accidental omission of one ¢, or from the substitution of the
more familiar for the less familiar form.

Tlag used as here in the sense of “how is it that,” nearly equivalent
to “why,” expressing surprise or displeasure, is of not uncommon
occurrence both in classical and biblical writers. See Hom. Il. IV 26;
Aesch. Pers. 798; Soph. EL 407; Mt. 221 Jn. 4% Acts 24, etc,
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*Avayxdlets is undoubtedly conative, referring not to an accomplished
result, but to the intention or tendency of Peter’s action. BMT 11.

*TouBaitewy, “to follow the Jewish way of life”; i. e., to observe the
Jewish law, occurs in the same sense in the Lxx of Esth. 817: xat woAXol
v dBvedy meptetéuvovro xal ltoud&ilov 3t tbv ¢6Pov ta@v "loudalwy, in
Ignat. Mag. 10%: rowdv éomiv "Inoodv Xprotdy Aakeiv xxl loudailew,
and in Ev. Nic. 2; Plut. Cic. 7. In the sense “to favour the Jews,” it
is found in Jos. Bell. 2. 463 (187).

*TouBatos bxkeywv, standing in opposition to &Bvexds 4iis, is conces-
sive. The view of Ltft. that mgpxwv has reference to the original,
natural state, being nearly equivalent to gioet &v, is but slenderly
supported by evidence. Certainly this is not the invariable force of
dwmkpyw in N. T.  Cf. chap. 14 Acts 2% 4%, etc.

The term &0vixis occurs here only in Bib. Gr.; elsewhere only in
later writers; ¢f. &vixés, Mt. 5¢ 67 1817 3 Jn. *. ’Ioudaixds occurs
here only in Bib..Gr.; elsewhere in Jos. Bell. 6. 17 (1%); cf.’louBaixés,
Tit. 14 2 Mac. 13%; Jos. Ant. 20. 258 (111) On the meaning of §js, see
note on L%, p. 134.

GAL. 2t# AND ACTS, CHAPS. 10, 11, I5.

The discussion of the bearing of the historical data furnished by
this chapter on the interpretation and criticism of the narrative of
Acts belongs rather to the interpretation of the latter book than to
the present task. It may not be amiss, however, to point out certain
results of the interpretation of Galatians which are of concern to the
student of the life of Paul.

1. A visit of Paul to Jerusalem between those of Gal. 1'* and 2! is
practically excluded by the evidence of the letter. Cf. pp. 67 f.

2. The tense of pvypovedwpey (21°) naturally suggests relief already ren- -
dered (¢f. p. 100), either on that occasion, or a former one, or both.
If on a former occasion, this may not improbably have involved a visit
to Jerusalem by Barnabas, not by Paul; but Paul may have co-oper-
ated in other ways. CJf. the discussion of the date of the letter on p. lii.
If the reference is to the visit of 2:- omly, the Acts narrative has
apparently converted a single visit with two errands into two visits
with different errands. '

3. The subject for the discussion of which Paul went to Jerusalem
on the occasion recorded in 2! was specifically the necessity of circum-
cising Gentiles who believed in Christ and wished to join the Christian
community. Cf. on vv.23, pp. 69, 75

4. The defenders of the freedom of the Gentiles were Paul and Bar-
nabas, Titus being present also as a representative of the Gentile ele-
ment in the church from which Paul and Barnabas came, presumably
Antioch,
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5. Paul presented the matter in Jerusalem both publicly, and pri-
vately before the eminent men of the church, James and Peter and
John. Cf.onv.z

6. These latter at first, for the sake of certain extreme legalists who
had recently come into the church, desired that Titus should be cir-
cumcised, but finally, convinced by Paul’s presentation of his gospel,
yielded and gave their cordial assent to the prosecution of the Gentile
mission according to the convictions of Paul, reserving to themselves
the work among the Jews. Cf.on vv.4 79,

7. Of any discussion at Jerusalem of the question of the obligation
of the Gentile Christians in respect to foods there is no intimation in
Paul’s narrative; and any decision restricting their liberty in this mat-
ter is decisively excluded by the statement that the only qualification
of the entire and strict division of the ficld between himself and Peter,
with implication that each was to follow his own conviction in his own
field (since without this implied provision the question that was raised
was still as much unsettled as ever), was that he and Barnabas should
remember the poor of the Jewish Christian community. Cf. p. go.

8. Paul’s account of the subsequent incident at Antioch also excludes
the possibility of fellowship between Jews and Gentiles in the church
having been agreed to at Jerusalem either on the basis of the Gentiles
conforming to the Jewish law of foods or of the Jews disregarding their
law. Tt is practically certain, therefore, that the practice of Jewish
and Gentile Christians eating together in disregard of the Jewish law
arose at Antioch, independent of any decision at Jerusalem, and prob-
ably subsequent to the Jerusalem conference. Cf. on v.%, p. 103.

9. What the previous practice of the Gentile Christians at Antioch
was is nowhere explicitly stated. It is highly improbable, however,
that the silence of the Jerusalem conference with reference to food was
due to the Gentiles having already adopted the Jewish law of food.
Having refused to be circumcised, as the case of Titus shows they had,
it is not likely that they conformed to the law in respect to food. But
if not, the Jerusalem legalists, since they did not press the question of
food in the Jerusalem conference, were less insistent on conformity to
the law in respect to this matter than in reference to circumcision, or
in respect to the former matter were unable to gain from the pillar
apostles the measure of support that they obtained in respect to the
latter. In either case it is evident that the Jerusalem church did
not in the early days insist upon the Gentile Christians practising a
thoroughgoing and consistent legalism. ‘

10. The reference of Paul to the recent incoming of the extreme legal-
istic element into the Jerusalem church, and the evidence of 1 (g. 2.)
also indicate that the Jerusalem church was at first disposed to bz
hospitable towards the acceptance of Gentiles as Christians, and that
the question was not an acute one until it became so through the in-
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coming of the legalistic element. When this occurred the Jerusalem
apostles endeavoured to conciliate the legalists, but by conviction at
first, and at length on the practical question also, sided with Paul so
far as concerned the freedom of the Gentiles. Cf. pp. 77, 97--

11. This being the case, though Paul does not specifically mention
the coming of the legalists to Antioch, such a visit is the most prob-
able explanation of his coming to Jerusalem.

12. The presence of these men in the private conference at Jerusalem
is excluded by the very assertion that it was private, but there is noth-
ing in it either to prove or disprove their presence in the public con-
ference.

13. The impossibility of identifying the event which Paul narrates
in 21-10 with the visit of Acts 11#7-% (¢f. 2 above), and the many simi-
larities between Paul’s narrative in 2t-9 and that of Acts 15 make it
necessary to suppose that these latter both refer to the same event;
while the differences between the two accounts (¢f. 7 and 8, above)
compel the conclusion that the Acts narrative is inaccurate as to the
result of the conference; it has perhaps introduced here an event that
belongs somewhere else. From the argument of Gal. 11122 (¢f. 1 above)
it also follows that Acts 11*-% is inaccurate.

14. From 8 and 1o it follows that before the events of Gal. 21-19 the
apostles at Jerusalem might have looked with favour upon the con-
version of Gentiles to Christianity without the full acceptance of the
Jewish statutes, and might have interpreted such an experience as that
narrated of Peter in Acts, chap. 10, symbolically, as indicating that
Gentiles to whom God gave his Spirit could not be rejected by them;
yet that it is wholly improbable, not to say impossible, that they
should also have interpreted it as indicating the abolition of the Jew-
ish law of foods for themselves. Cf. Acts 113, and p. 105 above.

g. Continuation and expansion of Paul’s address at Antioch,
so stated as to be for the Galatians also an exposition of the
gospel which he preached (21+%),

Having in the preceding verses, -4, narrated the incident of
his controversy with Peter in Antioch, he passes in these to
discuss the question on its merits, yet at first having still in
mind the Antioch situation and mentally addressing Peter, if
not quoting from what he said to him. When he leaves the
Antioch situation behind, or whether he really does so at all,
it is impossible to say. The argument is at first an appeal to

- the course which both he and Peter had followed in seeking
justification in Christ, whereby they confessed the worthless-
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ness of works of law. He then raises and answers the objec-
tion to his position that since his premises had led him and
Peter- to abandon and disregard the statutes of the law, they
had made Christ a minister of sin, denying the premise of this
objection that violation of law is sin, and affirming, on the con-
trary, that one becomes a transgressor by insisting upon obedi-
“ence to the statutes of the law. This paradoxical statement he
in turn sustains by the affirmation that he—speaking now
emphatically of his own experience—through law died to law,
1. e., by his experience under law was forced to abandon it, in
order to live to God. The legitimacy of his anti-legalistic
course he still further defends by maintaining that in his death
to law he became a sharer in the death of Christ, and that in
his new life Christ lives in him, his own impulses and will being
displaced by those of the Christ, and his life being sustained
by faith upon the Son of God who loved him and gave himself
for him. Finally he denies that in so doing he is making of no
account the grace of God manifest in giving the law, point-
ing out that the premise of this objection that God intended
law as the means of justification makes the death of Christ
needless, a thing which no believer in Christ would affirm or
admit.

5We though Jews by nature and not sinners of Gentile origin,
Leyet knowing that a man is not justified by works of law, but only
through faith in Christ Jesus, even we believed in Christ Jesus,
that we might be justified by faith in Christ and not by works of
law, because by works of law “ shall no flesh be justified.”” "But
if through seeking to be justified in Christ, we ourselves also were
found to be sinners, is Christ therefore a minister of sin? By no
means. 8For if the things that I broke down, these I build up
again, I show myself a transgressor. VFor I through law died to
law that I might live to God. *°I have been crucified with Christ,
and it is no longer I that live, but Christ that liveth in me, and the
life that I now live in the flesh, I lLive in faith, faith which is in the
Son of God, who loved me and gave himself for me. 21 do not
make of no effect the grace of God; for if righteousness is through
law, Christ died needlessly.
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16. ‘Hyueis ¢pdoee "lovdaior kai odk éf é0vdv apaptorol, “We
though Jews by nature and not'sinners of Gentile origin.” The
clause is concessive in relation to xal 7jueis . . . émoTeloauey,
etc., below: though possessing by virtue of birth all the advan-
tages of knowledge of law (¢f. Rom. 3! %), and hence of oppor-
tunity of obeying it and achieving righteousness through it (cf.
Phil. 3% %), and not men born outside the law, and hence in the
natural course of events possessing none of the advantages of it.

On the use of gloet, ¢f. Rom. 227 112-#, EE ¢0vav (note the omission of
the article) is qualitative in force. The phrase is one of origin, exactly
antithetical in thought, though not perfectly so in form to gbcet *Toudatiot.
dpaptwiof is evidently used not in its strict sense denoting persons
guilty of sin, not perfectly righteous (see detached note on ‘Apaeriz
P. 436), but, as often in N. T., “persons (from the point of view of the
speaker or from that which he for the moment adopts) pre-eminently

_sinful,” “sinners above others,” ‘“habitual transgressors of law.” So
of the publicans and other Jews, who at least from the Pharisaic point
of view were guilty of specific violation of the law, Lk. 73t 37 151 ¢, etc.,
and of the Gentiles, like our word ‘“heathen,” Mk. 144 Lk. 247; f.
1 Mac. 1: xal EOmxav éxet ¥0vog dpaptwhiby, Hvdpag wapavéproug. Tob.
138 Bewvie thy loxdy xal tiy peyaiwcbvyy altold Evet dpaptwidv.

16. €lddres 8¢ 81 ov SuaioiTar Gvfpwmos €E Epywy vduov
“yet knowing that a man is not justified by works of law.”
In antithesis to the preceding concessive phrase this is causal,
giving the reason for the émioreloauer of the principal clause.
To be justified, ducatoofar, is to be accounted by God accept-
able to him, to be approved of God, accepted as being such as
God desires man to be. In the word dikaidw we have one of
those great words of the Pauline vocabulary, a right under-
standing of which is of the highest importance for the interpre-
tation of this letter and of the Pauline theology. But an ade-
quate conception of its meaning can hardly be conveyed in a
phrase; still less can the definition of it be justified in a sentence.
For a fuller discussion intended to set the word in its true his-
toric light and to present the evidence which sustains the defi-
_nition thus reached, see the detached note on Aikasos, Akaro-
auvn, and Awaidw, p. 460, in particular under VI, N. T. usage,
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C. 2 (b), p. 473. dvbpwmos is used in its wholly indefinite
sense, as equivalent to Tis. Cf. Rom. 328 1 Cor. 4! 11%.

We meet here for the first time in this letter the phrase é§
&prywy vopov, which in this letter and in the epistle to the Romans
plays so important a part in the apostle’s discussion of the
basis of acceptance with God. Like 8ikawdw, the phrase calls
for an extended historical investigation, for which see detached
note on Nduos, p. 443. w0uov is here evidently used qualita-
tively, and in its legalistic sense, denoting divine law viewed as
a purely legalistic system made up of statutes, on the basis of
obedience or disobedience to which men are approved or con-
demned as a matter of debt without grace. This is divine law
as the legalist defined it. In the apostle’s thought it stands
for a reality only in that it constitutes a single element of the
divine law detached from all other elements and aspects of
divine revelation; by such detachment it misrepresents the will
of God and his real attitude towards men. By épya vduov Paul
means deeds of obedience to formal statutes done in the legal-
istic spirit, with the expectation of thereby meriting and secur-
ing divine approval and award, such obedience, in other words,
as the legalists rendered to the law of the O. T. as expanded
and interpreted by them. Though w»duos in this sense had no
existence as representing the basis of justification in the divine
government, yet &ya vouov had a very real existence in the
thought and practice of men who conceived of the divine law
after this fashion. The preposition é€ properly denotes source,
in this case the source of justification. Since, however, justifi-
cation is an act of God, while &ya vduov are deeds of men, the
preposition in effect marks its object as a conditioning cause,
whose inadequacy for the justification of men the apostle says
he and Peter already knew. The translation of this phrase
here and constantly in RV. by “the works of the law,” retained
also in ARV., and in general the ignoring of the qualitative
" use of ¥dpos and other like terms, is a serious defect of these
translations. Cf. Slaten, Qualitative Nouns in the Pauline
Epistles, pp. 39 f.

éav py 8ia miorews Xpiorod "Inaod, “but only through faith
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in Christ Jesus.” édv wsf is properly exceptive, not adversative
(¢f. on 11%), but it may introduce an exception to the preceding
statement taken as a whole or to the principal part of it—in
this case to o0 dwkatolitar dvlpwmos é Epywv vopov or to o
Suxaroirar dvfpwmos alone. The latter alternative is clearly
to be chosen here, since the former would yield the thought
that a man can be justified by works of law if this be accom-
panied by faith, a thought never expressed by the apostle and
wholly at variance with his doctrine as unambiguously expressed
in several passages. See, e. g., the latter part of this verse and
3'914 where faith and works of law are set in sharp antithesis
with one another. But since the word “except” in English is
always understood to introduce an exception to the whole of
what precedes, it is necessary to resort to the paraphrastic
translation ‘“but only.”

In wloTes, as in Sikatdw and vduos, we have a word of central
importance in the vocabulary of Paul. It signifies an accept-
ance of that which accredits itself as true, and a corresponding
trust in a person which dominates the life and conduct. Its
personal object is God, or especially Christ as the revelation
of God. For fuller discussion, see detached note on II{oTis and
Iliorebw, p. 475, esp. V B. IT 2 (e), p. 482. The following
clause by its relation to the present clause evidently defines
both the specific nature of the faith here referred to and the
relation of Christ Jesus to it. Xptorod "Ingob is therefore to
be taken as an objective genitive, expressing substantially the
same relation to mioTis which is expressed after the verb by
els Xpiorov "Inaoiy,

On the view of Haussleiter, Der Glaube Jesu Christt u. der christlicke
Glaube, Leipzig, 1891, that the genitive in such cases is subjective, the
phrase denoting the faith which Christ exercised, see the brief note in
S. and H. on Rom. 3" The evidence that wistis like éixls and &yémy
may take an objective genitive is too clear to be questioned (¢f. Mk.
11 Acts 31 Col. 212 2 Thes. 2%). This once established, the context in
the present case (see esp. the phrase elg Xototdy "Inoady Extateboapev) is
decisive for its acceptance here; and the meaning here in turn practi-
cally decides the meaning of the phrase throughout this epistle. See
2% 3”.
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The preposition 24, properly denoting channel and then means, here
marks its object as the means through which one secures justification,
and so, in effect, the conditioning cause, that in man by virtue of which
he is justified by God. To draw any sharp distinction between 34
as here used and éx in &% Epywv vépou above or in &x wiotewg below is
unjustifiable refinement, not legitimate exegesis.

After 3i& xlotews NCDFGKLP al. pler. It. Vg. al. read *Inood Xptarod.

" Xeptowol *Ingod, on the other hand, is the reading of AB 33, some mss.

of Vg. Victorin. Aug. An examination of all the occurrences of the
title Xptatés, *Inoods Xptatds, or Xptatds ’Insois in this epistle indi-
cates a preference of the scribes for the form Xp. or Xp. *1ng. after év, but
elsewhere for *Ine. Xp. rather than Xp. ’Ino.; thusin 1t 12 31 22 61, 18 °Ing.
Xp- occurs (not after év) without variant or with unimportant variation.
In 12 24 17 328 38 58 &y Xpiotp or év Xetatd "Insod occurs without im-
portant variation. Cf. also 615, where év Xptotd *Insoi is doubtless an
addition to the original text, but attested by a large number of authori-
ties without variation in the form of the name. In 3%, where the cor-
rect text is undoubtedly *Inosed Xptatod, L reads & Xewtd *Incoi. On
the other hand, there are exceptions: in the present passage, 21s, after
31z miotewg there is, as shown above, good authority for both Xptotos
*Inoot and *Insod Xptotod; in 21%b, after els most authorities read *Insody
Xewrév, but B 322, 429, Syr. (psh. harcl.) Boh. Aeth., etc., read Xeiatay
*Inooiv, which Tdf. adopts and WH. prefer; in 5% o0 yptatoi *Ingod is
doubtless the original reading, but many authorities omit *Insog;
in 31 authorities are divided between & Xptotd *Inced and & ’Inood
Xewrp. Only in 4 has Xp. In- not after év been allowed to stand
without variation; in 612 only B 31 are cited for Xptatod *Inges, all
others reading <00 Xptoted. The evidence of the other Pauline epistles
points in the same direction. & Xptotp and & Xptatp "Inood occur
often, with frequent variations in the mss. between the two forms, but
in no Greek ms. of these epistles has the form & *Incod Xoptat( been
noted. In 2 Thes, 1t occurs the form & . . . xvely "Inoos Xpwtip. Some
authorities omit xupty and transpose to Xewtfp *Inses. In Phil. 31 to
&y Xetotd *Incot some Western authorities add =upley after & and then
transpose to ‘Incod Xetord. See also Rom. 14 Phil. 21* where numer-
ous authorities convert &v xuplp *Inoof, into ¢v Xewerd 'Incot. In other
words, while this evidence shows that it was the apostle’s usual habit
to write Xptotp or Xetwotd *Incel after év and to prefer the form ’Ino.
Xo- rather than Xp- 'Ine. in other positions, yet it also shows (a) that
he allowed himself a certain liberty in the matter, and (b) that the
tendency of the scribes was (as was natural) to conform his text to his
usual habit. The evidence therefore tends to confirm the general esti-
mate of the testimony of AB and points to the conclusion that in such
cases as the present passage (214s82db) 31 (g, 2.) 5%, it is the apostle
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who has departed from his usual habit; most of the scribes have con-
formed the text to it.

kai fpeis eis Xpuotov "Inoody émoredoauer, iva dicausbiuer
éc miorews Xpotob kal ot é Epywv viuov, “even we be-
lieved in Christ Jesus, that we might be justified by faith in
Christ and not by works of law.”” On the significance of the
individual words, the qualitative force of the anarthrous nouns
and the force of the genitive after mioTews, see comment on
the former part of the verse. wai, throwing its emphasis on
7peis, itself emphatic by the very fact of being expressed, es-
pecially after having already been expressed at the beginning
of the sentence, serves to recall #fuels ¢voe "Tovdalor of v.1.
émaTeloapey els expresses in its fullest and most definite form
the act of Christian faith, the committal of one’s self to Christ
on the basis of the acceptance of the message concerning him.
See the detached note on Il{r7is and IlisTedw, pp. 475-485,
esp. V A, 2, p. 480.

The emphasis of Ya ... vépou, which expresses the purpose of
¢xigredoapey, is evidently upon the verb, not upon its limitations; the
latter éx miotews, etc., are in effect a re-assertion of the condition on
which alone justification is possible. .For a somewhat similar instance
of emphasis upon one element of a clause, see Rom. 617, éx wlotzws
differs from 3« xf{otews in the former clause rather in the form than
in the substance of the thought expressed, 3« denoting the means by
which, & that in consequence of which, one is justified. Cf. Th. &x
II 6, and for examples indicating the practical equivalence of the two
expressions, see (for &) chap. 32¢ Rom. 3 # Eph. 23 3 17; (for éx)
chap. 37 & 9 Rom. 117 328 416 51 g*. 32; and especially Rom. 3%, where,
as here, the two prepositions occur in adjacent clauses.

On the reasons for preferring the reading, eig Xetotdv "Inooiv, see
on Xptotod *Insed above.

-

87e €€ Epywv vopov ¢ ol Sukatwlnoetar waca cdpE.”’ “because
by works of law shall no flesh be justified.”” This clause, added
at the end of a verse which has already twice expressed in effect
the same thought, is evidently intended to confirm what has
been said by the authority of scripture, The words o¥ dukai-
whroeras maca odpk are from Ps. 143? following substantially
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the Lxx (which itself renders the Hebrew exactly) except that
évdmdy oov, “before thee,” is omitted and waca odpf substi-
tuted for mds {@v of the Lxx. The word odp§, here used by
metonymy for a materially conditioned being, is practically
equivalent to dvfpwmos. See detached note on Ivedua and
ZdpE, p. 486, esp. p. 492. The words €€ épywy vduov, which
are essential to the apostle’s purpose, are not in the psalm.
There is, however, a basis for them in the preceding line, *“ Enter
not into judgment with thy servant,” which gives to the words
that Paul has quoted the sense, “no man can be justified if
judged on a basis of merit, all grace and mercy on God’s part
being excluded.” The words added are therefore a correct
interpretative gloss. Indeed, the teaching of the apostle on
this point is a re-exposition in clearer form of a doctrine already
taught by the Hebrew prophets.

17. €l 8¢ {yrodvres dkarwbivar év Xpiorg “But if through
seeking to be justified in Christ.”” The most frequent use
of this oft-recurring Pauline phrase év Xpiorg is that by
which, representing Christ as the sphere within which the
Christian lives, it expresses the intimate fellowship of the be-
liever with Christ. See Th. é»,16b. Cf. Frame on 1 Thes. 1!
and literature there referred to, esp. Deissmann, Die neutesta-
mentliche Formel ‘‘ In Christo Jesu.” But this can be adopted
here only by assuming that by an ellipsis of some such words as
i 76 elvac the phrase év Xpitor@ really stands for “by virtue of
being in Christ.” For this reason and because év with dikaidw
usually has its causal and basal sense (see Th. év I 6¢) it is
best to give it the latter force here. Cf. for this use of év
3" & vougp ovlels dikacoiTar. Rom. 3%, did Ths dmoAvTpd-
oews 77is év Xporop "Incod. Rom. 59, Suxaiwbévres viv év 76
alpart adrod, Acts 13%: 4mo wdvrwv dv ovk fduvifnTe év
voup Maovaéws Sikawwbijvar év TovTe was 0 moTebwy Sikar-
ovratc. Thus interpreted the expression €v XpioT@ is in a sense
the complement of &td mioTews or éx mwioTews of the preceding
v., the former expressing that on which justification rests, that
which renders it possible, the latter the subjective conditioning
cause.
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ebpéOnuev Kai adrol duaprelol, “we ourselves also were
found to be sinners.” The emphatic pronoun a¥roi, indicating
that the apostle has definite persons or a definite class in mind,
is most naturally understood to refer to Paul and Peter, and
indicates that Paul is still maintaining the point of view of his
address to Peter. The addition of xa{ in connection with atro!
and apaptelol carries the thought back to the expression odx
éE é0vov apaprwol in v.’s and indicates that dpapTeiol is to
be taken here in the sense suggested by that verse, “men out-
side of the law,” “violators of the law,” having reference to
the disregard of the statutes of the law, especially those con-
cerning clean and unclean meats, which statutes Paul, and for
a time Peter also, had violated, and which Paul maintained
ought not under the circumstances existing at Antioch to be
kept. That they had become sinners by seeking to be justified
in Christ, Paul would admit in the sense that they had become
violators of law, but deny what the judaisers would affirm,
that this was equivalent to saying that they had become actual
sinners, wrongdoers, violators of God’s will. The supposed
case, fnTolvTes . . . apapTwlol, Paul probably takes from the
mouth of an actual or supposed objector, and accepts it as a
correct statement of the situation in a sense of the words which
he recognises as current. For confirmation of this interpreta-
tion, see on uy yévorto helow.

The passive force of ebpébnuev “were discovered” [by some one] can
not be pressed. Not only is it true in general that many passives have
in later Greek a middle or intransitive force (Butt. p. 52), so that
ebpdOnuey might easily mean, “we found ourselves,” but it is clear
from N. T. examples that edpéfyy in particular had the sense “prove
to be,” “turn out to be,” almost “to become,”” without special thought
of the discovery of the fact. See 1 Cor. 42 2 Cor. 5° Acts 5%, etc. Yet
it is also possible that the apostle has in mind, and is in a measure
quoting here the language of his opponents, who, referring to his viola-
tion of the statutes of the law, would put their charge in the form: “ You
who profess to be seeking to be justified in Christ are found sinners.”
Cf. Rom. 7t 1 Cor. 15% 2 Cor. 1117 1 Pet. 17.

apa Xpioros apaprias Stdxovos; “is Christ therefore a min-
ister of sin?” The sentence is to be taken as a question rather
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than an assertion because of the following u5 yévorro, which in
Paul regularly follows a rhetorical question.* duaprias Sidrovos
is not duaprias doihos, “one who is in bondage to sin” (cf.
Jn. 84), but “one who ministers to sin,” one who furthers the
interests of sin, promotes; encourages it. Cf. Rom. 15% 2 Cor.
3¢ 1%, Whatever the meaning of éuaprelol above (on this,
as will appear below, interpreters disagree), the noun duaptia
is doubtless to be taken here in its proper sense, *conduct
which is not in accordance with true righteousness.” The
noun auapria is apparently never used in the formal sense,
violation of law, in N. T., and though in view of the use of
dpapTords the possibility of it could not be denied, yet the
absence of any example of it is against it and the nature of the
argument here even more decisively so. The conclusion which
Paul by u7 fyévoito emphatically rejects manifestly pertains
not to sin in any formal or Pharisaic sense, but to veritable
guilty wrong-doing. The whole speciousness of the objection
which Paul is answering turns on the seeming identity, the real
diversity, of the conceptions of sin implied in dpaTwAol and
dpaprias respectively. See detached note on ‘Auapria, p. 436.

un ryévorro” “by no means,” lit. ““let it not be.” This phrase
used in N. T. almost exclusively by Paul (elsewhere in Lk.
20'% only) is uniformly employed by him to repel as abhorrent
to him a suggested thought. When standing alone (it is other-
wise only in 61) it invariably follows a rhetorical question and
rejects the suggested thought as one which the previous prem-
ises, themselves accepted as true, do not justify; and usually
(z Cor. 6 and possibly Rom. 11! are the only exceptions),
a conclusion which may be speciously but falsely deduced
from his own previous statements. See chap. 3% Rom. 34, ¢ 6% 15
77 B gl 111, These facts concerning Paul’s usage of this phrase

* Whether we are to read dpa or dpa there seems to be no decisive reason to determine;
the sentence being a question and that question being whether a certain inference follows
from a supposed situation, dpa, which is an interrogative particle, leaves the illative element
unexpressed, while dpa, an illative particle, leaves the interrogation unexpressed. But dpa
being frequent in Paul, whereas there is no clear instance of dpa in his writings, the pre-
sumption is perhaps slightly in favour of the former. The difference of meaning is not great.
Of the hesitation or bewilderment which lexicographers say is suggested by &pa, there is no
trace here,
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are important. They not only show that the preceding words
must, as stated above, be taken as a question, but make it
practically certain that what ud évocro denies is not the sup-
position €l . . . auapTwiol and with it the conclusion based
upon it, but the validity of the deduction of the conclusion
from the premises. The apostle accepts the premises; denies
that the conclusion follows. In other words, he admits that they
became sinners, violators of law, by seeking to be justified in
Christ, but denies that from this fact one can legitimately draw
the conclusion which his opponents allege to follow.and by
which they seek to discredit his position, viz., that Christ is
therefore a minister of sin.

Of this sentence as a whole there have been very many interpreta-
tions. It will be sufficient here to direct attention to a few. * The dif-
ferences between them may be most easily made clear by setting down
the three propositions which are involved in the verse: (z) We are seek-
ing to be justified in Christ. (2) We were found sinners. (3) Christ
is a minister of sin. Proposition (1) Paul undoubtedly accepts; prop-
osition (3) he undoubtedly denies. All interpretations agree that “sin”
is used in proposition (3) in its strict and proper Pauline sense, verita-
ble wrong-doing. The differences of interpretation turn mainly upon
two questions: What!is the sense of the word “ sinners,” duzptwAof, in
prop. (2)? Is (2) admitted or denied?

According to the view of many commentators, both ancient and
modern,* guaptwio! is used in a sense corresponding to that of &uaptiag
in the next clause, ““sinners” in the proper sense of the word, and w3
~évorro denies both (2) and (3); it is tacitly assumed that they stand or
fall together, as must indeed be the case if duaprwiol and duaprias corre-
spond in meaning. This interpretation takes on two slightly different
forms, according as et . . . 3ikxovos is supposed to be an affirmation
of an objector quoted by Paul, or a question put by Paul himself. In
the former case the objector, a legalist Jewish Christian, tacitly assum-
ing that violation of law is sin, reasons that by their abandonment of
law in their effort to obtain justification in Christ the Jewish Christians
have themselves become sinners and thus have made Christ a minis-
ter of sin, from the objector’s point of view a reductio ad absurdum
which discredits the whole Pauline position. To this Paul replies deny-

*Sief. cites as holding substantially this view, but with various modifications: Chrys.

_ Thdrt. Oecum. Thphyl. Erasm. Luth. Cast. Calv. Cal. Est. Wolf. Wetst. Seml. Koppe, Borg.

Fl. Win. Ust. Matth. Schott. B~Cr. de W. Hilg. Ew. Mey. Pfleid. Wetzel, Ws. This
is also the view of Ell,
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ing that (by violating law) they have been found sinners, and denying
therefore that there is any ground for affirming that they have made
Christ a minister of sin.  If on the other hand the sentence is a question,
Paul himself asks whether in seeking to be justified in Christ (without
law) they have become veritable sinners, and thus made Christ a
minister of sin, and as before by wd yévotto denies that they have (by
abandoning law) become sinners, and hence that there is any ground
for saying that they have made Christ a minister of sin. In either
case Paul uses &paptwho! in the sense of real sinners, admits that
premise and conclusion go together, and denying (on the unstated
ground that abandonment of law is not sin) that they are found sin-
ners, with it denies the conclusion. It is an objection to this interpre-
tation in all of its forms that it disregards both the obvious force of
wh tévowto in relation to the preceding sentence and the apostle’s
regular usage of it. As Zahn well points out, the question which u}
vévorto answers (that it is a question, see above on u®) yévorto) is by
its very terms not an inquiry whether the premises are true, but whether
the alleged conclusion follows from the premise. The placing of
edpébnuey in the conditional clause along with the unquestionably
admitted {ytodvtes, etc., implies that it is only Xpiotds dpaptiac
dténovoc that is called in question. If ebpéBpey . . . dpaprwhof
were also disputed the sentence ought to have been as follows: ““Seek-
ing to be justified in Christ, were we ourselves also found to be sinners,
and is Christ accordingly a minister of sin?” This conclusion as to the
meaning of the sentence is still further confirmed by the fact that by
wh Tévorro, as stated above, Paul regularly negatives a false conclu-
sion from premises which he accepts.

Of the interpretations which, giving the necessary weight to the
usage of uf) yévotro, find in it a denial not of prop. (2) and a consequent
denial of (3), but of the legitimacy of the deduction of the conclusion
(prep. 3) from the premise (2) the correctness of which is thereby im-
plied, the following types may be mentioned:

Wies., ef al., understand é&paptwiol as meaning sinners in the strict
sense, and make ebpélnpey . . . Guaptwhof refer to the sins which
even the justified is found to commit. This view manifestly involves
an idea remote from the context, and is generally regarded as incor-
rect by modern interpreters.

Several modern interpreters take dpagtwhof in the sense suggested
by duaprwdol in v. s, sinners in that like the Gentiles they are out-
side of law, find in ebe&Bihuey . . . &uaptwhol, a consequence which
Paul admits follows logically from the attempt to be justified in Christ,
and in Xpwtde dueptlag Sikxovog an inference, the legitimacy of
which Paul denies in p4) yévorvo. Thus it may be supposed that Paul
has in mind an objector who alleges that, inasmuch as the apostle’s
own reasoning is to the effect that to make faith in Christ the basis of
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justification involves for the Jew putting himself on the plane of the
Gentile, therefore he makes Christ the minister of sin; to which Paul,
in reply, admits that this is his reasoning so far as the relation’ of
the believer to law is concerned, but denies that the conclusion that
Christ is the minister of sin legitimately follows. So clearly Ltft., who
states his view thus: “Seeing that in order to be justified in Christ it
was necessary to abandon our old ground of legal righteousness and to
become sinners (i. e., to put ourselves in the position of heathen), may
it not be argued that Christ is thus made a minister of sin?”” So also
substantially Zahn, who definitely maintains that the being found sin-
ners took place in the very fact of conversion, and that {yrodvres . . .
Xpwotp is practically equivalent to motetovres; and Sief., who para-
phrases thus: “In that we Christians, however, on our part sought to
be justified not by works of the law but in Christ only, it is proved
that we, just like the heathen, are sinners; this, in fact, follows from
what was just said (v. ). This being the case is not Christ, then,
with whom confessed sinners can, repudiating the righteousness based
on works of law, seek justification, a promoter of sin?” In favour of
this general interpretation it is to be said that it recognises the sig-
nificance of i) vévorro and of the structure of the sentence, takes
duaptwhol in a sense suggested by xat adrol, explains the introduction
of mapaBartns below, which is brought in when Paul leaves behind the
ambiguity of dpaptwhef, and does not make the argument turn on
remote and unsuggested premises. It may be doubted, however,
whether it does not err in that it goes too far afield for its explanation
of the word &uaprwhol, detaches the argument too much from the
situation at Antioch as depicted in vv. 1-14, and finds the occasion for
the apostle’s question in a supposed logical inference from the doctrine
of justification in itself rather than in the actual and recent conduct
of Peter and Paul. Whether these words were actually uttered in
substance at Antioch or not, the Antioch incident furnishes their
background. It is probable, therefore, that the question there at issue
is still in mind, and that in edpéfnuev xal adtol dpaptwhol he refers
to himself and Peter, or possibly to the Jewish Christians who had
associated themselves with his movement, and describes them as be-
coming, or as being discovered to be, violators of the Jewish law. The
sentence thus takes on a definite and concrete meaning appropriate
to the context.

But this interpretation again assumes two forms, according as one
supposes Paul to be replying to an objection, or himself presenting to
Peter’s mind an inference from his recent conduct in ceasing to
eat with the Gentile Christians, In the former case the sentence
means: “If, then, our seeking to be justified in Christ issued in our
becoming like the Gentiles, violators of law as was the case at Antioch,
and in that sense sinners, does it follow, as my critics allege, that
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Christ becomes a minister of sin?” 1In the latter case it means: “You
will admit, Peter, that it was while seeking to be justified in Christ
that we were led to become violators of law at Antioch; are you will-
ing, then, to admit that Christ is a minister of sin, as would follow
from what was implied in your conduct in refusing to eat with the
Gentiles, viz.: that not to obey the statutes of the law is sin?” Either
of these interpretations is possible. They are alike in that they con-

- nect the thought with the Antioch event and that, recognising the usage
of wd tévorto, they make the sentence a question and p#) Tévotto a
denial of the conclusion, not of the expressed premise, and base the
denial on the rejection of the suppressed premise that violation of the
statutes of law is (real) sin. But it is in favour of the form which finds
in them an answer to an objection that edpéfnuev is more suggestive
of the attitude of a critic than of an original statement of Paul (see
above on ebpef.), and especially that p#) yévorro is more naturally
understood ' as repudiating the conclusion and false reasoning of an
objector, than as a comment of the apostle on his own argument
addressed to Peter. -To combine the two interpretations, as Bous.
apparently attempts to do, is impossible, because in the one case it is
the critic of Paul’s position who is supposed to allege that Paul’s view
makes Christ a minister of sin, and in the other case it is Paul who
points out to Peter that his recent conduct issues in this impossible
conclusion.

18, €l yap & rarélvoa TatTa TdAw oixodoud, wapaBdTny
éuavtov cvvioTdpw, “for if the things that I broke down, these
I build up again, I show myself a transgressor.” By this state-
ment the apostle sustains his 4% yévocro, in which he denied the
validity of the argument that by becoming a violator of law
he had made Christ a minister of sin, the suppressed premise of
which was that violation of law was sin. By & xatélvoa is
obviously meant the statutes of the law which Paul had by his
conduct declared to be invalid. The reasoning of this sentence
is of the type e contrario. So far from its being the case that I
commit sin by violating statutes of the law, it is, on the con-
trary, the fact that if I build up again those commands of the
law which I broke down, I show myself therein a transgressor.
This was precisely what Peter had done by his vacillating con-
duct; but Paul instead of saying either “thou” or “we,” tact-
fully applies the statement to himself. That he uses the form
of conditional sentence expressive of simple supposition, not
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that .of condition contrary to fact, is probably due to his really
having in mind Peter’s conduct in building up the wall he had
before broken down. The statement that not by disobeying
but by obeying the statutes of the law he becomes a transgres-
sor is, of course, obviously paradoxical and itself requires proof;
this is furnished in v, 1,

On xatahbw and ofxodopd in their literal sense, ¢f. Mk. 15%, 3
RataAbowv thy vadv xal oixodouwdv. But as applied to a law or the like,
xataAbw means “to deprive of force,” “to abrogate” (cf. Mt, 517: pj
vopfonte 81t HABov matahioar Tdv véov §) Todg wpoghitag), and olxodepid
as the antithesis of xataAdw in this sense means to “give force to,”
“to render or declare valid.”

The word wapafBétne is doubtless chosen instead of &uaptwiés in
order to get rid of the ambiguity of this latter term, which lay at the
basis of the opponent’s fallacious reasoning. The mapa@étys is a vio-
lator of the law, not of the statutes, but of its real intent. To have
added ~oi vépou would have been correct, but confusing as introducing
a sense of vépog quite contrary to that in which it occurs throughout
the context. The apostle might naturally have precisely reversed this
usage, employing wapafdtng for the technical violator of the statute,
and duaptwhés for the real sinner, the man who was not acting accord-
ing to God’s will, and had he been quite free in the matter it is not im-
probable that he would have done so. But the usage of his opponents,
who employed duaptwhés rather than wdpaBdrne for the Gentiles and
those who like them did not observe the requirements of the law, com-
pelled him to use this as the ambiguous term, and to resort to wapa-
Bdtns when he wished a strictly moral and unambiguous term. It is
noticeable, however, that in the only other passage in which he uses
the latter word (Rom. 2% %), it has substantially the same sense as
here, designating not one who disregards the letter of the law, but one
who is disobedient to its essential ethical spirit, and the passage gains
in point and force by applying this forceful term to one who, obe-
dient to the statutes, misses the real meaning of the law.

The verb cuviotévw, late form of osuviotnue, Uit “to set together,”
is in N. T. employed in its active tenses with the meanings “to prove,”
and “to commend,” in the former case usually to prove by one’s
action, to exhibit in one’s conduct. Thus in Rom. 58: suviotnoty 3%
v Eautol dydmny els Hugs d Bedg ¥t Bt dpaptwrév Bvtwv wudv
Xptatdg Owip duév dmébavev. See also 2 Cor. 64 1. There is there-
fore nothing in the force ot the verb that requires the interpretation,
“I prove that I was (in that former breaking down) a transgressor,” or
that opposes the interpretation, “I show myself therein (7. e., in the
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present building up) a transgressor.” There are indications that the
verb sometimes meant “to establish” (see Num. 27% 2 Mac. 14% 3 Mac.
1% 236 though in no case with two accusatives); but this usage does
not occur in N. T., and though appropriate to the present passage is
not demanded by it.

On the paradox involved in the statement of this verse, see Rom. 3%,
where the apostle maintains, and in chap. 4 endeavours to prove, that
the principle of faith, rejecting law, is not hostile to law but conso-
nant with it; Rom. 814, where he declares in effect that the law is done
away that the requirements of the law may be fulfilled; and Gal.
chap. 5, where having in v.! insisted upon freedom from the law, he
nevertheless in v.# distinctly implies the necessity of fulfilling the
law.

19. éyw ryap Sud vopov vopp améfavoy, “for I through law
died to law.” The use of the first person, which in the preced-
ing verse was unemphatic because Paul was speaking of what

“would be equally true of any Christian, e. g., of Peter, and
applied to himself only hypothetically, becomes now emphatic.
Note the expressed éy®, which together with the use of direct
assertion indicates that the apostle is now speaking of his own
personal experience. In the usage of Paul, “to die to” a thing
is to cease to have any relation to it, so that it has no further
claim upon or control over one. See Rom. 62 1% 11 76 That
to which Paul here refers in ¥dpov and vdue is evidently law in
some sense in which it has played a part in the preceding dis-
cussion, and most obviously divine law as a legalistic system,
a.body of statutes legalistically interpreted (see detached note
on Ndpos, pp. 443-460, esp. V 2 (c), p. 457). Paul would cer-
tainly not say that he had died to law conceived of as consist-
ing in the ethical principle of love (V 2 (d)), nor to law conceived
of in the broad inclusive sense of the word (V 2 (b)). Law as 2
concrete historic fact without reference to the distinction be-
tween the legalistic and ethical interpretation would be a suit-
able meaning of &id vduov, but could apply to ¥due only if we
suppose that Paul thinks of dying to it not in every respect,
but as respects subjection to its statutes. On the other hand,
the legalistic meaning meets all the conditions of this verse
and the context. It was on the basis of law in this sense that
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it was demanded that the Gentiles should be circumcised, and
the Jewish Christians continue to obey the law of foods. It
was this to which Paul refers in v.1¢in the phrase é€ épywv vduov.
It was under this that he had lived in his Pharisaic days, and
under which he had ceased to live (died to it), and to this he
may well have referred as that through which he had been
led to take this step.

How the necessity of abandoning law was made evident to
him by law, Paul does not here state. But there is no more
probable explanation of his language here than that he has in
mind the experience under the law to the result of which he
refers in v.1¢ and which he describes at length in Rom,, chap. 7.
There he tells how the law—by 6 véuos he doubtless means the
Mosaic law in its legalistic interpretation—had by his- ex-
perience under it taught him his own inability to meet its
spiritual requirements and its own inability to make him
righteous, and thus led him finally to abandon it and to seek
salvation in Christ. Cf. also Phil. 35-s.

The sentence does indeed become somewhat more forcible, especially
as more directly suggesting that he has divine authority for his repudia-
tion of law, if vépog be supposed to refer to divine law in a general sense
(qualitatively considered, as is shown by the omission of the article),
but with a constant shifting of emphasis from one phase to another.
We may then mentally supply véou in this general sense after Tapagdrny
andread: “But if I build up again the authority of those statutes
of the law which I broke down, 7. e., insist again upon the obligation
to obey them, I become a transgressor of divine law (in its deepest
meaning), for through my experience in seeking justification under it
interpreted as a legalistic system, divine law itself taught me to aban-
don it, as a body of statutes to be obeyed.” But the very complexity
of the thought thus yielded is an objection to this interpretation, and
the simpler, more direct and self-consistent one is probably, therefore,
to be preferred.

The interpretation of 3t& vépouv according to which it refers to the
fact expressed by the words 3k tol odpatos T6l yptotol in Rom. 74:
Edavardnyre T vépy 3 T00 odatos tob yetatol, and which assumes
a reference to the curse of the law which falling upon Christ is thereby
exhausted, leaving the believer in Christ free, is far less probably cor-

‘rect than the one proposed above. 3td vépov is by no means
obviously equivalent to 3t to0 odpatog o0 yptotol in Rom. 74
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The words are different “and the connection is different. There Paul
is stating the objective grounds for freedom from the law; here, as the
emphatic éyd implies, he is appealing to personal experience. Had
his thought been what this interpretation supposes, it would certainly
have been more natural that he should write, fueic 3t (v00) vépmou
(x) véuep avatdlinpev. Moreover, it is by no means clear that Paul
conceived of the law as demanding and causing the death of Christ.

- In chap. 3® he expresses the thought that the law pronounces a curse
on the sinner, from which Christ by his death frees us. But it is essen-
tial to the interpretation now under consideration that he should have
thought of the law as bringing Christ to his death, and thereby ending
its own dominion over men who are joined with Christ by faith—a
thought which Paul has nowhere expressed. That the work of Christ
should avail to avert the turse of the law from man, and to end the
dominion of law, affords a basis for the statement that through Christ I
died to law (¢f. Rom. 82) but not for “through law I died to law.” See
Sief. for defence of this general view and criticism of other interpreta-
tions, and Zahn for a criticism of it.

Wa Bep &jow “that I might live to God.” Cf. Rom. 6% 1t
147- 8 2 Cor. 515, This clause expressing the purpose of the
apostle’s death to law is in effect also an argument in defence
of it. It is implied that subjection to law in reality prevented
the unteserved devotion of the life to God—this is one vice of
legalism, that it comes between the soul and God, interposing
law in place of God—and that it had to be abandoned if the life
was really to be given to God. This is a most important ele-
ment of Paul’s anti-legalism, showing the basis of his opposi-
tion to legalism in its failure religiously, as in Rom. 77-% he
sets forth its ethical failure.

The dative 8e is, as in Rom. 6. 11, primarily a dative of relation
in antithesis to the dative vépg in the preceding clause—but while it
results from the nature of the verb ¢rofvfioxw that a dative of relation
after it implies separation, it results equally from the nature of the
verb t4w that the dative of relation with it involves, or at least sug-
gests, the force of a dative of advantage, as is clearly the case also in
2 Cor. 5. On the force of 0ebs without the article see p. 89.

The verb %éw is used by the apostle Paul in four senses, which are,
however, not always sharply distinguished: 1. “To be alive, to be a
living being ”': (a) of men in contrast with dying or with the dead: 1 Thes.
4% 7 1 Cor. 7% 15% 2 Cor. 1° 41t 5%* 6® Rom. 61(?) 7% 1.3 121 4% o*

*Shading in these cases into meaning 2. ’
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Phil. 12 15 ¢f. 1 Tim. 5¢ 2 Tim. 4*; (b) of God, in contrast with lifeless
idols: 1 Thes. 12 Cor. 32 61* Rom. g** 10° 141; ¢f. 1 Tim. 3% 419; (c) meta-
phorically, “to enjoy life,” “to live happily” : 1 Thes. 3* Rom. 7 (?);
“to have one’s living”: 1 Cor. g,

2. In an ethical or qualitative sense: “to live in a certain way”
(usually ethically defined) with reference either to the source of vital
power or to the direction of energy: chap. 214 1 # g% Rom. 62 81 13
Col. 2 37; ¢f. 2 Tim, 3 Tit. 2.

3- In quotations from O. T. in a soteriological sense: “to escape
death,” the penalty of sin, “to attain the divine approval,” “to be
justified” : chap. 3" Rom. 1%’ (in quotation from Hab. 29); cha.p 3
Rom. 10* (quotation from Lev. 18¢).

4. “To live after death,” “to possess eternal life””: 1 Thes. 519 2 Cor.
13 Rom. 610 14°,

All the instances in this chap. fall under 2 above; those in chap. 3

under 3.

20. Xpio7d qvveotadpwuar’ “I have been crucified with
Christ.” The thought of participation with Christ in the
experiences of his redemptive work is a favourite one with Paul,
and the metaphors by which he expresses it are sometimes
quite complicated. Cf. Rom. 64-8 817 Phil. 310 Col. 2!2-14 20 31-¢,
A literal interpretation of these expressions, as if the believer
were in literal fact crucified with Christ, buried with him, raised
with him, etc., is, of course, impossible. The thought which
the apostle’s type of mind and enthusiastic joy in the thought
of fellowship with Christ led him to express in this form in-
volves in itself three elements, which with varying degrees of
emphasis are present in his several expressions of it, viz.: the
participation of the believer in the benefits of Christ’s experi-
ence, a spiritual fellowship with him in respect to these experi-
ences, and the passing of the believer through a similar or
analogous experience. The first element is distinctly expressed
in 2 Cor. 5% and Rom. 4% %, and is probably in mind along with
the third in Col. 220 31; ¢f. 2. The second is the predominant
element in Phil. 3, and the third in Rom. 8%, while in Rom. 6%
both the second and the third are probably in mind. In the
present instance the verb cuvesTavpwuar indicates that the
experience of Christ referred to is his death upon the cross,
and the context implies that the experience of Paul here spoken
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of is his death to law. Whether this death to law is related to
the death of Christ objectively by virtue of a participation of
the believer in the effects of Christ’s death (¢f. Rom. 3% %) or
subjectively by a spiritual fellowship of the believer with Christ
in respect to his death (¢f. Rom. 61 1) is not decisively indi-
cated. On the one side, Paul has elsewhere expressed the idea
that the believer is free from law by virtue of the work, specifi-
cally the death, of Christ (chap. 3% Col. 2 Eph, 3 18; ¢f. Gal.
24 5! Rom. 10Y), and in Col. 2?9 expressed this participation as a
dying with Christ. On the other hand, while he has several
times spoken of dying with Christ in the sense of entering into
a spiritual fellowship with him in his death, he has nowhere
clearly connected the freedom from the law with such fellow-
ship.¥ Probably therefore he has here in mind rather the
objective fact that the death of Christ brings to an end the
reign of law (as in Rom. 104 and esp. Col. 2%) than that the
individual believer is freed from law by his spiritual fellowship
with Christ in death. Yet such is the many-sidedness of the
apostle’s thought that neither element can be decisively ex-
cluded. In either case the expression still further enforces the
argument in defence of his death to law. It was brought about
through law; it was necessary in order that I might live to
God; it is demanded by the death of Christ on the cross, wherein
he made us free from law, bringing it to an end, or by my fel-
lowship with him in that death.

Ltft., interpreting cuvestabpwpar by the use of the same word in
Rom. 6¢ and by the use of the simple verb in Gal. 5 6% refers it to a
death to sin, the annihilation of old sins. Such a change in the appli-
cation of a figure is by no means impossible in Paul (see the varied
use of fpépa in 1 Thes. 5t-#). But a sudden veering off from the central
subject of his thought—the point which it was essential that he should
carry-—to an irrelevant matter is not characteristic of the apostle,
and is certainly not demanded here by the mere fact that he has in
another context used similar phraseology in a sense required by that
context, but not harmonious with this,

{d 8¢ odrér éyd, L 8¢ év éuoi Xpiords* “and it is no
longer I that live, but Christ that liveth in me.” The order of

* Gal. 2¢ would be ar example of this manner of speaking if év Xpiore were taken as
meaning “in fellowship with Christ” rather than “on the basis of [the work of] Christ.”
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the Greek is very expressive even when reproduced in Eng-
lish: *and live no longer I, but liveth in me Christ.” The
first 8¢ is not adversative but continuative, the sentence ex-
pressing another aspect of the same fact set forth in the preced-
ing sentence. The translation of AV. and RV., “Yet I live,
yet no longer I,” is wholly unwarranted; this meaning would
have required &A\d before odxére., Cf. RV. mg. The second
& is sub-adversative (ElL.), equivalent to the German “son-
dern,” introducing the positive correlative to a preceding nega-
tive, statement. In this sentence Paul is clearly speaking of
spiritual fellowship with Christ (¢f. on v.1%). Yet this is not a
departure from the central thought of the whole passage. He
has already said in v.!* that the purpose of the dying to law
was that he might devote himself directly to the service of God
instead of to the keeping of commandments, He now adds that
in so doing he gains a new power for the achievement of that
purpose, thus further justifying his course. Saying that it is
no longer “I” that live, he implies that under law it was the
“1” that lived, and the emphatic éy® is the same as in Rom.
#1520 There, indeed, it stands in vv.!": 20 in direct antithesis
to the duaprla which is inherited from the past (¢f. Rom. 5v),
here over against the Christ who is the power for good in the
life of one who, leaving law, turns to him in faith. But the
éy® is the same, the natural man having good impulses and
willing the good which the law commands, but opposed by
the inherited evil impulse and under law unable to do the good.
On the significance of the expression év éuof, see Rom. 8% 1t
1 Cor. 21¢ Col. 12"-# Eph, 3i¢-10, It is, of course, the heavenly
Christ of whom he speaks, who in religious experience is not
distinguishable from the Spirit of God (¢f. chap. gié 13 )
With this spiritual being Paul feels himself to be living in such
intimate fellowship, by him his whole life is so controlled, that
he conceives him to be resident in him, imparting to him im-
pulse and power, transforming him morally and working through
him for and upon other men. C(f. 4**. Substantially the same
fact of fellowship with Christ by which he becomes the con-
trolling factor of the life is expressed, with a difference of form
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of thought rather than of essential conception of the nature of
the relation, by the phrase év Xpio7d, which is more frequent
in Paul than év éuol, Cf. 12 32% 28 54 and Frame on 1 Thes. 13,
and references there given to modern literature.

8 82 viw @ év capkl, év wiorer £@ “and the life that I now
live in the flesh, I live in faith.” The sentence is continuative
and epexegetic of the preceding, explaining the life which,
despite his preceding affirmation that he is no longer living, he
obviously still lives, by declaring that it is net an independent
life of his own, but a life of faith, of dependence on the Son of
God. See below.

The relative 8 is an accusative of content, which simply puts
into substantive form the content of the verb {& (Delbriick,
Vergleichende Syntax, III 1, § 179; Rob. p. 478). viv mani-
festly refers to the time subsequent to the change expressed in
vouw dméfavor and the corresponding later phrases. év capkl
is therefore not an ethical characterisation of the life (as in
Rom. 8% %) but refers to the body as the outward sphere in
which the life is lived, in contrast with the life itself and the
spiritual force by which it was lived. By this contrast and
the fact that odpf often has an ethical sense, the phrase takes
on perhaps a slightly concessive force: “ the life that I now
live though in the flesh is in reality a life of faith.” On the
use of odpf in general, see detached note on Ilvedua and

Zdpé, p. 492.

The words év =loret stand in emphatic contrast with those which
they immediately follow, a contrast heightened by the use of the same
preposition év in a different sense, or rather with different implication.
For, while in both cases év denotes the sphere in which the life is lived,
in &v capx! the sphere is physical and not determinative of the nature
of the life, in é&v =lovet it is moral and is determinative of the char-
acter of the life. wlotet without the article is, like ocapxi, qualitative
in force, and though properly a noun of personal action, is here con-
ceived of rather as an atmosphere in which one lives and by which one’s
life is characterised. For other instances of this use of the preposition
with nouns properly denoting activity or condition, see 1 Cor. 41 2 Cor.
31ﬂ, Eph. 4% g2,

9 70D viod Tob Beod ““(faith) which is in the Son of God.”
Having in the expression év 7rioTer described faith qualitatively
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as the sphere of his new life, the apostle now hastens to identify
that faith by the addition of the article 7 and a genitive express-
ing the object of the faith. For ofher instances of a qualitative
noun made definite by a subjoined article and limiting phrase,
see W. XX 4 (WM. p. 174); Rad. p. 93; Gild. Syn. p. 283;
Rob. p. 777; BMT 424; and ¢f. chap. 17 3. On the objective
genitive after 7loTis, see on did wloTews Xpiorot "Inoob, v.18,
On the meaning of ToD viod Tod Beod, see detached note on
The Titles and Predicates of Jesus, V, p. 404. What par-
ticular phase of the meaning of this title as applied to Jesus is
. here in mind, or why it is chosen instead of Xpio7ds or XpeoTds
"Ingois, which have been used in this passage thus far, there is
nothing in the context clearly to indicate. No theory is more
probable than that here, as in 11¢, it is the Son of God as the
revelation of God that he has in mind, and that this expression
comes naturally to his lips in thinking of the love of Christ.
See Rom. 8% %; but notice also Rom. 58 8% %, and observe in
the context of these passages the alternation of titles of Jesus
while speaking of his love or the love of God, without apparent
reason for the change.

700 ulel Tol Beol: so NACD?D et oKLP, all the cursives, f Vg. Syr.
(psh. harcl.), Boh. Sah. Arm. Eth. Goth, Clem., and other fathers.
Ln. adopted the reading o 8e05 xat Xptotod attested by BD* FGd g.
Despite its attestation by B, this is probably a Western corruption.
The apostle never speaks of God expressly as the object of a Christian’s
faith,

ToD &yamifjoavrds pe xal mapaddvros éavrov Umép éuol”
“who loved me and gave himself up for me.” Cf. the note on
7o 8dvros éauTdy Umép TAY duapTidy v, chap. 14. Here as
there, and even more clearly because of the use of the verb
mapabldwps (cf. Rom. 4% 8% 1 Cor. 112 Eph. 52 %, esp. Eph. 5?)
in place of the simple (8w, the reference is to Christ’s volun-
tary surrender of himself to death. The use of u€ and éuod
rather than 5jpds and fu@v indicates the deep personal feeling
~ with which the apostle writes. The whole expression, while
suggesting the ground of faith and the aspect of Christ’s work
with which faith bas specially to do, is rather a spontaneous
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and grateful utterance of the apostle’s feeling called forth by
the mention of the Son of God as the object of his faith than a
phrase introduced with argumentative intent. On the mean-
ing of &yamaw, see on 5™

21, Ok &ferd ™)y ydpww Tod feod® “I do not make of
no effect the grace of God.” This sentence, abruptly introduced
without connective, is doubtless an answer to an objection
which the apostle knows to have been urged or which he fore-
sees may easily be urged against his doctrine. This objection,
as is shown by the ydpev of this sentence and the reference to
law in the next, is to the effect that he is making of no account
the special grace of God to Israel in giving them the law
(¢f. Rom. 3%). Since xdpis is a favourite term of the apostle in
reference to the gospel, it is not impossible that it was taken up
by his critics and turned against him in some such statement
as that by his doctrine of grace as against law he was really
making of no account the grace of God to Israel. This criti-
cism he answers by direct denial, which he sustains in the next
sentence. It would be natural to expect him to turn the criti-
cism upon his critics by intimating that it was they who rejected
the grace of the gospel. But to have suggested this thought
he must, it would seem, have used the emphatic éyd.

On dBetd, “to set aside,” “to reject,” ¢f. Mk. 79 1 Thes. 4* Gal. 3u;
M. and M. Voc. s. v. On the meaning of xdprs, see on 1¢.

€l yap 8ud vopov Sikaroaivwvn, dpa XpioTos Swpedv amébavey,
“for if righteousness is through law, then Christ died need-
lessly.” On the use of the word dicatoovwy, see detached note,
P. 460. It is doubtless to be taken here, chiefly at least, in
its forensic sense (VI B. 2, p. 46¢), this rather than the ethical
sense having been the subject of discussion from v.1% on, and
it being this also which the apostle a little more frequently
associates with the death of Christ (chap. 3 ¥ Rom. 32426 5% 19,
¢f. note on chap. 14). 8w vduov is doubtless also to be taken,
as throughout the passage, in its legalistic sense (see detached
note on Ndpos V 2 (c), p. 457, and ¢f. on v. ! above). dwpedw
means not “without result,” a meaning which it apparently
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never has, certainly not in N. T., nor “freely,” in the sense
“gratuitously,” “without (giving or receiving) pay,” which,
though a well-established meaning of the word (see Rom.
3% and ¢f. also M. and M. Voc. s. ».), would be wholly in-
appropriate here, but “without cause,” “needlessly,” as in
Jn. 15%  The protasis € . . . &ixawoovry is in form a simple
supposition, which is often used, as in chap. 1° Rom. 5'°, when
the context makes it clear that the condition is fulfilled, but also
not infrequently, as here and in 38, where it is equally clear
that in the opinion of the writer it is contrary to fact. See
BMT 248, 249. The argument of the sentence is from a
Christian point of view a reductio ad absurdum, and is adduced
as proof of the preceding statement. If, as you affirm but I
deny, men must obey the statutes of the law in order to achieve
righteousness, then there was no need that Christ should die.
Law in the legalistic sense, and the conception of righteous-
ness as obtainable through it, was well established in the world.
If this conception was correct, if righteousness could really be
attained in this way, there was no need of a new revelation of
God’s way of righteousness (see Rom. 1'7 3%1); and the death
of Christ, with its demonstration of divine righteousness
(Rom. 3% 1) and God’s love (Rom. 57:%) and its redemption of
men from the curse of the law (see chap. 3 and notes on it),
was needless. That in the plan of God it came to pass (chap. 1
4* Rom. 8%) is evidence that it was not needless, and this in turn
proves that righteousness through law was not God’s plan for
the world, and refutes the charge that denial of the validity of
law to secure righteousness involves a setting aside of the
grace of God.

Mey. and others understand y&pw to refer exclusively and directly
to the grace of God manifest in the gospel and take oix &betd, etc., not
as an answer to an objection but as an indirect condemnation of the
course of Peter, the meaning being, I do not set aside the grace of God
manifest in the death of Christ, as is virtually done by those who
insist that righteousness is through law. The clauseet . . . 3uaoctvy
is then designed to prove, not, as above, that the rejection of righteous-
ness by law does not involve a setting aside of the grace of God, but
that insistence on righteousness by law does involve it. For to affirm
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that righteousness is through law is to say that God’s grace manifest
in his death was useless. Such an interpretation of the argument,
though not perhaps impossible, is open to two objections: first, that
the form of expression, “I do not set aside,” etc., suggests a denial of
something that is said or might be speciously said against Paul’s view,
rather than a claim made by himself for his view or an objection to
his opponent’s view; and, secondly, that it makes the =i y&p sentence

. a proof of something only remotely implied in the preceding statement
instead of taking it as directly related to what is expressed in the pre-
ceding sentence, viz., that Paul’s view does not involve a setting at
nought of God’s grace.

III. REFUTATORY PORTION OF THE LETTER.

THE DOCTRINE THAT MEN, BOTH JEWS AND GENTILES,
BECOME ACCEPTABLE TO GOD THROUGH FAITH
RATHER THAN BY WORKS OF LAW, DEFENDED BY
THE REFUTATION OF THE ARGUMENTS OF THE
JUDAISERS, AND CHIEFLY BY SHOWING THAT THE
“HEIRS OF ABRAHAM ' ARE SUCH BY FAITH, NOT
BY WORKS OF LAW (CHAPS. 3, 4).

1. Appeal to the early Christian experience of the Gala-
tians (31%).

Leaving the defence of his doctrine through the assertion of
his own direct divine commission, the apostle now takes up
that defence by refuting the objections-to it brought by his op-
ponents, the judaisers. Vv.1-® begin that refutation by appeal-
ing to the early Christian experience of the Galatians, which,
as both they and he well knew, was not in the sphere of law,
but of faith.

Oh foolish Galatians, who bewitched you, before whose eyes Jesus
Christ was placarded crucified ? *This only would I learn from
you, Received ye the Spirit on ground of works of law or of a
hearing of faith? 3Are ye so foolish ? Having begun with Spirit
are ye now finishing with flesh 2 ‘Did ye suffer so many things
in vain ?  If it really is to be in vain. SHe therefore that supplied
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the Spirit richly to you and wrought miracles among you, did he
do these things on ground of works of law or of a hearing of faith ?

1, *Q dvdnror T'adras, Tés Suds éBdaravey, ols xat dpban-
pois Ingols Xpiaros mpoeypddn éoravpwuevos; “Oh foolish
Galatians, who bewitched you, before whose eyes Jesus Christ
was placarded crucified?”” Returning to the situation in
Galatia itself, which he had left behind in 19 but. still having
in mind what he had just said in 2% to the effect that the legal-
istic teaching of the judaisers makes the death of Christ a fact
without significance, a useless tragedy, the apostle breaks forth,
somewhat as in 1%, in an expression of surprise touched with
indignation that the Galatians were turning away from his
gospel of Christ crucified (¢f. 1 Cor. 1'% 2%), To this great
fact, which Paul had set forth before the Galatians with the
clearness of a public proclamation on a bulletin-board, and
which it should, therefore, have been impossible for them ever
to forget, the preaching of the judaisers tends to blind them as
by malicious magic. The verb Backaivw (see below) is doubtless

_used tropically with the meaning “lead astray,” and the ques-
tion, which is, of course, rhetorical, refers to the same persons
who in 17 are spoken of as troubling them and seeking to per-
vert the gospel of the Christ. On the people here designated
Galatians, see Introd. pp. xxi-xliv.

The addition of tf dAvfelg p) weibesbar after é3&oxavev by CD°KLP
al. pler., is a manifest corruption under the influence of 5.

’Avévrog, a classical word from Sophocles and Herodotus down, is
found in N. T., besides here and v.3 in Lk, 24% Rom. 1% 1 Tim. 6*
Tit. 32 Properly a passive, “unthinkable,” it has in N. T., as also
ordinarily in classical writers and regularly in the Lxx, the active sense,
“foolish,” “lacking in the power of perception.” 1 Tim. 6° is not a real
exception, the word properly describing a person being applied by
easy metonymy to his desires. The usage of the word, both classical
and biblical, suggests failure to use one’s powers of perception rather
than natural stupidity, and the context, especially v.3, clearly points
to the former sense for the present passage. See Hdt. 1% 8; Xen. An.
2, 18%; Mem. 1. 3°; Plat. Profag. 323D; Phil..12D; Legg. IIT 687D;
Prov. 15% 172 Sir. 42% 4 Mac. 5° 817 Lk. 24% Rom. 11 1 Tim. 6° Tit. 3.

The verb Baoxaive, signifying in classical authors, to slander (Dem.
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04! 2012), “to envy” (Dem. 464%), “to bewitch” (Theocr. 51 6%
Arist, Probl. 20. 34 [926 bn]; Herodian 2. 41) is used in the Lxx and
Apocr. (Deut. 28%. 5 Sir. 144 #) with the meaning, “ to envy,” but very
clearly has here, as in Aristot. and Theocr. Joc. cit., the meaning “to be-
witch.” For the evidence that the possibility of one person bewitch-
ing, exercising a spell upon another was matter of current belief both
among Gentiles and Jews, see HDB, arts, “Magic,” esp. vol. III,
.p. 208a, and “Sorcery,” vol. IV, p.6osb; M. and M. Voc. s.9. See also
Ltft. ad loc.; Jastrow, The Religion of Babylonia and Assyria, pp. 253~
293; Blau, Das altjidische Zauberwesen, pp. 23ff. Concerning the
practice of magic arts in general, ¢f. gappaxiax, chap. 5% Acts 19'% and
Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 273 ff., 323 f., 352 ff- It would be over-
pressing the facts to infer from Paul’s use of this word that he neces-
sarily believed in the reality of magical powers, and still more so to
assume that he supposed the state of mind of the Galatians to be the
result of such arts. It is more probable that the word, while carrying
a reference to magical arts, was used by him tropically, as we ourselves
use the word “bewitch,” meaning “to pervert,” “to confuse the mind.”

On ol xat’ 3gBaipols cf. Aristoph. Ran. 625, Tva ot xat’ dghaduods
My, and chap. 21 xatd wpbowxoy et dvréotny.

Tlpoyedew occurs in Greek writers in three senses: (1) “to write be-
forehand,” the wpo- being temporal (Rom. 15* Eph. 3%); (2) “to write
publicly,” “to register” (Jude 4, but by some assigned to the previous
sense); (3) “to write at the head of the list.” The third meaning does
not occur in biblical writers and may be dismissed as wholly inappro-
priate to the context. To take it in the first sense as referring to O. T.
prophecy, though consistent with current usage, is excluded by xax’
dgBaimols; to take it in this sense and refer it to Paul’s own presenta-
tion of Christ to the Galatians is forbidden by the inappropriateness
of ypdow to describe the apostle’s viva voce preaching; for if xpo- be
taken temporally, éypken alone remains to describe the act itself.
Many commentators on this passage give to the word the sense “to
paint publicly,” “to depict before, or openly.” So Th. Jowett, and
Sief., the last-named citing, also, Calv. deW. Holst. Phil. Lips. Z&ckl.
et al. The argument for this meaning rests not upon extant instances
of mpoypdew in this sense, but upon the usage of the simple ypéow in
the sense “to paint” and the appropriateness of the meaning “to de-
pict publicly” to this context. But in view of the absence of vouchers
for this meaning—even the instances of yp&ew in the sense ““to paint”
are, so far at least as cited by lexicographers or commentators on this
passage, much earlier than the N. T. period—and of the fact that tak-
ing wpoeyp- in the meaning “to write publicly,” “to placard,” yields a
meaning more suitable to éotaupwpévos (see below), it is best to accept
this latter meaning for this passage, and to understand the apostle as
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describing his preaching to the Galatians under the figure of public
announcement or placarding of Jesus before them.

’Estavpwpévos means “having been crucified,” and doubtless in the
sense of “having been put to death on the cross”’; the perfect participle
expresses an existing (in this case permanent) result of the past fact of
crucifixion. To express the idea “in the act of being crucified” would
require a present participle, if the thought were “in the act of being
affixed to the cross,” and probably if it were ‘“hanging on the cross.”
For while the verb otaupbw may be used of the affixing to the
cross (Mt. 27%), yet it seems usually to refer to the putting to death on
the cross as a whole (Acts 23 410, etc.) and the participle Zstaupwpévog
is used in N. T. of Jesus, not as having been affized to the cross and
hanging there, but invariably of him as one who was put to death on
the cross, and thenceforth, though risen from the dead, the crucified
one. See Mt. 285 Mk. 16¢ 1 Cor. 11 22, The tense of the participle,
therefore, constitutes a strong objection to taking wpoypipw in the
sense of “paint before,” and in favour of the meaning ““to placard, to
post publicly”’; a picture would doubtless present Jesus on the cross;
the crucifixion as an accomplished fact would be matter for public
writing, announcement, as it were, on a public bulletin.

Zrtaupbs (root: sta) occurs from Homer down, meaning a stake, used
for fencing (Od. 14v) or driven into the ground for a foundation (Hdt.
5'). oravpbw used in Thuc. 7. 257, meaning “to fence with stakes,” first
appears in Polybius with reference to a means of inflicting death (1. 864),
where it probably means “ to crucify.” Polybius also uses dvagtaupbw
apparently in the same sense (1. 115; 1. 24%; 1. 79%), but also with the
meaning “to impale” (a dead body, 5. 54°; 8. 23%), which is its meaning
in Hdt. 31%5; 6%; g7 etc.; Thuc. 1. 130% Plato Gorg. 473C; Xen. 4n. 3. 117,
In Esth. 7* 8 line 34 (Swete 16%) it is used of the hanging of Haman
upon a gallows (ry, &6hov), said in 5" to be fifty cubits high. In 7%
otaupbw translates nyp “to hang,” elsewhere in this book translated
with reference to the same event by xpepdvvuui. Impalement or
hanging as a method of inflicting death, or as applied to the dead
body of a criminal, was practised by various ancient nations, e. g., the
Assyrians (¢f. the Lexicons of Delitzsch and Muss-Arnolt under Zagapu
and Zagipu; Schrader, Keilinschriften des A. T 3, pp. 387 f.; Code of Ham-
murabi, Statute 153, in Winckler, Die Gesetze Hammurabis in Um-
schrift uw. Uebersetzung, p. 45, or R. F. Harper, The Code of Hammurabi,
p. 55); the Egyptians (¢f. Gen. 40 Jos. Ant. 2. 73 [5%]); the Persians (cf.
Ezra 61); but it is not possible always to determine precisely what
method is referred to. Among the Jews the bodies of certain criminals
were after death hanged upon a tree or impaled (Josh. 82 10 2 Sam.
44), but there is no sufficient evidence that these methods were used for
inflicting death, 2 Sam. 21¢-% being too obscure to sustain this conclu-
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sion. Hanging in the modern sense, of suspension causing immediate
death by strangulation, is referred to as a means of committing suicide,
Hdt. 2t1; Thuc. 38; 2 Sam. 17 Tob. 3'* Mt. 275, but was probably un-
known in ancient times as a means of inflicting the death penalty.
Crucdifixion, i. e., the affixing of the body of the criminal, while still
living, to an upright post (with or without a crosspiece) to which the
body was nailed or otherwise fastened, death resulting from pain and
‘hunger after hours of suffering, was not a Jewish method of punish-
ment; though employed by Alexander Jannzus, Jos. Bell. 1. 17 (4°),
it was inflicted upon Jews, as a rule, only by the Romans. With
what nation or in what region this peculiarly cruel form of death pen-
alty originated is not wholly certain. Diod. Sic. 17. 464, speaking of
Alexander the Great betore Tyre, says: & 3¢ Bagtheds . . . Todg . . .
véoug wvrag, Svtag obx éhdrrtoug t@v StoytAlwy, éxpépace. Romans of
the later days of the republic and early days of the empire ascribed
its origin to Punic Carthage, but perhaps without good evidence.
Among the Romans crucifixion was for a time (but perhaps not orig-
inally) practised only in the case of slaves and the worst of crimi-
nals. When the use of it was gradually extended, especially in the
provinces (Jos. Ant. 17. 295 [101%]; Bell. 5. 449-51 [111]) to others than
these, it retained the idea of special disgrace.

The word staupés, properly reterring to the upright stake, came
through its use with reference to the implement of crucifixion to desig-
nate what we now know as a cross (in N. T. the word &(hov is still
used, Acts 5% 10% 1 Pet. 2%; ¢f. Gal. 31), and through the fact that it
was on the cross that Jesus suffered death, came to be employed by
metonymy for the death of Jesus, carrying with it by association the
thought of the suffering and the disgrace in the eyes of men which that
death involved and of the salvation which through it is achieved for
men. See chap. 5@ 6% 1 Cor. 1* Phil. 318 Col. 1%,

On the cross and crucifixion in general, and the crucifixion of Jesus
in particular, see Cremer, Bibl.-Theot. Wirterb. s.v.; Zockler, Das Kreus
Christi ; Fulda, Das Kreuz und die Kreuzigung ; W. W. Seymour, The
Cross in Tradition, History, and Art, esp. the bibliography, pp. XXI-
XXX; the articles “Cross” and “Hanging” in Encyc. Bibl. and HDB,
and those on “Kreuz” and “Kreuzigung” in PRE., and in Wetzer and
Welte, Kirchenlexikon; Mommsen, Romisches Strafrecht, pp. 918 f.;
Hitzig, art. “Crux” in Pauly-Wissowa, Realencyclopddie d. klassischen
Altertumswissenschaft (with references to literature). On the arche-
ology of the cross Zsckler refers especially to Lipsius, De Cruce, Ant-
werp, 1595; Zestermann, Die bildliche Darstellung des Kreuzes u. der
Kreuzigung Jesu Christi historisch entwickelt, Leipzig, 1867; Degen, Das
Kreuz als Strafwerkzeug u. Strafe der Alten, Aachen, 1873; the Code of
Hammurabi, Statute 153 (in Winckler or Harper); Birch and Pinches,
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The Bronze Ornamenis of the Palace Gates of Balawat, London, 1902,
Plates B2, D4 and J3.

* 2, Tobro pdvor Bérw palbelv &g’ Hudv, €€ épywv vduov To
mrvebpa éndBere 7) é€ arofis mwioTews; “This only would I learn
from you, Received ye the Spirit on ground of works of law or
of a hearing of faith?” A forcible appeal to the experience of
the Galatians. The implication of wdvow is that an answer to
the question about to be asked would itself be a decisive argu-
ment. For pavfdm in the general sense here illustrated, “to
ascertain,” “‘to find out,” see Acts 23?” Col. 17. On é¢ &rywv
vouov, see detached note on Nduos and note on 2!6. axon
wiaTews is a hearing (of the gospel) accompanied by faith (see
detached note on IlioTis), in other words, a believing-hearing,
acceptance, of the gospel. 70 wveipa undoubtedly refers to the
Spirit of God (see detached note on Ilvebua and Zdp§, and espe-
cially ITI B. 1 (a) in the analysis of meanings on p. 490). The
receiving of the Spirit here referred to is evidently that which
marked the beginning of their Christian lives; cf. évapEduevo
v.3 and see Rom. 8% 2 Cor. 12 5% That the apostle has espe-
cially, though not necessarilyexclusively,in mind the charismatic
manifestations of the Spirit evidenced by some outward sign,
such as speaking with tongues or prophesying, is indicated by
the reference to Ouvduers in v.5 See also Acts 8417 rot-47
1118 17 1916 1 Cor. 124", The two contrasted phrases é§ épywy
vopov and €£ axofjs mioTews express the leading antithesis of
the whole epistle, and by this question Paul brings the issue
between the two contrasted principles of religious life to the
test of experience. The answer which the experience of the
Galatians would supply, and which therefore did not require
to be expressed, was of course éf érofjs mioTews. The testi-
mony of these vv. that Paul in his preaching in Galatia and
doubtless elsewhere, since he more than once in this epistle
implicitly claims always to have preached the same gospel (see
on 1" and 22), presented his message to the Gentiles wholly
divorced from any insistence upon the acceptance of O. T.
teachings as such, is of capital importance, both in defin-
ing for us the content of his gospel (¢f. also 1 Thes. 1'%) and
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as showing how completely he had early in his career as an
apostle, and not simply when forced to it by controversy, repu-
diated the principle of scripture authority.

8. obrws avdnTol éore; évapEduevor Tvedpare viv capki
émireleicle; ““Are ye so foolish? having begun with Spirit,
are ye now finishing with flesh?” The antithesis is twofold:
beginning . . . completing; spirit . . . flesh. évapEduevor mv.
recalls é\aB. mv., but instead of following up their assumed
mental answer to his question, viz.: “we received the Spirit by
a hearing of faith,” in which faith would have been the emphatic
term, the apostle transfers the emphasis to mvebua, which his
previous question took for granted, as an element in their early
Christian experience. Apparently it seems to him that the
antithesis ““spirit” and “flesh” is at this point a more effective
one for his purpose than “faith” and “works of law.” On the
meaning of the words mvebua and adpE, see detached note, pp.
486 f., especially the discussion of the use of these terms in
antithesis, p. 404. TveduaTe doubtless refers, as does T0 Trelua
above, to the Spirit of God,and gapx{is used in a purely material
sense, meaning “flesh” or “body,” as that which is circumcised.
That the antithesis between 7vebua and odpf is quite different
in chap. 5 is no objection to this interpretation here; for in
view of the fact that the precise aim of the judaisers was to
induce the Galatians to be circumcised, a reference to the flesh
would be naturally taken by them as referring to this, and no
other meaning would be likely to occur to them. That capel
has a relation to épya ¥duov in that circumcision falls in the
category of “works of law” is, of course, obvious, but oapk{ is
not, therefore, to be taken as equivalent to that phrase or as
denoting the natural powers of men apart from the divine
Spirit, (1) because &pya vduov does not in the preceding sen-
tence stand in antithesis with mvebpa, and (2) because there is
nothing in the context to suggest the introduction of this mean-
ing of capE. The absence of the article with both 7v. and aap.
gives them a qualitative force, and heightens the contrast be-
tween the two possible agencies of salvation: (divine) Spirit,
and (material) flesh. That 7vebua is to be taken in a wider
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sense, as including both the divine Spirit which operates and
the human spirit as the sphere of operation, is possible, but
improbable in view of the nearness of 76 wveiua with its express
reference to the divine Spirit. mveduars and oapki are doubt-
less instrumental datives, which is, however, no objection to
taking the latter as referring to the flesh, in the material sense,
for though the flesh is, strictly speaking, passive in circum-
cision, that aspect of the fact is a matter of indifference for the
purpose of the argument.

On évapt. and émited- ‘¢f. Phil. 18, émred. occurs elsewhere in
N. T. in the active (Rom. 15% 2 Cor. 7t 8¢ 1 Phil. 1¢ Heb. 8¢ 9¢) in the
sense “to accomplish,” “to complete,” and in 1 Pet. 5° in the form
émitedeiobat, which is probably to be taken as a middle (see Bigg
ad loc.).  The Lxx use the word in active and passive, not in middle.
But the existence of a middle usage in Greek writers (Plat. Pkil. 27C;
Xen. Mem. 4. 8%; Polyb. 1. 401%; 2. 581¢; 5. 108° cited by Sief.) and the
antithesis of évapt. a word of active force, favours taking éwtted- also
as a middle form with active sense, “to finish, to complete.”

4, tocaitra émdfete elxp; € ye wal elky. “Did ye suffer
so great things in vain? If it really is to be in vain.” A refer-
ence to the great experiences through which the Galatians had
already passed in their life as Christians, and in effect an appeal
to them not to let these experiences bé of no avail. The word
émdfere is, so far as our evidence enables us to decide, a neutral
term, not defining whether the experiences referred to were
painful or otherwise. €l ¢y¢ kai elxy shows that the question -
whether these experiences are to be in vain is still in doubt,
depending on whether the Galatians actually yield to the
persuasion of the judaisers or not. Cf., as illustrating the
alternation of hope and fear in the apostle’s mind, 41 20 510, oyé
emphasises the contingency and suggests that the condition
need not be fulfilled.

The verb m&ayw is in itself of neutral significance, “to experience,”
eJ mhoyerv meaning “to be well off,” “to receive benefits,” and xexig
or xaxd whoyew, “to suffer ills”’; yet m&oyw has in usage so far a pred-
ilection for use in reference to ills that x=doyetrv alone signifies “to
suffer” (ills), and to express the idea ‘“to experience” (good) requires
as a rule the addition of € or an equivalent indication in the context.
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There is indeed nothing in the immediate limitations of the word in
Jos. Ant. 3.312 (15Y): Tby Bedy dmopvijom wév, Soa Tabbvres 4E altol
(3. e., Oe0l) xat wnAixwy ebepreoidy petahaBbvieg dydprator Tpdg abtdy
vévowvto, to indicate that it is employed in a good sense, but it is
relieved of its ambiguity by the closely following wnAtxwy edepye-
ct@v, if not, indeed, in part by &t abted.. Since there is nothing
in the context of the Galatian passage distinctly to suggest a bene-

- ficial meaning, the presumption is in favour of the more usual adverse
meaning; and this would undoubtedly be the meaning conveyed to the
Galatians if they had in fact been exposed to severe sufferings in con-
nection with their acceptance ot the gospel. On the other hand, if
they had suffered no such things this meaning would evidently be
excluded, and the word would refer to the benefits spoken of in vv. 1,
If we adopt the opinion that the letter was addressed to people of
southern Galatia, we may find in Acts 142 an intimation of persecutions
or other like sufferings to which the present passage might refer; but
no evidence that they were of sufficient severity to merit the term
vosairta. If the churches were in northern Galatia we are unable to say
whether they had suffered or not. For lack of knowledge of the cir-
cumstances, therefore, we must probably forego a decision of the
question whether the experiences were pleasant or painful, and for
this very reason understand the term wdBete in a neutral sense, or,
more exactly, recognise that the term is for us ambiguous, though it
could hardly have been so to Paul and the Galatians. This leaves the
raeaning of eixfj also somewhat in doubt. If the tocaita are the
preaching of the gospel and the gift of the Spirit, then sixfi means
“without effect” (as in 41); if the reference is to persecutions it prob-
ably means “needlessly,” “without good cause” (Col. 2), the impli-
cation being that if they give up the gospel which Paul preached they
will have abandoned Christ (52"4) and might just as well have remained
as they were (note the implication of 4); or if the persecutions were
instigated by the Jews, that they might have escaped them by accept-
ing Judaism, with its legalism, which they are now on the point of
taking on. .

Tooaita in a large preponderance of cases means in the plural “so
many” (see L. & S., Th.) and, with the possible exception of Jn. 12%7,
always has that meaning elsewhere in N. T. The meaning “so great”
is, however, possible (see Preusch. s. 2.), and in view of the fact that
it is manifestly more natural for Paul to appeal to the greatness than
simply to the number of the experiences of the Galatians is perhaps
to be adopted here. So Wies. and Preusch.

Sief. finds in et . . . cixfj a reason for taking <ecaita . . . elxf
not as a question but an exclamation, which is, of course, possible, but
not necessary because of the conditional clause; for this is, in any
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case, not a true protasis of a preceding apodosis, but is to be mentally
attached to some such supplied clause as, “which I am justified in
saying.” The dictum that ef ye introduces an assumption that the
writer believes to be true (Vigerus, ed. Hermann, p. 831, cited by Th.),
is not regarded by recent authorities as true for classical Greek (see
L. & S. sub. 1¢ I 3, Kithner-Gerth, II 1, pp. 177 f.), and certainly does
not correspond to the usage of N. T. writers. Where the assumption
is one that is regarded as fulfilled (Rom. 5¢ 2 Cor. 5* Eph. 4), it is the
context that conveys the implication. In Col. 1% there is no such
implication, and perhaps not in Eph. 32, See WM. p. 561, fn. 6,
and Ell. Ltft. Sief. In the present passage the conditional clause
must be understood without implication as to its fulfilment, since the
context, indeed the whole letter, shows that while the apostle fears
that the Galatians are about to turn back and so prove themselves
cooaita wafeiv eixfj, yet he hoped, and was in this very appeal seek-
ing, to avert this disaster. See esp. 4% gr-1o.

B. 0 odv émuxopnydy Vuiv 10 mredpa xai évepydv Suvdues
év Dulv é€ Eprywv vopov 4) €€ dxofs mloTews; “He therefore that
supplied the Spirit richly to you, and wrought miracles among
you, did he do these things on ground of works of law or of
a hearing of faith?” This sentence in effect repeats the
question of v. 2, and, like that, is doubtless to be understood as
referring to the experiences of the Galatians in connection
with and shortly after their conversion. The two participles,
émuyopnydv and éveprydv, limited by one article evidently refer
to the same person, and describe related activities affecting
the same persons (Juiv . . . & Uuiv). It is obvious, there-
fore, that the two parts of the phrase are to be regarded as
mutually interpretative. This, in turn, implies that the apostle
has in mind chiefly the charismatic manifestation of the Spirit
(see detached note on Ilvedua and Zdpf, I D III B. 1(a), p.
490), which attests itself in Suvdpueis and other kindred manifesta-
tions (see 1 Cor. 12 2 Cor. 12%, and for the use of the word
Svwas Mk. 6% Lk. 108 Acts 22, etc.). Yet it must also be
borne in mind that in the view of the apostle it was one Spirit
that produced alike the outward xapiouara and the inward
moral fruit of the Spirit (chap. 5% %), and hence that the latter
. though not included in dvwduers is not necessarily excluded
from the thought expressed by émiyopny@dy vuiy 76 mvedua;
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the words évepy@v . .. Uuiv may be narrower in scope than
the preceding phrase. The whole phrase 6 odv . . . év Vv is
a designation of God (cf. chap. 4° 1 Thes. 48 2 Cor. 1%, and espe-
cially Rom. 5% where the idea of abundant supply, here ex-
pressed by émuxopnydy, is conveyed by éxxéyvrar). Oeds is
omitted and left to be supplied in thought as in 28 and probably
in 1% also. Oduwvdpueis referring to outward deeds, év Umiv natu-
rally takes the meaning “among you” (¢f. on év 7Tols €fveawy,
116 2%); yet in view of the dative vuiv after émiyopnyr the
dvvduers must be supposed to have been wrought not prin-
cipally by Paul but by the Galatians themselves, as 1 Cor.
1219 28, 29 imply was the case among the Corinthians. 2 Cor.
12" indeed suggests that such things were signs of the apostle,
yet probably not in the sense that he only wrought them, but
that the duvduers of the apostle were in some way more notable,
or that they constituted a part of the evidence of his apostle-
ship. The phrases éf &ywv vopov and é axofis wioTews are,
of course, to be taken as in the similar question in v. 2.

*Extyop-, comp. of éxf and yopnyéw, expresses strongly the idea “to
supply abundantly.” The simple verb means to defray the expense
of providing a “chorus’ at the public feast. In view of 2 Pet. 15,
éxixopnyhoate év tff wlotet dudv v dpethv, and Phil. 110 éxmiyopwriag
7ol myebpatog, the preposition éx! is to be interpreted not as directive
(so Ell. Beet, Sief.), but, with Ltft., as additive and hence in effect
intensive, and, therefore, as still further emphasising the idea of abun-
dance. Cf. 2 Cor. gt Col. 21* 2 Pet. 1511, From these participles,
&xixop- and évepy., the unexpressed verbs of the sentence are to be
supplied, but they afford no clue to the tense of such verbs. To this
the only guide is the fact that the apostle is still apparently speaking
of the initial Christian experience of the Galatians and, in effect, repeat-
ing here the question of v.?. This would suggest aorists here also,
éxexopfiymoe and évfipynoe. The participles may be either general
presents (BMT 123), in effect equivalent to nouns, ‘“the supplier,”
““the worker,” or progressive presents, and in that case participles of
identical action, since they refer to the same action as the unexpressed
principal verbs (BMT 120). The choice of the present tense rather
than the aorist shows that the apostle has in mind an experience ex-
tended enough to be thought of as in progress, but not that it is in
progress at the time of writing (Beet), or that the participle is an
imperfect participle (Sief.; ¢f. BMT 127).
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2. Argument from the faith of Abraham, refuting the
conlention of his opponents that only through con-
Sformity to law could men become sons of Abraham
( 36-9).

Passing abruptly, in a subordinate clause, from the early
experience of the Galatians to the case of Abraham, the argu-
ment of the apostle revolves, from this point to the end of
chap. 4, mainly around the subject of the blessing to Abraham
and the conditions on which men may participate in it. In
these verses he affirms at the outset his fundamental conten-
tion that Abraham was justified by faith, and that so also must
all they be justified who would inherit the blessing promised to
his seed. :

4s “ Abraham believed God and it was reckoned to him for right-
eousness.”’  "Know, therefore, that the men of faith, these are sons
of Abraham. PAnd the scripture, foreseeing that God would
justify the Gentiles on ground of faith, announced the gospel to
Abraham beforehand, saying, “In thee shall all the nations be
blessed.” 9So that the men of faith are blessed with the faithful
(believing) Abraham.

6. xabaxs ‘“’ABpaay émicTevoey T e, kai Eoyloln alre
els Suwcatoovvny.’’ “as Abraham believed God, and it was
reckoned to him for righteousness.” The apostle assumes that
to his question of v.5 his readers will, in accordance with the
historic facts, answer: €éf éxofjs mwiorews. To this answer he
attaches a comparison between the faith of the Galatians and
that of Abraham. The next two chapters, in which the argu-
ment revolves largely around Abraham and Abraham’s sons (see
37 8 14, 16,18, 29 422-31) chow that this is no mere incidental illus-
tration, but fills a vital place in his argument. The fact itself
suggests, what an examination of the argument confirms, that
Paul is here replying to an argument of his opponents. This
argument, we may safely conjecture, was based on Gen. chaps.
12 and 17, especially 17'°%, and most especially v.4, and was
to the effect that according to O. T. no one could participate in
the blessings of God’s covenant with Abraham, and so in the
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messianic salvation that is inseparably associated with it, who
was not circumcised. Neither the usage of Swcawodvy (see de-
tached note on Aikatos, Awkatootry and Awaidw, pp. 469 f.),
nor that of Moyilerar els (see below), is decisive as between the
two meanings: (1) “it was attributed to him as right conduct,”
i. e., “he was accounted to have acted righteously,” and (2) “it
was reckoned to him as ground of acceptance.” The general
context, however, dealing predominantly with righteousness in
the forensic aspect, acceptance with God, decides for the latter
meaning. Against the argument probably advanced by his
opponents in Galatia to the effect that under the covenant with
Abraham no one is acceptable to God who is not circumcised
(Gen. 17%; ¢f. Jub. chap. 13, esp. v.%-), Paul points out that,
according to the scripture, to Abraham himself it was his faith
that was accounted as ground of acceptance.

Aoyllopau is used in Greek writers frequently and in a variety of
applications of the general meaning “to reckon, to calculate, to deem,
to consider.” To express the idea “to credit or charge something to
one’s account, to put it to his account,” the Greeks used Aoy Twvt-
(Dem. 2641%; Lev. 78081, According to Cremer, “to account a thing
as being this or that, or having a certain value,” was expressed by
Aoy. with two accusatives (Xen. Cyr. 1. 2%, ufav &g toltw td Huéoa
Aoy{Govrar). Inmthe Lxx Aoy(fopat is the translation of avn, “to
reckon,” “to account.” In N. T. it is used with much the same varia-
‘tion of meanings as in cl. Gr., and the idea “to credit or charge to
one” is expressed in the same way. (Rom. 4% ¢ 2 Cor. 51% ¢f. Prov.
17%). “To reckon a thing or person to be this or that,” or “to account
a thing as having a certain value,” is expressed as it is in the Lxx,
who translate the Heb. % 2vn by doy- eis. The examples show that
this form of expression may have either of the above-named mean-
ings;-“to think (one) to be this or that,” or “to count as having the
value of this or that.” Thus in 1 Sam. 1%; éloyloaro adviy *HAL eig
peBlovaay, it clearly bears the former meaning; so also Rom. g¢, <&
Téwva s dmayyeAlas Aoyfletar els oméppa. But in Acts 197:
xwvduveler . . . lepby elg olB%v Aoywbivar, and in Rom. 2%: oby 1
drpoBuotia altol el mepropdy Aoytobhoerar, the latter is appar-
ently the meaning. See also Gen. 15 Ps. 105 (106)% Isa. 2917 321
401" Lam. 4* Hos. 81 Wisd. 21¢ 317 g¢ Jas. 2. Even in this second class
of cases, however, the word itself conveys no implication of a reckon-
ing above or contrary to real value, as Cremer maintains, If this
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thought is conveyed it must be by the limitations of the word, not by
the word itself. There being in the present passage no such limita-
tions, the idea of estimation contrary to fact can not legitimately be
discovered in the passage. Nor can it be imported into this passage
from Rom. 4%, concerning which see in detached note on Awatostvy, -
p- 470.

7. Twookere dpa v of &k wlorews, odror viol elow *AS-
padp. “Know therefore that the men of faith, these are
sons of Abraham.” wlor7is is here not specifically faith in
Jesus Christ, but, as the absence of the article suggests,-and the
context with its reference on the one hand to Abraham’s faith
in God and on the other to the faith of believers in Jesus clearly
indicates, faith qualitatively thought of and in a sense broad
enough to include both these forms of it. Here, as in Rom. 331,
Paul distinctly implies the essential oneness of faith, towards
whatever expression or revelation of God it is directed. The
preposition ék describes source, yet not source of being—they
do not owe their existence to faith—but sourc€ of character and
standing, existence after a certain manner. The expression
oi ék mioTews, therefore, means “those who believe and whose
standing and character are determined by that faith’’; men of
faith in the sense of those of whose life faith is the determinative
factor. Here appears for the first time the expression ““sons of
Abraham,” which with its synonyme, “seed of Abraham,” is, as
pointed out above, the centre of the argument in chaps. 3 and 4.
dpa marks this statement as a logical consequence of the pre-
ceding. Abraham believed God, and was on that ground
accepted by God; therefore, the sons of Abraham are men of
faith. The sentence itself shows that “sons of Abraham?” is
not to be taken in a genealogical, but, in the broad use of the
term, an ethical sense. The context indicates clearly that by it
Paul means those who are heirs of the promise made to Abra-
ham, and to be fulfilled to his seed (vv. t&. 29),

The unexpressed premise of this argument is that men become
acceptable to God and heirs of the promise on the same basis on which
Abraham himself was accepted. The ground of this premise in Paul’s
mind was doubtless his conviction that God deals with all men on
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the same moral basis; in other words, that there is no respect of per-
sons with God (chap. 2¢; ¢f. Rom. 21 3% 30 Sir, 3517). The expressed
premise, derived from scripture, is that this basis was faith. Those
who put forth the argument to which this was an answer would have
accepted the apostle’s definition of sons (or seed) of Abraham, and
would probably not have directly contradicted either the expressed
or the unexpressed premise of his argument, but would practically

. have denied the expressed premise. They had probably reached their
conclusion, that to be sons of Abraham men must be circumcised, by
ignoring faith as the basis of Abraham’s justification, and appealing
to the express assertion of scripture that the seed of Abraham must
be circumcised, and that he who will not be circumcised shall be cut
off from God’s people, having broken his covenant (Gen. 17*'%). The
apostle in turn ignores their evidence, and appeals to Gen. 15%. In
fact the whole passage, Gen. chaps. 12-17, furnishes a basis for both
lines of argument. The difference between Paul and his opponent is
not in that one appealed to scripture and the other rejected it, but that
each selected his scripture according to the bent of his own prejudice
or experience, and ignored that which was contrary to it.

Ramsay’s explanation of v.? as grounded in Greek customs and
usages respecting adoption, and as meaning that because among the
Gentiles is found the property of Abraham, viz., his faith, therefore
they must be his sons, since only a son can inherit property, ignores
all the evidence that Paul is here answering judaistic arguments, and
is, therefore, moving in the atmosphere not of Greek but of Old Tes-
tament thought, and goes far afield to import into the passage the far-
fetched notion of faith as an inheritable property of Abraham, See his
Com. on Gal. pp. 338 1.

SONS OF ABRAHAM.

It has been suggested above that in the employment of this phrase
Paul is turning against his judaising opponents a weapon which they
have first endeavoured to use against him, rather than himself intro-
ducing the term to the Galatians and founding on it an argument
intended to appeal to their unprejudiced minds. Itis in favour of this
view that the evidence that has been left us does not indicate that it
was Paul’s habit to commend Christ to the Gentiles either on O. T.
grounds in general or in particular on the ground that through the
acceptance of Jesus they would become members of the Jewish nation.
See, ¢. g., the reports of his speeches in Acts, 1 Thes., esp. 110 1 Cor. 2?
Phil. 3*2. There is, indeed, an approximation to this form of argu-
ment in Rom. chaps. 4 and 11. But in both these chapters the apostle
is rebutting an argument put forth (or anticipated as likely to be put
forth) from the side of the judaisers; chap. 4 contending that in the
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case of Abraham there is nothing to disprove, but on the contrary
much to establish, the principle of the justification of uncircumcised
Gentiles through faith, and chap. 11 maintaining that the purpose of
God does not come to nought because of the rejection of Israel from
its place of peculiar privilege, but finds fulfilment in the elect people,
whether Jews or Gentiles. Moreovér, precisely in respect to the
Galatians do the testimonies of vv. 1* and . » of this chapter, and
5%4, indicate with special clearness that Paul’s preaching to them and
their acceptance of Christ had been on an independently Christian
basis—Christ crucified, faith in him, Christian baptism, the gift of
the Spirit manifested in charismatic powers.

An examination of chaps. 3 and 4, moreover, reveals that Paul’s
argument here is mainly of the nature of rebuttal. Thus the recurrent
expressions, “sons of Abraham” (37), “blessed with faithful Abra-
ham” (3%, “blessing of Abraham” (34), “the covenant” and “the
seed” (3%-17), “Abraham’s seed” (3%9), all of which have their basis
in Gen. 12 and 17 (¢f. Gen. 12® 177°%), and the express quotation in 3*
of the words of Gen. 12%, all combine to indicate that the O. T. back-
ground of the discussion is largely that furnished by Gen. chaps. 12, 17.
But if we turn to these chapters it is at once clear not only that they
furnish no natural basis for a direct argument to the effect that the
Gentiles may participate in the blessing of the Abrahamic salvation
without first becoming attached to the race of his lineal descendants,
but that they furnish the premises for a strong argument for the
position which Paul is here combating. Thus in Gen. 172 there is
repeated mention of a covenant between God and Abraham, an ever-
lasting covenant with Abraham and his seed throughout their genera-
tions, a covenant of blessing on God’s part and obligation on their
part, which he and his seed after him are to keep throughout their
generation, and it is said: “This is my covenant which ye shall keep
between me and you and thy seed after thee; every male among you
shall be circumcised”” (v.19) . . . “and it shall be a token of a covenant
betwixt you and me” (v.u). V.2, moreover, states that this shall
apply both to him that is born in the house and to him that is bought
with money of any foreigner, and v." declares that “the uncircumcised
male who is not circumcised in the flesh of his foreskin, that soul shall
be cut off from his people—he hath broken my covenant.” In 128,
indeed, it is stated that in Abraham all the nations of the earth shall
be blessed (so Paul interprets the sentence), yet there is nothing in
this to intimate that they are to receive this blessing apart from a
racial relation to Abraham, and chap. 17 seems to exclude such a
thought. Indeed, it requires neither perversity nor rabbinic exegesis,
but only a reasonable adherence to the obvious meaning of the passage,
to find in these chapters the doctrine that God’s covenant of blessing
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was with Abraham and his seed, that none could be included in that
covenant save those who being of the blood of Abraham were sealed
as his seed by circumcision, or who being adopted into the nation from
without also received the seal of circumcision, and that any who refused
thus to receive circumcision could have no part in the people of God
or the blessing to Abraham’s seed, since they had “broken God’s cov-
enant.” “The covenant with Abraham,” “the seed of Abraham,”
“blessed with faithful Abraham” (¢f. Jub. 17® 1g®9), “in Abraham
(with an emphasis on ‘in’) shall all the nations of the world be
blessed "—these are apparently the premises and stock phrases of the
judaiser’s argument—to which was doubtless added, as we can see
from Gal. 51 ., the obvious inference that to enjoy these blessings one
must be circumcised, as Gen. 17! 1 says. To the judaiser, whose argu- .
ments Paul is answering, “seed of Abraham” meant, as to the Phari-
saic author of the book of Jubilees (see chap. 15, esp. v.»), the circum-
cised descendant of Abraham, with whom might also be included the
circumcised proselyte; and to these he limited the blessing of the cove-
nant with Abraham, and so in effect the blessing of God.

That all this would be directly contrary to Paul’s position is also
evident (¢f. 517%). It is scarcely less evident that in this third chapter,
confronted by substantially such an argument as this, he was aiming
to refute it from the same source from which it was drawn. This he
does by appeal to Gen. 15%, “Abraham believed God, and it was reck-
oned to him for righteousness,” which though it lay between the two
passages which they had used, we may be sure the judaisers had not
quoted. On the basis of this passage he puts into their favourite
phrases, ‘“seed of Abraham,” “blessed with Abraham,” a different con-
tent from that which they had given to them, and finds for the bless-
ing with which all the nations were to be blessed a different ground
and condition. The substitution of “sons of Abraham” for “seed of
Abraham” contributes somewhat to that end, even if the former
phrase, which is not in Genesis, is not original with Paul (¢f. Jub. 15%).
Affirming on the basis of Gen. 15° that the characteristic thing about
Abraham is his faith, and taking the expression “sons of Abraham”
in a sense by no means foreign to Semitic use of the term “son” as
meaning those who walk in his footsteps (Rom. 41, those who are
like him (¢f. sons of God in Mt. 5% Rom. 84), he maintains that the
men of faith are sons of Abraham. The various arguments by which
the apostle endeavours to substantiate this ethical definition of sons of
Abraham as against the physical definition of the judaiser, and in
general to show that men obtain God’s blessing not by works of law,
but by faith, are to be found in this and the following chapter.

As concerns the apostle’s method of refuting the argument of his
opponents, it is clear that he does not resort to a grammatico-historical
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exegesis of Genesis, chap. 17. Aside from the fact that on such a
basis his opponents must have won, such an argument would scarcely
have appealed to his Galatian readers. Instead, while retaining the
terminology of the Abrahamic narrative of Genesis, as the exigencies
of the situation and the necessity of answering the arguments of his
opponents compelled him to do, he makes his appeal to the assertions
of Gen. 15% that it was faith that was accounted by God as right-
eousness, and to the teaching of O. T. as a whole concerning the basis
of acceptance with God. Circumcision, which was the chief point of
contention, he does not mention, perhaps because the argument of his
opponents on this point could not be directly answered. Instead he
discusses the larger and underlying question, what is the real nature
of God’s demands on men and the basis of acceptance with him, con-
tending that not by the fulfilment of legal statutes but by faith does
a man become acceptable to God. How he would have dealt with
one who admitting this central position should still have asked, ‘“But
is not circumcision nevertheless required by God?” these chapters do
not show. That despite the explicit teaching of Gen. 17, he neverthe-
less did maintain not only that it is faith that justifies, but that cir-
cumcision was no longer required or, indeed, permissible among Gen-

tiles, and even went further than this and denied the authority of the
0. T. statutes as such, shows that he had found some means of dis-
covering on the basis of experience what portions of O. T. were still of
value for the religious life. But what kind of experience he conceived
to be necessary for this purpose, and whether that kind of experience
specifically called by him revelation was requisite, is not by this pas-
sage indicated. '

8. mpoidodoa 8¢ 7 ypady dTi ék mwioTews ducatol Td Ehvy o
Oeos Tpoevnyyericaro T Afpady Ot < Evevhoynbrioovrar év
ool wdvra Ta &vn.” “And the scripture foreseeing that God
would justify the Gentiles on ground of faith, announced the
gospel to Abraham beforehand, saying, In thee shall all the na-
tions be blessed.” This is doubtless Paul’s answer to an argu-
ment put forth by the judaisers to the effect that inasmuch
as it is in Abraham that all the nations are to be blessed, the
Gentiles to be blessed must be in Abraham, 4. e., incorpo-
rated in his descendants by circumcision. Appealing to the
fact that Abraham was justified by faith (the particle 8¢ con-
nects this v. with v.7, itself deduced from v.%), he finds the
- ground and explanation of the promise that the Gentiles would
be blessed in Abraham in the foreseen fact of their justification
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by faith after the pattern of his justification. He thus converts
the very oracle which his opponents have cited (Gen. 12°%) into
an announcement, in advance, of his own doctrine that God will
justify the Gentiles by faith. This is obviously an interpreta-
tion after the fact. For the nature of the reasoning, see fine
print below.

‘H vypaeh (sing.), usually at least, denotes a particular passage of
scripture (see Lk. 4t 2 Tim. 3!% and ¢f. note on 3*), and there is no
reason to depart from this usage here. The passage referred to is
Gen. 12?2 (¢f. 18¥). The participle is causal, “because the scripture
foresaw.” Attributing foresight to the scripture is, of course, a figure
of speech for the thought that the divine foresight is expressed in the
scripture in question. Cf. Philo. Leg. alleg. III 118 (40), eldidg yoiv &
lepbs Abyoc. On éx xwlotewg Bxatoi, see detached notes on Ilistg
and Awatée and notes on 218, Zuxaroi is a present for a future (as is
demanded by =peidoisa) in indirect discourse. The choice of the pres-
ent may be due in a measure to the feeling that what is here stated
as then future is, in fact, a general principle, God’s rule of action in
all time. <& 20wy is clearly “the Gentiles,” not “the nations” in-
clusively, since it is the former whose justification is undet discussion.
Had he meant to employ an inclusive phrase covering the Gentiles,
he must have taken over the full phrase wévta t& 2wy from the quo-
tation, where it has the more inclusive sense, #0vy meaning “nations.”
=posuyyeAisate, found neither elsewhere in N. T. nor in the Lxx or
Apocr., but in Philo, Opif. mund. 34 (9); Mutat. nom. 158 (29); Schol.
Soph. Track. 335 (¢f. Th. s.v., and Sief. ad loc.), is probably to be taken
here specifically in the sense “announced the gospel”; this meaning
accords with the usual N. T. usage of elayyéAtov and its cognates, and
with the fact that what Paul here represents as fore-announced, ¥tt,
etc., is that which was to him the distinctive and central message of
the edayéAtoy.

The quotation follows the Lxx of Gen. 12%, but for nGoat al quial
substitutes wévta & BOvq of Gen. 18, doubtless for the purpose of
bringing in the word 20vy, which Paul desires because of its current
use in the sense of Gentiles. For a similar reason <ijc yfjs found in
both passages is omitted. No violence is, however, thereby done to
the meaning of the passage, since what is true of all the families (or
nations) of the earth is, of course, true of the Gentiles. But in follow-
ing the Lxx with the passive évevhoynffisovtae the apostle has prob-
ably missed the meaning of the Hebrew, which is, “In thee shall all
the families of the earth bless themselves,” ¢. e., shall make thee the
standard of blessing, saying, “May God bless us as he blessed Abra-
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ham.” He doubtless takes & in its causal, basal sense, meaning “on
the basis of what hé is or has done,” and interprets it as having ref-
erence to his faith. By virtue of his faith and the establishment in
connection with it of the principle of justification by faith a blessing is
conferred on all the Gentiles, since to them also faith is possible. Whether
the apostle has specifically in mind here the fact that Abraham, when
he believed and had his faith accounted as righteousness, was himself
uncircumcised and, therefore, himself a “Gentile” (as in Rom. 4o 1)
is doubtful. There is no reference to that aspect of the matter.
Paul’s discovery in the language of Gen. 12* of the fact that God will
justify the Gentiles on ground of faith, and that, therefore, this state-
ment is a pre-evangelic announcement of the gospel (of justification
by faith) is not, of course, based on a verbal exegesis of the sentence
as it stands either in Heb. or Lxx. The language itself and alone
will sustain neither his view nor that which we have above supposed
the judaisers to have found in it. But the effort to discover a more
definite meaning than the words themselves conveyed was on both
sides legitimate. The passage meant to the original author more
than its words simply as words expressed. The phrase év gol, in par-
ticular, is a condensed and ambiguous expression which calls for closer
definition. The judaiser doubtless found the basis of his view in a
genealogical sense of é&v, reinforced by Gen. 17*4. Paul may have
based his interpretation in part on the context of Gen. 12%. In its ref-
erence to Abraham’s response to the divine command to leave his
father’s house and go out-into another land (see Heb. r1¢ for evidence
that this act of Abraham was in Paul’s day accounted one of faith and
¢f. v.9 for evidence that Paul had that phase of it in mind lere) he may
have found ground for interpreting év cof as meaning, “in thee, be-
cause by this exercise of faith in God thou hast given occasion to the
establishment and announcement of the principle that God’s approval
and blessing are upon those that believe.” If this principle is estab-
lished in Abraham’s case it follows not only that the blessing that the
Gentiles are to receive is divine acceptance, but that such acceptance
is on ground of faith. Secondly, he may have found in the fact that
the blessing was extended to all the nations evidence of the fact that
it was not to be bestowed on the basis of the law, since the Gentiles
were not under the law. Yet this reasoning would be precarious, since
it was easy to reply that Gen. 17 made it clear that the nations could
partake in the Abrahamic blessing only in case they joined the seed
of Abraham by circumcision. Thirdly, he may have reasoned that
the oracle ought to be interpreted in view of the fact, to him well
established by his own observation, that God was accepting Gentiles
on the basis of faith without works of law in general or circumcision in
particular. This consideration doubtless had great weight with him,
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and was probably the decisive one. It must be remembered, of course,
that he is not so much proving by original argument that his doctrine
is sustained by scripture as refuting the argument of his opponents
that the scripture sustains their view.

9, dae ol ék mwiaTews edhoyolvTar oty 1@ moTe "ABpadpu.
“So that the men of faith are blessed with the faithful (believ-
ing) Abraham.” A definite statement of what Paul wishes to
prove by his previous argument. The emphasis is on of é«
wrloTews as against oi wepiTeTUnUEVOL, oOr ol éf Eprywy vdpov, of
whom the judaisers affirmed that they only could inherit the
blessings of the promise made to Abraham. That he here says
“blessed with . . . Abraham” instead of ““justified” is doubt-
less due to the fact that he is still using the language of his
opponents. Note the similarity of this verse to v.” and com-
pare notes on that v. “Blessed with Abraham” is clearly
equivalent to “sons of Abraham.” By the addition of the
word mote (¢f. Jub, 178 1¢%9) the apostle reminds his read-
ers that the important thing about Abraham is the fact of
his faith. No undue stress must be laid on the use of avv
instead of the év of the quotation. It may have been his oppo-
nents’ form of expression; but it was, in any case, congenial
to his own thought. It is his constant contention that they
who inherit the blessing promised to Abraham must do so on
the same basis on which he was blessed, viz., faith, and in that
sense “with” him. A reference to the fact that all who should
afterwards exercise faith were in the blessing of Abraham pro-
leptically blessed, ehoryotwrar being in that case a historical
present, is less probable because €bAoy. seems obviously to refer
to the same fact as évevdory. of the quotation, and because to
express this thought unambiguously would have required an
aorist.

The adjective miotp is manifestly to be taken in its active sense, as
is required by é&xfateusey of v. ¢. See Th. 5. . 2 and esp. Eph. 1. The
English word “believing” would more exactly express its meaning,
but would obscure the relation between this word and éx =xistews.
The translation, “Those that telieve are blessed with believing Abra-
ham,” is in some respects better but does not do full justice to ot éx
xlotews. See note on v.%.
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3. Counter-argument that those whose standing is fixed
by works of law are by the logic of the legalists under
a curse, the curse of the law; vyet that their logic is
perverse, for O. T. teaches that men are justified by
faith, and from the curse of the law Christ redeemed
us when he died on the cross (31°°4).

The apostle now carries his attack directly into the camp
of the enemy, contending on the basis of passages fromn Deut.
and Lev. that those who claim on the basis of scripture that
justification is by law must on the same basis admit that the
actual sentence of law is one of condemnation; but maintaining
that their contention is unjustified, since the scripture itself
affirms that the righteous man shall live by faith, and declar-
ing that Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law, in order
that on the Gentiles might come the blessing of Abraham (not
by law but by faith).

WFor as many as are of works of law are under a curse. For it
is wrilten, *“ Cursed is every one that continueth not in all the things
that are written in the book of the law o do them.” VAnd that no
man 15 justified in law before God, is evident, because, “The
righteous man shall live by faith”; “and the law is not of faith; but,
“He that doeth them shall live in them.” VYChrist delivered us
from the curse of the law, becoming a curse for us, because it s
written, “ Cursed is every one that hangeth on a tree’’; Vithat upon
the Gentiles might come the blessing of Abraham in Jesus Christ;
that we might receive the promise of the Spirit through faith.

10. “Ogoc yap é Epywv vipov elolv Omd kavdpav elaly,
“For as many as are of works of law are under a curse.” By
this sentence the apostle introduces a new weapon for the refu-
tation of his opponents, an argument e conirario by which he
seeks to prove that instead of men being blessed by coming
under law they must, according to their own premises, come
under a curse. There might have been prefixed to it the words
of 4?': “Tell me, ye that desire to be under law, do ye not hear

- the law?” The word vopov is, as always in the phrase &ya
vdpov, used in its legalistic sense (see on 2'¢), and oo éf
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épywv vdpov are not of mounTal vouov, of whom Paul says in
Rom. 2% that they will be justified, but men whose standing
and character proceed from (éx) works of legalistic obedience
to statutes. Umo xaTdpav is a qualitative phrase, equivalent to
[émkardparos. While this sentence undoubtedly represents
the apostle’s real conviction, in the sense that a man who has
only works of law and not faith to commend him to God will
actually fail of the divine approval (¢f. 2!8), yet it is most im-
portant for the purposes of its interpretation to notice that
this is not what it is intended to affirm, but rather that the
principle of legalism (which he contends is not the basis of
God’s actual judgment of men) leads logically to universal con-
demnation, by bringing all under the condemnation of the law.
This appears clearly from the fact that the sentence by which
he supports the assertion (see below) is one which does not
express the apostle’s own conviction as to the basis of God’s
judgment of men, but the verdict of the law. The cuise of
which the verse speaks is not the curse of God, but as Paul
expressly calls it in v.3, the curse of the law.

vyéypamrar ydp 8 “’Emixardpatos was 8 odx éuuéver
wdow Tols yeypauuévors & v BiBM\ip Tod vouov Tol Toificar
avra.”” “For it is written, Cursed is every one that continueth
not in all the things that are written in the book of the law to
do them.” The quotation is from Deut. 242, with variations
' that do not materially affect the sense, viz., the omission of
dvfpwmos after was, and of év (which, however, many Western
and Syrian authorities insert) before w@aw and the substitution
of yeypaupévos év 7@ BuBNlp Tob vopov for Aoryors Tod wouod
ToUTov, and of avTd for alrols. The unexpressed premise of
the argument, necessary to make this passage prove the pre-
ceding proposition, is that no one does, in fact, continue in all
the things that are written in the book of the law to do them.
This is not quite identical with the expressed proposition of
Rom. 3% this being a legalistic, that an ethical, affirmation;
but the failure which the apostle here assumes may neverthe-
less be precisely in the moral requirements of the law,

It is of capital importance for the understanding -of the apos-
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tle’s argument to observe that the sentence which he here
quotes does not at all express his own conception of the basis
of God’s judgment, but a verdict of law. This sentence, though
stated negatively, implies the corresponding affirmative, viz.,
that he who faithfully performs all the things written in the
book of the law lives thereby, and this is actually so stated as
the principle of law in v.’?: “He that doeth them shall live
in them.” That this is the principle of God’s action towards
men, Paul expressly denies both directly and indirectly: directly
in the immediately following v., as also before in 21¢; indirectly
in that he declares in vv. 1-18 that the principle of faith estab-
lished under Abraham was not displaced by the subsequent
incoming of law, law having for its function not to justify
men, but to increase transgression. It is necessary, therefore,
throughout the passage, to distinguish between the verdi¢ts of
law and the judgments of God, and to recognise that the former
are, for Paul, not judgments which reflect God’s attitude now or
at any time or under any circumstances, but those which the
legalist must, to his own undoing, recognise as those of the law
interpreted as he interprets it, and which on the basis of his
legalism he must impute to God. Those that are of works of
law are under the curse of the law, which falls on all who do
not fully satisfy its requirements. This being so, Paul argues,
the assumption of the legalist that the law is the basis of the
divine judgment involves the conclusion that all men are ac-
cursed, and must be false. On the harmony of this position
with the apostle’s belief that the law is of God, see in detached
note on Nduos, pp. 451 f., and comment on v. 2 below.

11. 67c 8¢ év vdugp oidels SikawodTar mapa T BGep SHtov,
“And that no one is justified in law before God is evident.”
8¢ introduces an additional argument for the position main-
tained in v.1°, »dug@ is manifestly in the legalistic sense; on the
force of év,see on 2'". mapad 7@ Bep is a most significant element
of the sentence. By it the apostle makes clear that as over
against the verdict of law set forth in the preceding sentence
‘he is now speaking of the actual attitude of God. Cf. notes
on v,
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That the clause preceding 67Aov is the subject of the propo-
sition 8fjAdv éom, and the following clause the proof of it,
rather than the reverse, which is grammatically possible, is
proved by the fact that the following clause is a quotation from
O. T., and, therefore, valuable for proof of the apostle’s as-
sertion while not itself requiring to be proved.

871 'O Silkawos ék mioTews Sioerar,”’ “because, The righteous
man shall live by faith.” On the use of i, see on é7¢ . . .
8fov above. In the quotation from Hab. 24 the apostle finds
an affirmation of his own doctrine of justification by faith.
The particular sense which the words bore for Paul and which
he intended them to convey to his readers is undoubtedly to
be determined rather by Pauline usage in general, and by the
part which the sentence plays in the apostle’s argument, than
by the meaning which the original Heb. had for the prophet.
By these considerations o Sikatos is shown to be a forensic
rather than an ethical term, the man approved of God, rather
than the morally righteous; 7ioTews bears its usual active
sense, required by the context, “faith.,” &roerat, “shall live,”
refers either to the obtaining of eternal life (¢f. Rom. 8¢ 10 11, 13)
as the highest good and goal to which justification looks, or, by
metonymy, to justification itself. It is justification, in any
case, that is chiefly in mind, Cf. the other instances of quota-
tion from O. T., in which the word occurs (v.? Rom. 17 10").
The terms 8fkawos and {rjoerar thus combine to express the
idea of divine approval, and the sentence in effect means, “ It
is by faith that he who is approved of God is approved (and
saved).” Cf. Rom. 1V, where the same passage is quoted and
the context requires the same meaning. On the relation of
this meaning to the original sense of Hah, 24, see below.

For defence of the view that §ficetar refers to “life,”” but, as always
when Paul speaks of life, to physical life, see Kabisch, Eschatologie des
Paulus, pp. 52 f. . )

The Hebrew of Hab. 2¢ reads: mm: inyoxy po1s).  The Lxx read: &
B2 Binanog &x wloteds wou Ehoetar. NN signifies “faithfulness,” “stead-
fastness,” “integrity.” The prophet confronted by the apparent
triumph of the wicked Babylonian nation over Israel affirms his con-
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viction that in the end righteous Israel will for her steadfastness
prosper. The use of the passage with the active sense of =foris in-
volves no radical perversion of its meaning, since faith in this sense
might easily be conceived to be an ingredient or basis of faithfulness.
Yet there is no definite evidence that Paul arrived at the active
meaning by such an inferential process. It is, perhaps, quite as
likely that he took the passage at what was for him the face value of
the Lxx translation.

12, 0 8¢ vduos odk Eomiv éx mioTews, “and the law is not
of faith.” That is, the principles of legalism and of faith are
mutually exclusive as bases of justification. It would have
been formally more exact to have used 0 vduos and % wigTis or
ét &prywv véuov and éx wioTews. But with essential clearness
the apostle employs in the predicate the prepositional phrase
that was the watchword of the one doctrine, though for the
other he had used in the subject a nominative in preference
to the grammatically harsh prepositional expression. By this
assertion the apostle excludes the thought of compromise be-
tween the two principles. Faith is one thing, legalism another,
and as bases of justification they can not be combined. No
doubt there were those who sought to combine them, admitting
that justification was by faith, but claiming that obedience to
law was nevertheless requisite to salvation; as a'modern Chris-
tian will affirm that religion is wholly a spiritual matter, yet
feel that he is surer of salvation if he has been baptised.

axy’ «'0 moujoas avra {igerar év adrois.”’ “but, He that
doeth them shall live in them.” The &AAd marks the antithesis
between this statement of O. T. (Lev. 18%), which the apostle
takes as a statement of the principle of legalism, and the possi-
bility just denied that this principle and that of faith might
somehow be reconciled or reduced to one. One must mentally
supply after &AN" “the law says.” Thus to the principle of
legalism stated in its negative form in v.1° and set over against
the quotation from Habakkuk with its affirmaticn of the prin-
ciple of faith, the apostle adds an assertion of the principle of
legalism in its positive form, also taken like that in v.1® from
O.T. On the point of view from which the apostle thus quotes
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O. T. for both doctrines, see on v.2%, and more fully in fine print
below.

13. Xpwrros nuas éknydpacey ék s xardpas ToD vouov
“Christ delivered us from the curse of the law.” “The curse
of the law” here spoken of can consistently with the context
be none other than that which is spoken of in v.1, viz., the
curse which the legalistic passages of O. T. pronounce on those
who do not perfectly obey its statutes. As pointed out above
on v.!19, this is not the judgment of God. To miss this fact is
wholly to misunderstand Paul. But if the curse is not an
expression of God’s attitude towards men, neither is the deliver-
ance from it a judicial act in the sense of release from penalty,
but a release from a false conception of God’s attitude, viz.,
from the belief that God actually deals with men on a legalistic
basis. The work here ascribed to Christ is, therefore, of the
same nature as that spoken of in Rom. 32#. and there said to
be accomplished by Christ in his death, viz., a revelation of the
way of achieving acceptance with God, a demonstration of
the divine character and attitude towards men,

The verb &Eayopdlw, found in late writers only from the Lxx
(Dan..2* only) down, is used in two senses: (1) ““ to buy up,” or, figurative-
ly, “tosecure” (by adroitness): Diod. Sic. 36. 2?; and (z) * to redeem, to
deliver at cost of some sort to the deliverer.” The middle occurs once
in Eph. and once in Col. in the former sense in the phrase é£ayop&lecBo
v xatpby. The active occurs in the same sense in Dan. 2¢. The
active is found in the second sense in Gal. 4°, Yva Tods Uxd vépou
&Eayophoy. The meaning here is evidently the same as in 45, ‘‘ to de-
liver, to secure release for one,” probably with the implication conveyed
in the etymological sense of the word (the simple verb dyopdtw means
“to buy,” and is frequently used in this sense in the Lxx) that such de-
liverance involves cost of some kind (effort, suffering, or loss) to him
who effects it. The question to whom the price is paid is irrelevant,
unless demanded by the context, intruding into later usage of the word
an idea left behind in its earlier development.

It requires no argument to show that in the phrase éx ths xardpag
<ol vépou the apostle has in mind some phase, aspect, or conception
of the law of God, not civil law or law in an inclusive sense of the
word. It has been maintained above that he refers to law legalisti-
cally understood, and to deliverance from the curse which God is
falsely supposed to pronounce upon men on the basis of such a law.
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In support of this interpretation and against the view, that the law here
spoken of is law in any other sense of the word (see detached note on
Népos, esp. V 2a, b, ¢, d), or that the deliverance is the forgiveness of
the individual, are the following considerations.

(a) Throughout this passage Paul is speaking of law legalistically
understood, law as a body of statutes for failure to obey any of which
men are under a curse. This is especially clear in vv.# (g.9.). In
the phrase xatdpa 7ol vépou itself there is, indeed, no insuperable
obstacle to taking véuog in the abstract-historical sense (¢f. Rom. 212,
and detached note on Néuog V 2 b), and understanding by it the con-
demnation which God actually pronounces upon those who not simply
fall short of perfect obedience to the statutes of the law, but hold down
the truth in iniquity (Rom. 1), who disobey the truth and obey
iniquity (2%), who though they may be hearers of the law are not doers
of it (2%). watépx would in that case represent substantially the idea
expressed by 8p1% in Rom. 118 28, to which it is practically equivalent.
Nor is an abrupt change to law in another sense in itself impossible.
It might easily occur if the change of sense were made evident, as it is
in Rom. 3" and in various other passages, or if the argument were
such and the two meanings so related that the logic of the passage
would be but little affected, whether the meaning be retained or
changed, as in Rom. 2% 1, But in the present passage these condi-
tions do not exist. The continuity and validity of the argument
depend on the word in the present verse meaning the same as in the
preceding verses. Indeed, there is no place in the whole chapter for
a change in the meaning or reference of the word vépos. Yet, it musk
also be recognised that the law of which the apostle speaks is not legal-
ism in the abstract, but a concrete historical reality. It came four
hundred and thirty years after Moses (v.!’}; its fundamental principle
is expressed in a definite passage of O. T. (v.19).

(b) The tense of the verb éEnybpagey is itself an argument for tak-
ing the deliverance referred to not as an often repeated individual
experience but as an epochal event. But there are other more decisive
considerations. Thus (i) it is achieved by Christ on the cross; (ii) its
primary effect is in relation to the Jews; for the use of the article with
véuou in v. 13, excluding a qualitative use of the noun, and the antithesis
of fudg in v. 1 to =& ¥bvq in v. ", necessitate referring the former pri-
marily to the Jews; and (iii) the purpose of the redemptive act is to
achieve a certain result affecting the Gentiles as a class. These facts
combine to indicate that the apostle is speaking not, e. g., of the for-
giveness of the individual, his release from the penalty of his sins, but
of a result once for all achieved in the death of Christ on the cross.
It is, therefore, of the nature of the dmoMitpwsis of Rom. 3 rather
than of the Airpwats of 1 Pet. 118,
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But the fact that the deliverance is an epochal event confirms our judg-
ment that it is law in a legalistic sense that is here referred to. Con-
demnation for failure to fulfil law in the ethical sense is not abol-
ished by the death of Christ. Cf. chap. 5t2. Rom. 2:7¢ 8. Nor
can the reference be to the law as a historic régime, the Mosaic system
as such. TFor though Rom. ro! might be interpreted as meaning that
Christ is the end of the law in this sense, and though the apostle un-
doubtedly held that those who believe in Christ are not under obliga-
"tion to keep the statutes of the Law of Moses as such, yet (i) release
from obligation to obey statutes is not naturally spoken of as release
from the curse of the law, and (ii) the idea of the abolition of statutes
is foreign to this context. It remains, therefore, to take the term in
its legalistic sense, yet ‘as referring to an actual historically existent
system.

Yet the release from the curse of the law can not be the abolition of
legalism in the sense that the divine government before Christ having
been on a legalistic basis is henceforth of a different character. Against
any interpretation that makes the curse of the law a divine condem-
nation of men on grounds of legalism, in force from Moses to Christ,
it is a decisive objection that the apostle both elsewhere and in this
very chapter insists that God had never so dealt with men, but that
the principle of faith established before law was not set aside by it
(see esp. v.17). . :

Neither can we suppose that Paul, though admitting that legalism
had historic existence in the O. T. period and concrete expression in
O. T., denied to it all value and authority, as if, e. g., it were a work of
the devil. For he elsewhere declares that the law is holy and righteous
and good (Rom. 71?) and in this chap. (vv.1*-) implies that it had its
legitimate divinely appointed function. Exalting the older principle
of faith above the later law, the apostle yet sees value and legitimacy
in both.

The only explanation that meets these conditions is that in the his-
toric legalism of O. T. Paul saw a real but not an adequate disclosure
of the divine thought and will, one which when taken by itself and
assumed to be complete gave a false notion of God’s attitude towards
men.

The curse of the law is the verdict of a reality, of the law isolated
from the rest of the O. T. revelation. But so isolated it expressed,
according to Paul, not the truth but a fraction of it; for the law, he held,
was never given full possession of the field, never set aside the pre-
viously revealed principle of faith (3t7). Its function was never that
of determining the standing of men with God. The curse of the law
was, therefore, an actual curse in the sense that it expressed the ver-
dict of legalism, but not in the sense that he on whom it fell was ac-
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cursed of God. It was a disclosure of the status of 2 man on a basis
of merit estimated by actual achievement, not of God’s attitude towards
him. The latter, Paul maintained, was determined by other than
legalistic considerations, by his faith (v.t), by his aspiration, his striv-
ing, the fundamental character of his life and conduct (Rom. 2¢-11),

But if this is the meaning of the phrase, “the curse of the law,” and
if deliverance from it was an epochal event accomplished by the death
of Christ on the cross, it must have been achieved through the reve-
latory value of the event, by that which God through that event
revealed; and this either in the sense that God thereby announced the
end of that system of legalism which in the time of Moses came in to
achieve a temporary purpose, or in that he thereby revealed his own
attitude towards men, and so gave evidence that legalism never was
the basis of his judgment of men. It is the first of these thoughts that
Paul has apparently expressed in Rom. 10¢, and it is not impossible
here. Yet it is more consonant both with the fact that Paul speaks
of deliverance from the curse of the law rather than from the law, and
with what follows (see below on yevépevos . . . xatdpa, etc.) to sup-
pose that, as in Rom. 3. 2¢ 58, he is speaking of a disclosure of the un-
changed and unchangeable attitude of God.

If, indeed, and in so far as the law is thought of as brought to an
end, it is probably in the sense that this results from the revelation
of God’s character rather than by anything like a decree in terms abolish-
ingit. Thisis also not improbably the thought that underlies Rom. 10*.

yevouevos Umép fudv katdpa, ‘‘becoming a curse for us.”
katdpa, literally “a curse,” “an execration,” “an expression or
sentence of reprobation” (as in the preceding clause and v.Y),
is evidently here used by metonymy, since a person can not
become a curse. in a literal sense. Such metonymy is common
in Paul. Cf. the use of mepiroun) for the circumcised, and
axpofBuaria for Gentiles in 27 ¢ and Rom. 3. Cf. also 1 Cor. 1%,
“who became wisdom to us from God, and righteousness and
sanctification and redemption”’; but esp. 2 Cor. 52: “Him who
knew no sin he made to be sin on our behalf (vwép Hudy), that
we might become righteousness of God in him.” As there
dpapTia stands in a sense for dudptwhos and 8ukatogivn for
dikawos, so doubtless here xatdpa stands for [émi|rardpaTos
as the émkatdpatos in the following quotation also suggests.
More important is the fact, which the close connection with the
phrase éx Tijs kardpas Tob vduov indicates, that xkatdpa here
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refers to a curse of the law, which, as we have seen above, is not
to be understood as a curse of God. ryevduevos is probably a
participle of means, the whole phrase expressing the method
by which Christ redeemed us from the curse. Umép fjuav
means “on our behalf.” It can not be pressed to mean “in our
place” (avri). See.further on 13, Umép Taw dpapTidw Ny,
Precisely in what sense and how Christ came under the curse
of the law, and how this availed to deliver us from that curse,
must appear from a consideration of the quotation by which
Paul supports his affirmation.

The follpwing are conceivable meanings of the phrase vyevbpevos

. . natdpa, taken by itself: (1) Christ became a curse in that he was
the object of divine reprobation, personally an object of divine dis-
approval. (2) He became the actual object of divine reprobation
vicariously, enduring the penalty of others’ sins. (3) He experienced
in himself God’s wrath against sinners, not as himself the object of
divine wrath, but vicariously and by reason of his relation to men.
(4) He was the object of human execration—cursed by men. In this
case yevbuevog would be a participle not of means, but of accompany-
ing circumstance, the phrase suggesting the cost at which Jesus re-
deemed us from the curse of the law. How he did so would be left
entirely unsaid. (5) He fell under the curse of the law, not of God or
of men. The first of these five interpretations is easily excluded by its
utter contrariety to Paul’s thought about God’s attitude towards Christ
and the righteousness of his judgments. The second, though often
affirmed, is not sustained by any unambiguous language of the apostle.
The third is probably quite consistent with the apostle’s thought. As
in 2 Cor. 5 he says that “him who knew no sin he made to be sin
for us, that we might become righteousness of God in him,” not mean-
ing that Christ actually became sinful, but that by reason of his rela-
tien to.men he experienced in himself the consequences of sin, so by
this language he might mean that Jesus by reason of his sympathetic
relation with men experienced in himself the curse of God upon men for
their sin. But there is no expression of this thought in the context,
and it is, on the whole, inharmonious with the meaning of the word
xathpaz throughout the passage. " The fourth is equally possible in
itself, but, like all the preceding, is open to the objection that it does
not, as the context suggests, make the curse that of the law. The
fifth, though without support in any other passage of the apostle’s
writings, is most consonant with the context, if not actually required
by it.
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8o cyéyparrra, “ "Brrieardpatos was 6 kpepdueros émi Eohov,”
“because it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth on a
tree.” The quotation, from Deut. 21%, is introduced to sup-
port the statement that Christ became a curse, not that he
thereby “delivered us from the curse of the law,” or that it
was “for us.” The original passage refers to the body of a
criminal which, after the man had been put to death, was
hanged upon a tree. In such a case it is said, “Thou shalt
surely bury him the same day; for he that is hanged is the
curse of God, that thou defile not thy land which the Lord thy
God giveth thee for an inheritance.” Between this passage
and the fact of which the apostle is speaking there seems to
be only a superficial connection. On the question whether the
apostle found a more real connection, see below.

Deut. 21%, which in the Lxx reads &zt xexatnpajévos dxd feod mag
xoepdpevos &xl EGhou, may be supposed tp furnish support to Paul’s
previous statement that Christ became a curse for us in several ways:
(1) yevbpevos xatdpa being understood to have any of the first three
meanings suggested above, the O. T. passage may be quoted purely
for its verbal resemblance to the assertion which the apostle has made;
there is manifestly nothing in its real meaning to support the assertion
that Christ, who died not for his own sins but as an innocent man,
came in any sense under the curse of God. Its use for this purpose
would be verbalism pure and simple. (2) If yevépevos xatépa be
supposed to refer to the reprobation of men, the passage may be used
to explain that reprobation, men naturally looking upon one who died
the death of a criminal as actually such and under the curse of God.
(3) If xatdpa refers to the curse of the law, then the quotation may be
understood to define precisely how and in what sense he became a
curse of the law. Inasmuch as the law affirms that whoever is hanged
on a tree is accursed, and Jesus died on the cross, he falls under this
verdict and the curse of the law. But inasmuch as this verdict is
manifestly false and monstrous, in it the law does not so much con-
demn Christ as itself, and thereby, since false in one it may be so in
all, it emancipates us from the fear of its curse. Or, (4), with somewhat
less of literalism xatépax may be supposed to refer to the curse of the
law, the O. T. quotation, however, being cited not solely with refer-
ence to the fact of hanging on the tree, but to all that the crucifixion
represents. Law and he who takes his stand on law, must say that
Christ, having died on the cross, is a sinner—i. e., that under law no
one could come to such a death who was not himself guilty of sin—as
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vividly the law says in the words of the quotation. But in that verdict
of legalism it condemns itself, and in the fact that Christ the righteous
died the death of the cross it is evident that the government of God is
not one of legalism, but of love and of vicarious suffering, the righteous
for the wicked.

Of these various interpretations the last two alone comport with the
fact that it is the curse of the law of which Paul is speaking throughout
the passage, and the last is preferable because more consonant with

“the fact that for Paul generally the cross signifies not the outward fact

that Jesus died by crucifixion or on a tree, but all that the fact stood
for as a revelation of God and the principles of his dealings with men.
See 1 Cor. 111, So understood, the quotation serves the same
purpose as those in vv.1% 13, viz,, to show the impossible position in
which the logic of legalism lands its advocates. The argument is
akin, also, to that of 22, in that it uses the fact of the death of Christ to
refute the legalist, Paul there saying that legalism makes that death
needless, here that it proves Christ accursed. The omission of b 8205
is probably due, as Ltft. suggests, to a shrinking of the apostle from
the suggestion that Christ was the object of God’s reprobation.

If both the latter interpretations be rejected because it seems impos-
sible that under these words there lies so much thought not directly
expressed (though this objection will hold against any interpretation
that seeks to ascertain the real thought of the apostle) our choice of a
substitute would probably be among the following combinations of
views already separately objected to: (z) The curse of the law may be
supposed to be a real curse, the death on the cross a penal expiation of
it, and the O. T. passage a proof of its penal character. The serious
objection to this interpretation is not that the O. T. passage is related
to the fact which it is supposed to sustain in a purely verbal and
external way, for in view of 3% % and 4* (on which, however, see the
possibility that these are early scribal glosses) it can not be assumed
that Paul was incapable of such a use of scripture, but that in making
the curse of the law a real curse (of God) this interpretation makes the
apostle directly contradict the very proposition which he is maintain-
ing in this chapter, viz., that men are not judged by God on a basis of
legalism. Or (2) we may suppose that the phrase “the curse of the
law” bears the meaning required by the context, but that after the
first clause of v.»* the apostle abandons thought for words, and seeks
to substantiate his assertion that Christ redeemed us from the curse
of the law by affirming that Christ took upon him the curse of our
sin, and that he sustains this statement by an O. T. passage which
supports it in sound but not in sense. As in the preceding case, the
real difficulty of the interpretation lies in the method of reasoning
which it imputes to Paul. Having in Xpiotée . . . vépou affirmed
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our release from the curse of the law, according to this interpretation
he substantiates this statement by affirming that Christ became a
curse in a quite different sense of the words, and one really remote
from the context. That the scripture that he quotes supports this
statement only in appearance is a secondary matter. It remains to
consider as a final possibility (3) the view that the apostle follows
up his affirmation that Christ redeemed us from the curse of the law,
not with proof or explanation, but with a statement intended to sug-
gest the cost at which he achieved the deliverance of men from the
curse of the law, yevéuevog . . . xatdpa, referring to the reprobation
of Christ by men. Cf. Heb. 12% see (4) on p. 172. The O. T.
passage then explains why the death on the cross led men to look on
him with reprobation as one accursed. To this interpretation the
only serious objection is that the transition from the idea “cursed by
the law” to “cursed by men” is expressed only negatively, and it
wotld seem inadequately, by the absence of any limiting phrase after
xatépx; the omission of the Owb Beod of the Lxx naturally implies the
carrying forward of a reference to the law. In order of probability
this view stands next after the fourth in the preceding list.

The choice between interpretations must be made, not on the ground
that one does and the other does not supply unexpressed elements of
thought, or that one does and the other does not take O. T. scripture
in its historic sense, but on the answer to the question whether it is more
consistent with the apostle’s usual methods of thinking to argue illogi-
cally, dealing in words rather than thoughts, or to express reasonably
consistent thought in brief and obscure language.

14, va els Ta &vn 7 edroyla Tod ’APBpadp yérnrar év
"Inaot XpioTg, “that upon the Gentiles might come the bless-
ing of Abraham in Jesus Christ.” In this clause and the fol-
lowing one the apostle states the purpose not of any of the sub-
ordinate elements of v.*, but of the whole fact, especially the
principal element, éknydpacer . . . Tod vduov, By % edhoyla
7ot "A Bpadu must be understood, in the light of vv.® 9, the bless-
ing of justification by faith, which, according to Paul’s inter-
pretation of Gen. 12% (¢f. Gen. 28¢), was promised beforehand
to the Gentiles, and which they shared with him. This blessing
came to the Gentiles in Jesus Christ in that it was through him
that the purpose of God to accept men by faith was revealed,
and that through faith in him they enter into actual participa-
tion in the blessing.
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elg is probably to be taken as marking its object as the destination
of a movement. Cf. x Thes. 1% In & *Insot Xpwotip the preposition
is doubtless used in its basal sense; ¢f. on 217.

Ev ’Inoos Xeworg is the reading of NB Syr. (psh.) Aeth., most
authorities reading év X. 'I. The facts stated in the textual note on
210 with reference to the tendency of the mss., together with the high
authority of NB, leave no room for doubt that év Xptotd *Ineod is a

. corruption due to assimilation of the text to the usual form. Cf. the
other instances of NB and secondary authorities against the other
uncia_ls in 31. 10 410, 19 5:1 610,

tva Ty émayyehiar Tob mreduaros Adfwuev Sid Tis wioTews.
“that we might receive the promise of the Spirit through
faith.,” 7w émayyehiav Tod mvevuatos is a metonymic phrase
meaning the promised Spirit. Cf. Lk, 244 Acts 1* 26% Heb.
o and especially Acts 2. See also the similar cases of éAmis
meaning “that which is hoped for,” chap. 5° Col. 15. This sec-
ond iva-clause is probably to be taken, not as dependent on
the first, but as co-ordinate with it, and the implied subject
npels as referring to Christians as such, rather than to be-
lieving Jews, as is probably the case in v.13; for it is difficult
to see how the reception of the Spirit by the Jews could be
conditioned upon the Gentiles obtaining the blessing of Abra-
ham; and if the two cleuses referred to Gentiles and Jews re-
spectively this antithesis would probably have been indicated
by an expressed 7keis in the second clause. Obviously the
latter can not refer to the Gentiles only. Christ’s redemption
of us from the curse of the law had then as co-ordinate ends
the opening of the door of faith and justification through faith
apart from works of law, to the Gentile, and the bestowment
of the promised Spirit on those that have faith. The adapta-
tion of means to end as respects this second clause seems ob-
viously to lie in the fact that the redemption of men from the
curse of the law by their enlightenment as to God’s true at-
titude to them carries with it the revelation of faith as the
means by which men become acceptable to God, and that
through such faith they receive the Spirit. Cf. v.%; also yv.%-28
and 4% These final clauses, therefore, with their double state-
ment of the purpose of Christ’s redemptive work, confirm the
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conclusion already reached that the redemption from the curse
of the law was an epochal event, having its significance and its
redemptive power in the revelation which it conveys of the true
attitude of God towards men.

Whether in speaking of the promise of the Spirit the apostle has in
mind the prophecy of Joel. 22 Ezek. 36%, or, being acquainted with
the tradition underlying Acts 15, refers to a promise of Jesus can not
be stated with certainty. It is possible that the second final clause
is to be taken as, to this extent, epexegetic of the first that the Holy
Spirit is a definition of the blessing of Abraham. In that case the
apostle refers to the promise to Abraham and has learned to interpret
this as having reference to the gift of the Spirit. This possibility is
in a measure favoured by the use of érayysAlz in vv. 16 17 of the promise
to Abraham,

4. Argument from the irrevocableness of a covenant and
the priority of the covenant made with Abraham to
the law, to the effect that the covenant is still in force
(315-18)'

Drawing his argument from the common knowledge of men
that contracts once agreed to can not be modified (except by
mutual consent), the apostle applies this thought to the cov-
enant with Abraham, contending that the law coming cen-
turies afterwards can not modify it.

BBrethren, I speak from the point of view of men. Though it
be man’s, yet a covenant once established no ome annuls or adds
to. (Now to Abraham were the promises spoken, ‘‘and to his
seed.” He saith not, “ And to the seeds,” as of many, but as of
one, “And to thy seed,” which is Christ.) Y Now this I mean:
A covenant previously established by God, the law, which came four
hundred and thirty years afterwards, does not annul so as to make
inoperative the promise. 8For if the inheritance is of law, it is
no longer of promise; but to Abraham God granted it by promise.

15. "AdeApol, kaTa dvOpwmor Méyw. “Brethren, I speak from
the point of view of men.” On the use of a8eApol, see on 12
Tts use here is probably due to the apostle’s feeling that he is
. now addressing the Galatians more directly than in the preced-
ing paragraph, in which he was really speaking to the judaisers
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whose argument he was refuting, and to his desire to secure
their friendly attention. On xaTd dvfpwmow, see on 1, The
‘regular meaning of the phrase after a verb is, “as men do,” the
specific point of resemblance being indicated in the context.
Here this general meaning naturally becomes, “I speak as men
do about: their affairs” (¢f. 1 Cor. g8), 4. e., “I draw an illustra-
tion from common human practice.” A reference to human
authority such as is suggested in 1 Cor. g2 is improbable here,
both because there is no suggestion of it in the context and
because the depreciation of the value of the argument which
such a reference would imply is uncalled for and without value
for the apostle’s purpose.

Suws avBpdmov xexvpwuévmy OSabrxny ovdels aberel )
émidiardooerar. “Though it be man’s, yet a covenant once
established no one annuls or adds to.” Of the force of Suws
two views are possible: (1) It may mark an antithesis between
xatd dvfpwmov Aéyw and what follows. In this case, since
avbpawrmov, etc., is not directly adversative to xkatd . . . Aéyw,
the second member of the antithesis must be supposed to be
suggested by, rather than expressed in, the words that follow;
most probably by the whole argument of vv.1®. 7, The
thought will then be, “Though I speak from the point of view
of men’s affairs, yet what may be so said is not without force:
a man’s ratified covenant,” etc. (So substantially Riick.
Olsh., cited by Wies.) (2) The antithesis may be between
avbpomov and what follows. This involves a trajection by
which 8uws stands not in its natural place before the second
member of the antithesis, but before the first. Cf. 1 Cor. 14":
Suws Td dfuya Puwviy &ddvra . . . édv SaoToNyy Tols
POdyyors py 8p . . . where Suws indicates an antithesis be-
tween dYvya and ¢wryy 8i8dvra, or more probably between
dwrip 8iddvra and éav Stactoryy . . . u 8p. With this pas-
sage have been compared also Plat. Phaed. g1C (¢pofeirar un
7% Yuxn Suws xal Gedrepor kal KdAhiov 8y Tob cdparos mpo-
amoM\UnTar é dpupovias elder odoa), Thuc. 7.77%, and Xen.
Cyr. 5. 1% (viv & ad obrws &yoper &5 adv pév ool Suws kal év
™) woheula 8vres Oappoduer), Cf. WM. p. 693, Kiihner-Gerth,



oI, 15 179

II 2, p. 85. In this case the contrast is between the Siabrixy
as man-made and its irrevocability after its ratification. The
first view has the advantage of grammatical simplicity. But
in view of the instances of trajection, including the only other
instance of Suws in Paul, and of the greater logical simplicity of
the second view, it is probably to be preferred. Kexupwuérny,
characterising the supposed covenant as having been executed
and hence actually in force, expresses a thought which is im-
plied in &cafiikqr, but adds to the clearness of the sentence.
Tt clearly belongs to the second element of the antithesis, with
oddeis aferei. The validation of the covenant is evidently in
the apostle’s mind not, like 4vfpdmouv, a fact in spite of which
“no one annuls it or adds to it, but the ground of the irrevoca-
bility, as is implied in the re-expression of the idea in the word
wpokexvpwudpny in v.17. By Suabrikn must be understood not
“testament” (as Th. Cremer, Sief. Ram. Zahn, ERV.mg. Behm,
Lohmeyer, et al.) nor “stipulation,” “arrangement,” in a sense
broad enough to cover both will and covenant (Hauck in Th.
St. u. Kr., 1862, pp. 514 ff., Segond, and Bous.), but as the usage
of N. T. in general and of Paul in particular and the context here
require, “covenant” in the sense of the O. T. N"M3 (so Mey.
Alf. Ell. Ltft. ERV.text, ARV. Beet). Cf. on v.%, and for
fuller statement of the evidence, see detached note on Acafrjxn,

Pp. 496 f.

"AvBpdimou. The singular number of this noun furnishes no argument
against the meaning “covenant” (a) because, as will appear below,
the covenant as conceived of in Hebrew thought, though constituting
a relation between two persons often proceeds from one, and (b) be-
cause the noun is here most naturally understood as qualitative as in
the phrase xatd &0pwxov. Cf. 11 3’ dvbpdxou and other examples
given there.

Kexupwpévyy from xupbw, cognate with xbptog (¢f. the adjectival use
in 1 Mac. 8% in the sense “established ”’) means “validated,” “effected,”
“executed,” referring neither to the drafting of an agreement or will
preceding its execution nor to a confirmation which follows the actual
execution (the latter sense though occurring is infrequent; see Asch.
Pers. 521, and 4 Mac. 7°; Plut. Oral. #it. Lys.), but to the execution
itself, that without which it would not be in force at all. The prefix-
ing of the participle to 3txffxyy, therefore, simply emphasises what is
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implied in the word itself, pointing out that what is referred to is a
Bxbhxy actually in force, not simply under consideration or written out
but not yet agreed to and therefore still subject to modification. Cf. .
Thuc. 8. 6°: # éxxinale . . . xvpwoasa taita dieAldn. Polyb. 1. ri:
xal b udv quvddprov o0¥ el téhog éxdpwee Ty yvowhy . . . Boeckh,
C.I.G. 1570 a. 45. T Phpiopa td xupwbév. Gen. 2320: xal éxvpdbn b dypds
. .. )’ ABpadi els x1Row Tégou Tapk TV Lldy Xét. (Aq. uses the same
word in v.7). Dan. 6° (LxXX): xat olitwe & Bagiheds Aapeiog Eatnoe xal
xdpwaey. Plut. Alcib. 331: b pdv olv Phgiopa tis xaBbdov TpbTepoy éxe-
xbpwro.  See also Plut. Sol. 305 Peric. 32%; Pomp. 488

oddels aberei % émbiardooerar is to be taken without
qualification, least of all with the qualification, “except the
contractor” (so Schm., Encyc. Bib. II 1611; ¢f. Zahn, Bous.
ad loc.). That a compact may be modified by common consent
of both the parties to it is, of course, not denied, but simply
assumed and ignored. But to assume that either party alone is
excepted is to deprive the statement of all meaning. For evi-
dence that this assertion itself shows that the Safxn avfpd-
mov, which Paul uses, xarda dvfpwmov, to prove the un-
changeableness of the &wafjxn of God is a covenant, not a
will, see detached note on Awabxn, pp. 496 f.

’Afetéw, “to render &etog” ( = without place or standing, invalid),
occurs from Lxx and Polybius down, signifying in respect to laws and
the like “to disregard,” “to violate” (Polyb. 8. 25; Mk. 7* Heb. 10%),
or “to annul,” “to abrogate” (1 Mac. 11%% 2 Mac. 13%); of persons “to
set at nought,” “to reject,” “to rebel against” (Deut. 21 Isa. 1?).
Cf. also M. and M. Voc. s.v. “To annul” is clearly the meaning here.

’Extdurrdocetar furnishes the only extant instance of this word,
but 3wxtéoow is frequent both in Greek writers and N. T. in the sense
“to arrange,” ‘“‘to prescribe”’; the middle occurring in Plut. in the
sense “to make a will,” “to order by will.”” The compound éx3iatéoaw
evidently signifies ‘‘to make additional prescriptions” (¢f. émtBiarifnu,
Dio Cass. 624 and émBwxdfpxn, *“ codicil,” Jos. Ant. 17. 226 (9*) and ex-
amples cited by Norton, A Lexicographical and Historical Study of
Awbipy . . . Chicago, 1908). Whether such prescriptions are contrary
to the original compact (they of course modify it or they would not be
added) is beside the mark; a compact once executed can not be changed.

16. 7 8¢ "ABpadp éppéOnaav ai émayyerial *“ kal Td amép-
pate” alrod:  “Now to Abraham were the promises spoken,
‘and to his seed.’”” Far the evidence that this proposition and
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the next (v.1%) are parenthetical, see on TodTo 8¢ Adyw, v.27,
The promises here spoken of are those which accompanied the
covenant and which constituted it on the side of divine grace.
On the relation of promise and covenant, see detached note
on Awabikn, p. 497, and ¢f. Gen. g©*f-; but esp. Gen. 17'-%
See also Cremer', p. 1062. The apostle more commonly uses
the singular éraryryedia (see vv.17 18 22, 29 Rom, 415 W 16 20), but
also without marked difference of thought employs the plural
(see v.2 and Rom. ¢%), the basis for which is in the repeated
occasions on which the promise was made to Abraham, and the
various forms in which it was expressed. See Gen. 1228 y3¥-17
15% & 18 1428, On Paul’s definition of the content of the prom-
ise as interpreted in the light of subsequent events, see on
xApovopia, v.i8,  From a strictly grammatical point of view
79 oméppats is a dative of indirect object after éppéfnoav.
But it is only by a rhetorical figure that the promises are said
to be uttered to the seed. In the original passage, Gen. 13%
177+ 8, and in this sentence by intent the seed are included
with Abraham in those to whom the promises are to be ful-
filled.

o0 Aéye. “ Kal Tols améppacw,” os émi woAAdw, AN ds ép’
&ds “Kai 79 oméppati cov,” 8 éoTiw Xpiords. “He saith
not, And to the seeds, as of many, but as of one, And to thy
seed, which is Christ.” The subject of Aéye: to be supplied in
thought is doubtless 0 feds as implied in tro Tob feods (v.17), s
indicates that the following expressions refer to the point of
view of the speaker, 6 feds, so that it is equivalent to “meaning
this.” Cf. Th. s. v. 3. émiwith the genitive in the sense “in re- |
spect to,” apparently occurs here only in N. T., but is found in
classical writers. Cf. Th.s.9. AI 1.e. If these wordsare from
the apostle it must be supposed that for the purpose of height-
ening the impression of the dignity and inviolability of the
covenant and suggesting the impossibility of its having already
received its fulfilment before the law came in, he-avails him-
self of an unusual use of owéppa in the singular as meaning, or
applied to, an individual descendant, and founds on this fact
an argument for referring the O. T. passage to Christ; yet
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probably to him not as an individual, but as the head of a
spiritual race; cf. the use of Israel as meaning the race of Israel,
Rom. ¢% 3, but especially ¢*® and 1 Cor. 122. This is, of
course, not the meaning of the original passage referred to
(Gen. 13%, or 177 or 8). But neither is there any other inter-
pretation which will satisfy the requirements both of the Gen.
passages and of the context here. The latter must, therefore,
decide the apostle’s meaning; ¢f. on v Tt is not probable,
indeed, that the apostle derived the meaning of the promise
from the use of the singular oméppare. He is well aware of
the collective sense of the word oméppa in the Gen. passage (see
v.2? and Rom. 4-1%), He doubtless arrived at his thought, not
by exegesis of scripture, but from an interpretation of history,
and then availed himself of the singular noun to express his
thought briefly. It should be observed that 8s éorw XpioTos
is in any case an assertion of the apostle, for which he claims
no evidence in Q. T. beyond the fact that the promise refers
to one person. On the possibility that the words o0 Aéyer . . .
Xpiards are the work of an early editor of the epistles of Paul,
see end of detached note on Emépuatt and Emwépuacw, p. 509.

17. Todro 8¢ Aéyw “Now this T mean.” The function of
this phrase is to take up for further argument or explanation
a thought already expressed. Cf. 1 Cor. 1% and similar phrases
in 1 Cor. 72 10%® 16%. The following phrase, &iafsixny
mpokexvpwuérmy Umd Tob Beot, shows that the reversion of
thought here intended is to the Suws avfpamov kexvpwuévny
Stabrkny of v.15. V.1 is, therefore, parenthetical.

Suabrikny mpoxexvpwidrny Tmo Tob Beod 6 petd TeTpaxdoia
xai TptdkovTa Eri) ryeyovas VOuOS oUk aKupol, €ls TO Ka-
Tapyficar Ty érayyeliav. “A covenant previously estab-
lished by God, the law which came four hundred and thirty
years afterwards does not annul so as to make inoperative the
promise.” The word Sabiixn is itself ambiguous, meaning
either (a) ‘““covenant,” “agreement,” or (b) “will,” “testa-
ment.” But the &iafsjrn here referred to is manifestly that
spoken of in Gen., chap. 17, and this alike in the thought of the
0. T. writer, of the Lxx translators, and of Paul was essentially
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a covenant. Its fulfilment lay, indeed, in part in the distant
future, pertaining even to generations yet unborn. In it God
took the initiative, and it was primarily an expression of his
grace and authority, not a bargain between equals. Yet none
of these things contravene the character of a covenant, while
its mutuality, its irrevocability (see v.1¥), and the practical ex-
clusion of the idea of the death of the testator, mark it as
essentially a ‘covenant and not a will. See on &afrjkn in v
and detached note on Atabijkn, p. s02. The emphatic elements
of the sentence on which the argument turns are the wpo- in
mwpokexvpwuévny, the phrase Umd Tod feod, and perd. The
major premise of the argument is in xexvpwpévny Sialrrny
ovdels . . . émbiatdooerar of v.!5; the minor premise is in
the 0 ueTd . . . wouos of this verse, while md 70D feod over
against the avfpwmov of v.s heightens the force of the argu-
ment, giving it an ¢ minori ad majus effect. If a covenant once
in force can not be modified or annulled by any subsequent
action, the covenant with Abraham can not be set aside by the
subsequent law. If this is true of a man’s covenant, much
more is it true of a covenant made by God with Abraham,
since God must be more certainly true to his promises than
man. Cf. Rom. 3% The apostle is especially fond of argu-
ments of this type. See the several illustrations in Rom.,
chap. 5. '

The words elg Xpworév after 8eod, found in the leading Western mss.,
and adopted by most Syrian authorities, are an interpretative addition,
akin to and doubtless derived from v.1e,

The verb mpoxupbw occurs elsewhere only in much later writers (Eus.
Prep. Evang. X 4, etc.). The wpo- is temporal, and in this context
means “before the law.” On the use of ylvopat in the sense “to come,’”
“to appear in history,” see Mk, 1¢ Jn. 1% 17 1 Jn. 2. The perfect
tense marks the coming of the law as something of which an existing
result remains, in this case evidently the law itself. BMT 154. This
phase of the meaning can not well be expressed in English. Cf. BMT 82.

The number four hundred and thirty is evidently derived by the
apostle from Exod. 124, where, though according to the Hebrew text,
“the time that the children of Israel dwelt in Egypt was four hundred
and thirty years,” the Vatican ms. of the Lxx, with which agrees,
also the Samaritan Pentateuch, reads: % 3% xavofxnots tev ul@y
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Topah) v xatipxnoay & i Alybrre xal év yv§i Xavéav B tetpaxocia
Tpténovta wévre, but AF, perhaps also the second hand of B, omit
wévte (so Tdf.), and A adds adrtol xal ot marépeg adr@v. The expres-
sion xat &v v§) Xavéav, for which there is no equivalent in Hebrew,
evidently refers to the residence in Canaan previous to that in Egypt,
so that the whole period covered is, roughly speaking, from Abraham
to Moses. On the comparison between this datum and Gen. 15%,
quoted in the speech of Stephen, ¢f. Alf. on Gal. ad loc. For the apos-

" tle’s argument the length of the period has, of course, no significance,
save that the longer the covenant had been in force, the more impres-
sive is his statement.

That & vép.og is the law promulgated by Moses, the participial phrase
clearly shows; yet the presumption is that the apostle is still thinking
of that law in the same light, or of the same aspect of it, as in 3
(g- #.); and there is the less reason to depart from that presump-
tion because it is the supreme place which Paul’s opponents had given,
in their doctrine of the basis of acceptance with God, to the legalistic
element of the law that leads Paul to make the affirmation o dxupot.
The legalistic aspect is, therefore, though less in the foreground than
in vv.1o. 1212 still present. See detached note on Népos, p. 457.

’Axupbo, a late Greek word (1 Esd. 6%; Dion. Hal. Antig. 2. 724;
Mt. 15¢ Mk. 712 4. Mac. 21 51 714 142; Plut. Dio, 48%; Apoph. lacon. 3),
signifying “to make invalid,” whether by rescinding or by overriding,
or otherwise (in Plut. Cic. 49%, apparently in a more material sense, “to
destroy”’), is here used in the first sense. Cf. dfetei, v.15; M. and M.
Voc. on dxupbew and dférneg; and De.BS. p. 228, quoting from papyri
the phrase elg &bétnory xal dxlpwowv. Paul would not have denied
that in the thought and practice of men law had displaced the cove-
nant, but that law legitimately did so (as a new law may specific-
ally repeal previous legislation). efg té with the infinitive expresses the
measure of effect or conceived result of dxupot (BMT 411). =ataprén
(of rare occurrence in Greek authors, in Lxx only 2 Esd. 4. # 55 6¢;
in N. T. frequent in Paul, elsewhere only in Lk. 137 Heb. 214) means “to
make ineffective, inoperative” (a-epyov). v dxayyellay signifies the
same as al éxayyeilat in v.'s, the singular here reflecting the substan-
tial identity of the promises made on the several occasions, as the
plural there recalls the various occasions and utterances.

18. el yap éc vduov % KAnpovoula, odwér. € émwayyellas
“For if the inheritance is of law, it is no longer of promise.”
As in v.22, the apostle excludes the possibility of a compromise
between the two principles, and so justifies the use of the strong
terms axvpo:i and xatapyfoar. I say “annul” and “make of
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no account,” for if the law affects the promise at all, it annuls it.
It can not be added to it; it destroysit. The previous reference
to the Siafijen and the émrayyella make it clear that 7 xAznpo-
vopla—note the restrictive article—refers to the possession
promised in the covenant (Gen. 13% 157 17%; ¢f. Rom. 4% 1),
which was with Abraham and his seed. This promised posses-
sion, while consisting materially in the promised land, was
the expression of God’s favour and blessing (¢f., €. g., 2 Chron.
62 Ps. Sol. 7% g* 143, 87i 1} uépws xal 1 KAnpovouia Toi Deod
éatw "lapanf), 17%), and the term easily becomes in the Chris-
tian vocabulary a designation of the blessing of God which
they shall obtain who through faith become acceptable to
God (see Acts 20® 1 Cor. 6% 1 155 Gal. 5 Eph. 55 Col. 3%), of

_which blessing the Spirit, as the initial gift of the new life (v.2)
is the earnest (2 Cor. 12 55 Eph. 1% 14 439), and so the fulfilment
of the promise (v.14). Such a spiritualised conception in general
doubtless underlies the apostle’s use of it here. Cf. Rom. 4"
and the suggestion of v.!¥ above, that he thought of the promise
to Abraham as a promise of the Spirit. But for the purpases
of his argument at this point, the content of the ¥Anpovouln is
not emphasised. It was whatever the covenant promised to
Abraham and to his seed. His opponents would concede that
this was a spiritual, not simply a material, blessing.

Kinpovopfe (xAfjpos, “a share,” vépw, “to distribute”), found in
Isocrates, Demosthenes, and other classical writers, is in their writings
usually a possession obtained by inheritance, but sometimes possession
without the idea of inheritance (Aristot. Nic. Eth. 7. 148 [1153 b¥]).
In the papyri it is used either of one’s estate, which is to pass to one’s
heirs, or of that which one receives by inheritance: Pap. Amk. I1 728 s;
BGU. 119,11 3, 350 4 5; Pap. Tebt. II 319% ®, et freg. It occurs very
often in the Lxx, in the great majority of cases as the translation of n?qg.
This Hebrew word, originally signifying “gift,” then *possession,” or
“share,” often refers to the possession given to Israel in Canaan
(Deut. 12° 19# Judg. 20 Isa. 58 1 Chr. 1614718; ¢f. Gen. 17" *, where,
however, the Heb. has nin¥ and the Lxx xatdoyeots); or to the share
of a particular tribe (Josh. chap. 19); or to Israel, or the land of
Israel, as the possession of God (Deut. 4% Ps. 78 [79]t).  Sometimes it
denotes an inheritance, usually, however, not in the sense of property
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received by inheritance, but of property which is left by one at death,
or which will by usage pass to one’s descendants (Num. 277711 3624 % 1),
Rarely, if ever, does it refer to property transmitted by will; but see
Job 425, xAnpovoutx in the Lxx has the same range of meaning. See
also Sir. 4410 Ps. Sol. 7t g* 14 ¢ 15 172, In N. T., though always
translated “inheritance” in E. V., only in Lk. 121 does it refer strictly
to property received or transmitted by inheritance. In Mt. 21
Mk. 127 Lk. 20" Acts 7% Heb. 112 it means “property,” “possessions”

" in the material sense. In Acts 20" Eph. 11 18 s Col. 3 Heb. gu
1 Pet. 14, it is used figuratively of a spiritual blessing which men are
to receive from God. It is in this sense of “promised possession”
that it is doubtless to be- taken here, consistently with the use of
3wfhxy in the sense of “covenant.” Nor is there anything in the
usage of xAngovouta to combat this sense of Swxffxy.

The anarthrous nouns véuou and éwayyshfas are both to be taken
qualitatively: the actual things referred to are & véuog and 4 érayyeia
(see on v.17), but are by these phrases presented not individually as the
law and the promise, but qualitatively as law and promise. The
legalistic aspect of the law is a shade more in thought here than in v. 1.
éx denotes source, specifically that on which something depends (Th.
s. v. II 6), and éx vépou is substantially equivalent to év vépgp in v.2,
obxént is to be taken not temporally but logically, as in Rom. 77 20 118
(Gal. 2%, cited as an example of this usage by Grimm, is probably not
such, but suggests how the logical use might grow out of the temporal).
The conditional clause, as in chap. 2%, sets forth as a simple supposition
what the apostle in fact regards as a condition contrary to fact. See
BMT 243.

7p 8¢ "ABpaap O émrayyelas xexdpiaras 6 feds. “but to
Abraham God granted it by promise.” The implied object
of the verb is evidently T9v kAnpovouiav. reydpioTar empha-
sises the gracious, uncommercial, character of the grant, and
the perfect tense marks the grant as one still in force, thus
recalling the argument of vv.1*17, The statement as a whole
constitutes the minor premise of which the preceding sentence
is the major premise. If the inheritance is by law, it is not
by promise; but it is by promise; therefore it is not by
law.

Xaptouat is used from Homer down in the general sense “to do
something pleasant or agreeable” (to another), “to do one a favour”;
in N. T. with the meanings (a) “to forgive” and (b) “to grant gra-
ciously”’; ¢f. Rom. 8%, etc.
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5. Answer to the objection that the preceding argument
leaves the law without a reason for being (31%).

The apostle’s strong and repeated insistence on the inferiority
of law to the promise, and its inability to justify, naturally
raises the question, weighty for one who was not prepared to
deny to the law all divine authority, What, then, is the law
for? This Paul answers by ascribing to it the function of
producing transgressions, denying to it power to give life, and
making it simply temporary and preparatory to the gospel.

What then is the significance of the law? For the sake of the
transgressions it was added, to continue until the seed should come
to whom the promise still in force was made, being enacled through
the agency of angels in the hand of a mediator. But the medi-
abor is not of one; but God is one. *Is the law, then, contrary to
the promises of God? By mo means. For if there had been
given a law that could give life, righteousness would indeed be by
law. 2But the scripture shut up all things under sin that, on
ground of faith in Jesus Christ, the promise might be given to
those who believe.

19. 7{ ov o vouos; “What then is the significance of the
law?” A question obviously raised by the argument advanced
in vv.1-8 which seemed to leave the law without function.
0 vouos is, of course, the same law there spoken of; see on
v.17 and on v.5,

There is no perfectly decisive consideration to enable us to choose
between the translations “why is” and “what is,” ‘“what signifies.”
Paul frequently uses <¢ adverbially (Rom. 37 14t 1 Cor. 47 Gal. 54,
etc.), yet never elsewhere in the phrase t{ ofv. On the other hand,
while <f olv elsewhere signifies “what then,” not “why then” (Rom.
349 4 6% 15, etc.), yet when the thought “what signifies” is to be
expressed, the copula is usually inserted, not left to be supplied. See
1 Cor. 3% tf olv éotty "AnoAAdi; of 3¢ éotey Ilabhog; Jn. 6: vaira 3¢ «f
éotwy; but ¢f. other examples of a similar sense, without copula in
Bernhardy, Syntax, p. 336. The difference of meaning is not great; the
question, “Why the law?” is included in the more general question
“What signifies the law, how is it with the law?”” and this, as the con-
text shows, is in any case the most prominent element of the thought
in the apostle’s raind, olv connects this question with what precedes, .
signifying “in view, then, of these statements.”
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T&v wapafdaewy ydpw wpoceTédy, “For the sake of the
transgressions it was added.” mpooerédn marks the law as
supplementary, and hence subordinate to the covenant. The
statement is not in contradiction with vv.55#. because the law
in the apostle’s thought forms no part of the covenant, is a
thing distinct from it, in no way modifying its provisions. It
is the apparent contradiction that probably gave rise to the
reading é7é0n, which occurs in this v. in D*FG and other West-
ern authorities.

In itself xdpww may be either telic as in Tit. 15 1! Jude® Prov.
1797, perhaps also Eph. 3% ¥, or causal as in Lk. 747 1 Jn. 3%
Clem. Hom. 111%; T&V TrapamToudTey ydpw 5 Tiuwpia éreTal
(cited by Ell. and Ltft). The context and Paul’s usual con-
ception of the functions of the law are both in favour of the
telic force. For, since it is clearly the apostle’s usual thought
that where there is no law, though there may be sin, there is
no transgression (wapdBaocis, see Rom. 4% 5%), his choice of the
word mapafdoewy here must be taken to indicate that he is
speaking not of that which is antecedent but of that which is
subsequent to the coming of law. The phrase is, therefore, by
no means the equivalent of auapTidv ydpw, and since the dis-
tinguishing feature of mapdBacis is that it is not simply the
following of evil impulse, but violation of explicit law, it nat-
urally suggests, as involved in the mapafBdoewr, the recognition
of the sinfulness of the deeds, which otherwise might have
passed without recognition. Nor can it be justly said that
this interpretation involves the supplying of the phrase, ‘“knowl-
edge of” (¢f. Sief. “so hitte doch Paulus, um verstanden zu
werden, schreiben miissen 77 émyracews TV mapafdoewy
Xxdpw”’), but only the discovery in the expression T@v 7apafd-
gewy of its implicate, 77s émuyprwoews THs auaptias. For the
evidence that the latter was in Paul’s thought a function of
the law and that he probably conceived of it as brought
about through the conversion of sin into transgression, see
Rom. 3% 4% g8 4. 2 5712 The article before mapafdoewr is
restrictive, but not retrospective. The thought probably is,
“the transgressions which will thereby be produced.”
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dypis v ENOy 10 omépua ¢ émrjyyedTar, “to continue until
the seed should come to whom the promise still in force was
made.” 70 oméppa is, doubtless, to be taken in the same
sense as in v.1%, viz., Christ, if v.1% is from Paul (¢f. p. 182);
otherwise as in v.®, those who are Christ’s. €m7jyyeATas, per-
fect tense, referring to a past fact and its existing result, marks
the promise as being still in force. The whole clause, dxpss,
etc., sets the limit to the period during which the law continues.
Thus the covenant of promise is presented to the mind as of
permanent validity, both beginning before and continuing
through the period of the law and afterwards, the law on the
other hand as temporary, added to the permanent covenant
for a period limited in both directions. That the relation of
men to God was different after the period of law was ended
from what it had been under the law is implied in v.3. But
that the promise with its principle of faith was in no way
abrogated or suspended in or after the period of the law is the
unequivocal affirmation of vv.’>% and clearly implied in the
quotation in v.I!' of Hab. 2%, which the apostle doubtless as-
cribed to this period.

"Axptg &vis the reading of B33, 1912 Clem. Eus. All others apparently
read &ypts o5. Both &yptc &v and &xpt ob are current forms in the
first century (M. and M. Voc. s. 2.), but Paul elsewhere reads &xet[s] o
(Rom. 11 1 Cor, 11? 15%), In Rom. ri* and 1 Cor. 15% mss. vary
between &xpt and &yptg before o and in 1 Cor. 112¢ 15% a consider-
able group add &v after of, yet none apparently read &xpic &v. Itis
improbable, therefore, that this reading is the work of the scribes..

Siataryels 8 &yyéawy év yewpl pesitov: “being enacted
through the agency of angels in the hand of a mediator.”
The mediator is self-evidently Moses; the expression év yetp(
is probably, as Sief. suggests, intended literally; see Exod.
31 32 Concerning the tradition that angels were concerned
in the giving of the law, see Deut. 33? (Lxx not Heb.), éx Sefidy
avTod dyyehou per alrod, Jos. Ant. 15. 136 (52); Test. XII
Pat. Dan. 6; Jub. 1%; Heb. 2? Acts 7% % and Talmudic pas-
sages cited by Dib.Guwt. p. 27. The intent of the whole phrase
is to depreciate the law as not given directly by God.
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On 3wtdoow, with reference to the enactment of a law, ¢f. Hes. Op.
276; Plato, Legg. XI 931 E. The participle is an aor. of identical action,
describing one phase of the fact denoted by wpacetéty (BMT 139f.).

Mesitng, “ mediator,” belongs to late Greek, Job g%: effe fiv b pesttng
Ty xal EAdyxwy xal Staxobuy dvd wéoov dpgotépwyv. Polyb. 28. 15 (17)%:
$BoGreto Todg ‘Podloug mpovilas weotrac dwodeibae. Diod. Sic. 4. 54,
TogToy Y&p (egttny Yeyovéta Ty duohoytdy. Cremer, s. v., and Riggen-
bach, “Der Begriff der Ataf%xn im Hebrierbrief,” in Theologische Studien
Th. Zahn . . . dargebracht, p. 307, interpret the word in this passage and
in Jos. Ant. 4. 133 (67)—see below—as meaning “surety,” “guarantor.”
But while this meaning would give reasonable sense to the passages,
there is nothing in the context to require it, and these passages can not,
therefore, be regarded as vouchers for it. Philo De Somn. I 142 (22);
Vita Mosis, III 163 (1g): Mwusds . . . pecttng xal StarAhdxtns . . . As-
sumpt. Mos. 1% (quoted by Gelasius): xal xpoefedoaté pe (Mwushv) &
Oeds mpd xataforilc xéopou ebval pe tic Bwabfne alrol pesltmy. See
Charles, Apoc. and Pseud., ad loc. (cf. 31%): itague excogitavil el invenit
me, qui ab initio orbis terrarum preparatus sum, ul sim arbiler testamenti
illius; Test. XII Pat. Dan. 6, pesttng Oeob xat dvBodmou (¢f. Charles
on Jub. 1%); Jos. Ant 4. 133 (67), Taita 3% &uvbvtes Fheyoy xal Dedv
pecttny Gv dmoxvelvro. Ani. 16. 24 (2%). Pap. Gd. Cairo, p. 30: é&y cot
36k peoeltny Huetv 36¢ (the passage is from the second century A. D.
Huety refers to two rival claimants for an estate between whom the ge-
altys was to be arbiter). Plut. De Is. ef Osir. 46: 3td xat MBoyv ITépoar
Thv peoltny dvopdlousty. See other reff. in Th. s. v. In N. T., besides
the present passage, the word occurs in Heb. 86 g 122 1 Tim. 28, in all
of which it is a title of Jesus, though in Heb. 8¢ there is also a sug-
gestion of Moses as the mediator of the old covenant, meaning the law.

20, o 8¢ peaitns évos odk EoTw, 6 8¢ Oeos els éoTiv., “But
the mediator is not of one; but God is one.” 'This is a part of
the argument in depreciation of the law as compared with the
covenant of promise, reiterating in part what has already been
said in v.®. The first clause is a general statement deduced
from the very definition of a mediator. From the duality of the
persons between whom the mediator acts and the fact that God
is but one person, the inference intended to be drawn is that
the law, being given through a mediator, came from God in-
directly. That the promise came directly is not affirmed, but
assumed to be in mind. To find here the thought that the
law is conditional while the promise is unconditional, or a refer-
ence to the unchangeableness of God, is to go beyond the
implication of the words or the context.
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For the interpretation of this perplexing verse, of which. according
to Fricke, Das exegetische Problem Gal. 3%, Leipzig, 1879, about three
hundred interpretations have been proposed, the following data seem
determinative. 1. & pesftng is in this clause generic, lit,, “The
mediator of one does not exist,” or “the mediator is not [a mediator]
of one.” To make it refer directly and exclusively to a specific medi-
ator is to make the whole sentence simply assertion, lacking even the
appearance of argument, and to render the second half of the sentence
superfluous. It would, indeed, come to the same thing to make
& peottng refer to the mediator of v.%s, if the assertion of v.2° be under-
stood to be true of the mediator of v.1* because true of the mediator
as such. But this is unnecessarily to complicate the thought. 2.
This generic statement of v.20: & 3% pesltne #vde ol Zotty, is intended
to be applied to Moses, the mediator, referred to in v.1*. To introduce
the conception of some other mediator, as, ¢. g., Christ (Jerome. Chrys.
¢t al.), or the law itself (Holsten), is to exceed the indications of the con-
text without warrant. 3y&véc must be taken as masculine, and, accord-
ingly, as personal, the ‘plurality affirmed in &vbg ol Zoutv referring to
the contracting parties to a transaction effected through a mediator;
no other interpretation is consistent with the use of elg in the clause
& 3% Bedg elg foriv. 4. The plurality affirmed in &b olx is not a plu-
rality of persons constituting one party to the transaction effected
through a mediator, but a duality of parties: in other words, & peattng
&vds odx Zatwv affirms not that the party for whom the mediator acts

"must consist of a plurality of persons, but that there must be two
parties to the transaction between whom the mediator acts as go-
between. However attractive the interpretation which is built upon
this definition of pesftns as the single person acting as the representa-
tive of a group, Paul being thus made to say that since a mediator can
not be the representative of one, and God is one, Moses as mediator
was not the representative of God, but of the angels (Vogel in Stud.
u. Krit. 1865, pp. 524~38) or of the people (B. Weiss, Die paul. Briefe tm
berichtiglen Text,ad loc.),it must be rejected on the clear evidence of usage
(see the passages above): a uesttns by no means uniformly acted for a
plurality of persons (constituting one party), but always, however, he
may be thought of as specially representing the interests of one party,
stood, as both the term itself and usage show, as the middleman between
two parties, the latter consisting each of one person or of more, as
the case might be. 5 & 3t Oeds elg fotlv is most naturally taken
as the minor premise to & 8¢ pesitng &vds odx Zotrv. The unexpressed
but self-evident conclusion from these premises applied to the concrete
case referred to in v.» is that to the giving of the law, in which Moses
was mediator, there was, besides God, a second party. This in itself
serves to emphasise the statement of v.19, that the law was given through
a mediator and to intimate that the covenant, in which God acted
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alone, without a mediator, is in this particular different from the law
and superior to it.* So in the main, Fricke, 0p. cit. The reasoning is
not indeed characteristically Pauline; like that of v.!% it reads more
like the gloss of a later commentator than a part of the original argu-
ment; and such it quite possibly is. Yet we have no decisive proof
that Paul himself could not have added such a rabbinic re-enforcement
of his own argument.

Ell’s view, which while supplying “in the promise” makes the
clause & 3¢ Oeds elg éotfv, thus supplemented, a minor premise, the
argument then running, A mediator is not of one party, but in the
promise God is one; therefore, in the promise there is no mediator,
only arrives by a laboured process at the point from which it started.
Rendall’s view, Expositor’s Grk. Test.: The mediator, Moses, is not of
one seed, but many (= the law was not like the promise for a single
chosen family, but to many families of Abraham’s children after the
flesh), but God is nevertheless one (=the God of Sinai is one with
the God of promise), is singularly regardless of the requirements alike
of the language itself and of the context.

21, o oDy vopos xata Téy émayyedy Tob Geod; un yévorro.
“Is the law, then, contrary to the promises of God? By no
means.” The question is suggested by the whole argument
from v.1°, esp. v.!® on, which obviously suggests an affirmative
answer. That Paul returns a negative answer signifies, how-
ever, not that he has forgotten and is now denying what he
has up to this time affirmed, nor probably that he is using the
word “law” in a different sense. It would, indeed, resolve the
seeming contradiction and take the words in a sense not im-
probable in itself to suppose that he here means the law simply

* It comes to nearly the same result to take o 8¢ Oeds eis éoariv as referring directly to
the promise, meaning, in effect: “But God, who gave the promise, is one, acted without a
mediator *; in which fact the inferiority of the law to the promise is evident. So Ltft. But
if this were the thought intended to be directly conveyed by this clause, it could hardly
have failed to be expressed. It seems more reasonable to take the words 5 8¢ febs els éoriv
as in themselves expressing only what they directly say, and to assume that the thought to be
supplied is the conclusion which the expressed premises support.

It may be objected to the view advocated above and equally to that of Ltft. that on the
supposition that 8tabsxyv is a covenant, Paul’s argument in v.17 turns on the fact of the two
parties to it, and thus that the law and the covenant are in that fact placed on the same
basis. But this ignores the fact that the argument concerning the mediator is in reality to
the effect that the mediator stands between the two parties, making a third, separating as
well as joining them, while in the covenant, God, the one, comes into direct relation with
man. Moreover if, as is probably the case, and as is indicated by his use of émayyeria for
what he also calls the Siafvan, he shared the O. T. thought of the covenant as predomi-
nantly one-sided, God taking the initiative, this fact would still further tend in his mind
to depreciate the law as compared with the covenant,
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as a historical fact. But it is more likely that as he means
here by the promises those of the covenant (vv.% 1% 18) gg he
uses law in the same sense as throughout the passage, and that
he affirms that they are not in conflict (on #a7d, ¢f. chap. 5
2 Cor. 13* Rom. 8%), because they have distinct functions.
Notice that it is this of which the next clause speaks. Paul
admits, even affirms, that the law judges a man on a basis of
works of law, and the promises on a basis of faith—in this they
are different the one from the other, but he contends, as against
his opponents who hold that men are actually justified. by law,
that the law, whose sentence is always one of condemnation,
was not intended to express God’s attitude towards men, is not
the basis of God’s actual judgment of men, but is a revelation
of a man’s legal standing only. He will presently add that it
is thus a means of bringing us to Christ (v.2). At present he
is content to affirm that they are not in conflict, because they
operate in different spheres. Thus one may rightly say that
the courts are not in conflict with the pardoning power; for
though one sentences and the other releases, each is operative
in its own sphere, the one saying whether the accused is guilty,
the other whether he shall be punished; or that a father who
first ascertains by careful inquiry whether his child has dis-
obeyed his commands, and pronounces him guilty, and then
using this very sentence of guilty to bring him to repentance,
and discovering that he is repentant assures him of forgiveness
and fellowship, is in no conflict with himself.

Tob Beo5 is omitted by B d e Victorin, Ephrem. (?) Ambrst. only.
Despite the intrinsic improbability of the reading 7o 8eod (the sen-
tence is equally clear, more terse, and more in Paul’s usual style with-
out the words), the evidence for the insertion of the words and the
possibility that the omission by the few witnesses on this side is an
accidental coincidence, is too strong to permit rejection of the words.

el yap é8d0n vdpos ¢ Suvduevos {womsijoat, SyTws éx vdpov

&v v 9 dwcawoavy., “For if there had been given a law that
- could give life, righteousness would indeed be by law.” vdpos,
without the article, is a law, and undoubtedly, as the context
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shows, a divine law, which the participial phrase ¢ Surduevos
Swomrojoas further describes as “a law that could give life.”
The form of the sentence marks it as a supposition contrary to .
fact (BMT 248). Such a sentence is often used to prove the
falsity of the hypothesis from the unreality of the apodosis.
Cf. chap. 1 1 Cor. 2% 1 Jn. 2%, In this case the unreality of the
apodosis, righteousness by law, is for the present assumed, to
be proved later, in v.2. The fact thus established, that no law
had been given that could give life, henc: that this was not
the purpose of the law of Moses, is adduced as proof (ydp is
argumentative) that usn ryévorro is the right answer to the
question just asked, 7. e., that the law is not against the prom-
ises. The validity of this proof for its purpose lies in the
implication, not that the two are in agreement, being of the
same intent and significance, but that they are in separate
realms, established for different purposes, hence not conflicting.

"Ex véyou is attested by all authorities except B and Cyr., who read
&y vép; Ty is attested by all authorities except FG 429, 206; & is read
by ABC Cyr. before fv; by N33, 218, 1912, 436, 462 after fiv; by
429, 206 without #iv; by Dbet ¢ KLP al. pler. Chr. Thdrt. beforc éx vépou;
it is omitted by D* 88, 442, 1952 al. Dam. and, together with #v, by
FG. Alike external evidence and intrinsic and transcriptional prob-
ability point to éx véuou &v fiv as the original reading. While 4% shows
that Paul might omit &, yet he more commonly inserts it, and when in-
serting it, places it before the verb; ¢f. chap. 1o 1 Cor. 2% 1132, Out of this
reading arise in transcription that of N, etc., and that of the Syrian
authorities KLP, etc., by transposition of &v; that of the Western
authorities D*, etc., by the omission of &v (¢f. the evidence on 41%); that
of B Cyr. by the substitution for éx véuou of the equally familiar
& véuy; and that of FG 429, 206 by the accidental omission of #v, the
two former from the Western reading, the two latter from the original
reading. It will be observed that the insertion of & in some position
is attested by all non-Western authorities, and &« véuou by all authori-
ties except B Cyr. The assumption of &v véuyp as original (WH.), neces-
sitating the derivation of the reading of AC from this original and then
the derivation of all other variants from this secondary form, involves
a genealogical relationship distinctly more difficult than that above
proposed, as well as the adoption of a sub-singular reading of B against
all other pre-Syrian authorities.

On an attributive with the article after an indefinite substantive, see
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W. XX 4 (WM. p. 174); Rad. p. 93; Gild. Syn. p. 283; Rob. p. 777;
BMT 424. Cf. chap. 17 220 Acts 41, etc.

Zwowotéw occurs in the Lxx in the sense, “to cause to live,” “to
give life””: Neh. 9%: a0 (8e6c) Lwomoteic t& mdvra. 2 Kgs. 57; “to save
alive”: Jdg. 214 Ps. 7120, In N. T. it means “to cause to live,” “to
germinate” (of a seed): 1 Cor. 15%; ¢ :0 bring to life” (the dead):
Rom. 81 1 Cor. 15%; “to give spiritual life”’: Jn. 6% 2 Cor. 3% In
the last passage it stands in antithesis to the death sentence of the
law, and thus acquires a certain forensic sense. It is probable that
this is the prominent c'ement in the thought of the word here; that it
is, in fact, the causative of {4w as used in v.* (see note on {hoetar
there) and in effect means “to justify.” That there is an associated
idea of the ethical life which is imparted by the Spirit of God, as in
220 5% (¢f. 515 13) and Rom. 83, or of the eternal life after death, as in
Rom. 8 11 (note esp. 1), is not improbable. Ell. and Sief. make the
reference exclusively to the latter, and interpret the argument as one
from effect to cause: If there were a law that could give eternal life,
then justification, which is the condition precedent of such life, would
beinlaw. This, also, is possible, but less probable than a more direct ref-
erence to justification in {wowotfisat. &x véuou (¢f. textual note above),
here as in v.'® (g. v.), expresses source—righteousness would have
proceeded from law, had its origin in law. It is a qualitative phrase,
but that which is referred to is the Mosaic law as a legalistic system.
The emphasis of 1 dtxaosbvy is doubtless upon the forensic element in
the meaning of the word (see detached note on Awxatestyy VI B 2,
and ¢f. esp: 2%). The article reflects the thought that there is but one
way of acceptance with God, the sentence meaning not, “there would
be a way of acceptance with God on a basis of legalism” (¢f. 2#), but
“the way of acceptance would be,” etc.

22. G\AG cuvékhewdey 7 ypadn TE wdvTa Um0 auapTiay
“But the scripture shut up all things under sin.” @AAd marks
the contrast between the unreal hypothesis of v. and the
actual fact as here stated, which furnishes the proof that the
apodosis of v.21*, “righteousness would have been of law,” and
hence also the protasis, “if a law had been given that could
give life,” which that verse by its form implies to be contrary to
fact, are actually such. That the proof is drawn from the O. T.
law implies that the latter is the only law actually in question,
or that if the O. T. law could not justify no law could. The

" scripture is probably Deut. 27%, referred to in v.—a passage
from the law, and cited here as embodying the verdict of the
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law. The reference to v.* and the context in general give to
Umo duapriav the meaning “under condemnation of sin,”
equivalent to ¥mo kardpay in v.°. All this refers, it must be
noted, not to God’s sentence against men, but to the verdict
of law. Paul is still arguing that from law comes no righteous-
ness, no justification; that for this one must come to God in
faith. See the next clause.

Tuvxhelw is found in Greek writers from Herodotus down in various
senses, but primarily with the meaning ‘“to shut up,” “to confine,”
either inceptive, “to put in confinement,” or continuative, “to hold
confined.” So also in the Lxx, Ps. 30 (31%): ol cuvéahetsds ue elg
yeipas éxBpod. 77 (78)%9; likewise in N. T., Lk. 5¢ Rom. 112,

In the usage of the N. T. writers in general and of Paul in particular
the singular ypagh refers to a particular passage of the O. T. Note
the expressions ) ypaeh alty (Acts 8%), &tépa veaph (Jn. 19%7) mdox
veagh (2 Tim. 3'%), and the fact that elsewhere in the Pauline epistles
the singular is uniformly accompanied by a quotation (chap. 3* 4* Rom.
4% 9" 10t 11%). See also 1 Tim. 58 In 2 Tim. 3'%, =&a ypagh, a
specific passage is, of course, out of the question. Deut. 272, quoted
in v.'o, and Ps. 143?% quoted in 2!, would both be appropriate to the
apostle’s purpose in this v., but the remoteness of the latter passage
makes against its being the one here meant. A reference to a passage
itself in the law is, moreover, more probable in view of the fact that
it is the function of this law that is under discussion.

Ta& wévra, equivalent to todg wdvtas in Rom. 11%, refers to all who

. were under & vbuog (v.1), 4. e., the Jews, since at this point the ques-
tion pertains simply to the function or reason for existence of the law.
On the neuter used of persons, the rhetorical effect being somewhat to
obliterate the thought of individuals and to present those referred to
as a solidarity, see 1 Cor. 1% Col. 120 Eph. 10 Jn. 17%. Hxb duapriav
in Rom. 74 {¢f. 61 1) means “under the power of sin” and in Rom. 3°
“sinful” (though some interpreters take it in the sense of “under
condemnation™). But these single instances of the phrase in different
specific senses are not sufficient to set aside the clear evidence of the
context in favour of the meaning, “under condemnation for sin,”
which is in itself equally possible.

va 1 émayyeMa éx mwiorews 'Inood Xpiorod 8ofy tois
mioTevovoy, ““that, on ground of faith in Jesus Christ, the prom-
ise might be given to those who believe.” This clause ex-
presses the purpose of the shutting up, referred to in the pre-
ceding clause: a purpose which, as the mention of Jesus Christ
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as the object of faith shows, is to be achieved not for each indi-
vidual in the period of law as he learns the lesson that law
teaches, but in the historic establishment of the new principle;
and a purpose of God, as is shown by the fact that the result
described is that which is achieved in the gospel, which is for
Paul the gospel of God. But this, in turn, implies that the
shutting up was itself an act of God, or, more exactly, that the
declaration of the scripture expressed something which God
desired men to learn from the experience under law. In other
words, though to isolate the law and understand it as-defining
the way of salvation is wholly to misunderstand God’s attitude
towards men, yet the law was given by God to accomplish a
certain work preparatory to the giving of the gospel, viz., to
demonstrate that men can not be justified on grounds of merit.
Thus it is that Paul finds a way to reconcile his rejection of the
legalism which he found in the law, with the divine origin of
the law; instead of denying the latter, as Marcion later in effect
did (Iren. Haer. 1. 27%).

‘H éxayyehla is manifestly, as in vv.14 18, the promise to Abraham,
involved in the covenant, and, as in v.%, is used by metonymy for the
thing promised. See reff. there. Whether the reference is as in v.
specifically to the Spirit, or more generally to acceptance with God
with all that this involves, is impossible to say with certainty. On
&x wlstews ¢f. 215, and notes and refl. there. It here expresses the
ground on which the giving (306f) takes place. ’Iqood Xptatoi is, as
always after mfotic, an objective genitive. See notes on & wlotewg
Xptotoi ’Ingod, 215,  toig mwtebouaty, a general present participle
(BMT 123) with generic article—to believers—is the indirect object
of 3067, It is necessary to complete the sense, though the thought
has been in effect expressed by éx =lotews. The repetition emphasises
the fact that only through faith could the promise be fulfilled.

6. Characterisation of the condition under low, and, in
contrast with it, the condition since faith came;
then we were held in custody under law, now we
are all sons of God, heirs of the promise (32-%),

In further confirmation of the temporariness of the law and
the inferiority of the condition under it the apostle describes
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the latter as one of custody, and that of a child under a
pedagogue. Now, however, that that period is over and the
full Christian experience of faith has come, we are no longer in
subjection. Ye are sons of God, and all alike, without distinc-
tion of race, status, or sex, one in Christ Jesus; but if in him,
and his, then also seed of Abraham. Thus the argument
returns to its starting point in v.7.

BBut before the faith came, we were kept guarded under law,
shut up for the obtaining of the faith that was to be revealed. *So
that the law has been for us a pedagogue to bring us to Christ, that
we might be justified by faith. *But the faith having come we are
no longer under a pedagogue. *For ye are all sons of God, through
your faith, in Christ Jesus. *'For as many of you as were bap-
tised unto Christ did put on Christ. ®There is no Jew nor Greek,
no slave nor free, no male and female; for vye are all one in Christ
Jesus. PAnd if ye are Christ’s, then are ye seed of Abraham,
heirs according to promise.

23. mpo ToD 8¢ énbeiv Ty wioTw Umd vouov éppovpovuela
“But before the faith came, we were kept guarded under law.”
By ™y wloTwv is meant not faith qualitatively; the article ex-
cludes this; not generically; Paul could not speak of this as
having recently come, since, as he has maintained, it was at
least as old as Abraham; nor the faith in the sense ‘that which
is believed” (¢f. on 1%); but the faith in Christ just spoken of
in v.22 That this was, in the apostle’s view, fundamentally
alike in kind with the faith of Abraham is clear not chiefly
from the use of the same word, but from the apostle’s definite
defence of the Christian faith on the ground that the principle
was established in the case of Abraham. That it was specifi-
cally different is indicated by the use of the definite article, the
frequent addition of *Ingot Xpio7os, and by the assertion of
this verse that the faith came at the end of the re