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On the Construction of Romans tx. 5-

BY PROF. EZRA ABBOT, D. D., LL. D., CAll BRIDGE, liASS. 

\Ve shall understand better the passage to be discussed if we con
sider its relation to what precedes and follows, and the circumstances 
under which it was written. 

In the first eight chapters of the Epistle to the Romans the Apostle 
has set forth the need and the value of the gospel, as "the power of 
God :_unto salvation to every one thai belz"evelh; to the Jew first, and 
also to the Greek." In view of the present blessings and the glorious 
hopes of the Christian believer he closes this part of the Epistle with 
an exultant song of triumph. 

But the doctrine of Paul was in direct opposition to the strongest 
prejudices of the Jews, and their most cher~shed expectations. It 
placed them on a level as to the conditions of salvation with the 
despised and hated Gentiles. The true 1\Iessiah, the king of Israel, 
the spiritual king of men, had come; but the rulers of their nation 
had crucified the Lord of glory, and the great mass of the people had 
rejected him. They had thus placed themselves in direct opposition 
to God; they had become a:niOtp.a a.-:J 7UU lP'a:-ou, outcasts from the 
1\Iessiah and his kingdom. Christians, a large majority of them 
Gentiles by birth, were now the true Israel. No rite of circumcision, 
no observance of the Jewish Law was required, as the condition of 
acceptance with God, and the enjoyment of the :Messianic blessings; 
no sacrifice but self-sacrifice: the only condition was failh, as Paul 
uses the term,-a praclical belief and trust in Christ, and thus in 
God revealed in his paternal character; a faith that carried with it 
the affectiOnS and Will, ;:{a:-':; 0!' ara.-:7j:; btprOUfL{ll7). 

How could these things be ? Hm~ was this gospel of Paul to be 
reconciled with the promises of God to the "holy nation"? how with 
his justice, wisdom, and goodness? Had God cast off his people, 
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"Israel his servant, Jacob his chosen, the seed of Abraham his 
friend"? These are the great questions which the Apostle answers in 
the ninth, tenth, and eleventh chapters of this Epistle. The first five 
verses are to be regarded as a conciliatory inlroduclz"on to his treat
ment of this subject, on which he had so much to say that was not 
only hard for the unbelieving Jews, but for Jewish Christians, to 
understand and accept. 

The unbelieving Jews regarded the Apostle as an apostate from the 
true religion, and as an enemy of their race. Five times already he 
had received "from them forty stripes save one; he had been "in perils 
from his own countrymen" at Damascus, at Antioch in Pisidia, at 
Iconium and Lystra, at Thessalonica, Berrea, and Corinth,-often in 
peril of his life. By a great part of the believing Jews he was regarded 
with distrust and aversion. (See Acts xxi. 20, 2 r.) His doctrines 
were indeed revolutionary. Though he was ·about to go to Jerusalem 
to carry a liberal contribution from the churches of Macedonia and 
Achaia to the poor Christians in that city, he expresses in this 
Epistle great anxiety about the reception he should meet with (anxiety 
fully justified by the result), and begs the prayers of the brethren at 
Rome in his behalf. (Rom. xv. 30-32.) As the Jews hated Paul, 
they naturally believed that he hated them. 

These circumstances explain the exceedingly strong asseveration of 
his affection for his countrymen, and of his deep sorrow for their 
estrangement from God, with which this introduction begins. So far 
from being an enemy of his people, he could make any sacrifice to 
win them to Christ. They were his brethren, his kinsmen as to the : 
flesh; he gloried in sharing with them the proud name of Israelite; 
he delights to enumerate the magnificent privileges by which God had 
distinguished them from all other nations,-' • the adoption, and the 
glory, and the giving of the Law, the covenants, the temple-service, 
and the promises''; theirs were the fathers. and from among them, 
as the crowning distinction of all, the l\lessiah was born. the supreme 
gift of God's love and mercy not to the Jews alone, but to all man
kind. All God's dealings with his chosen people were designed to 
prepare the way, and had prepared the way, for this grand consum
mation. How natural that when. in his rapid recital of their historic 
glories, the Apostle reaches this' highest distinction of the Jews and 
greatest blessing of God's mercy to men he should express his over
flowing gratitude to God as the Ruler over All; that he should 
''thank God for his unspeakable gift" I I believe that he has done 
so; and that the fifth verse of the passage we are considering should 
be translated,-" whose are the fathers, and from whom is the 1\les-
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siah as to the flesh: he who is over all, God, b~ blessed for ever. 
Amen.," or, ''he who is God over all be blessed for ever. Amen.'' 
The doxology springs from the same feeling and the same view of the 
gracious providence of God which prompted the fuller outburst at the 
end of the eleventh chapter, where, on completing the treatment of 
the subject which he here introduces, the Apostle exclaims, "0 the 
depth of the riches and wisdom and knowledge of God ! How 
unsearchable are his judgments and untraceable his ways! 
For from Him, and through Him, and to Him, are all things: to 
Him be (or is) the glory forever. Amen." · 

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

The passage is remarkable for the different·ways in which it has 
been and may be punctuated, and for the consequent variety of con_ 
structions which have been given it. The Greek is as follows: 

--xat ~~ WlJ J lP'f1Tur:; Tu xr.tTa aripxa J un hr! ';r(JlJTlJJ') Oeur:; eui.o;r;ru~ 
tl:; ruur:; alanar:;. 'Ap.-1lJ. 

It -grammali'cal!Y admits of being punctuated and construed in at 
least seven different ways. 

1. Placing a comma after adpxa, and also after Oeur:;, we may trans
late the last clause:-" who (or he who) is God over all, blessed for 
ever." 

z. Putting the second comma after rra'ITW'I instead of Oetl:;:-" who 
· (or he who) is over all, God blessed for ever." 

3· With a comma after rrd.:J-rwlJ and also after Oet):;:-" who (or he 
who) is over all, God, blessed for ever." So lVlorus, Gess (Christi 
Person und JVerk, II. i. 207 f., Basel, I 878). 

4. Placing a comma after J w:J, and also after Osu;:-" He who 
is, God over all, blessed for ever. "-See Wordsworth's note, which 
however is not consistent throughout; and observe the mistrans
lation at the end of his quotation from Athanasius (Oral. coni. 
Arianos, i. § 24, p. 338). * 

5· Placing a comma after aripxa, and a colon after rrd.:J-rw:J, the last 
part of the verse may be rendered:-" and from whom is the l\Ies
siah as to the flesh, who (or he who) is over all: God be blessed for 
ever. Amen." 

*Perhaps I ought to add here as a curiosity a construction proposed 
in the Record newspaper, in an article copied in Christian Opinion 
and Revisionist for March 1 I, I 882, p. 222. The writer would trans
late: "Of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, 
God. Blessed be He for ever! Amen." 
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6. Placing a colon after aU.pxa, Od}'; may be taken as predicate, 
thus:-" he who is over all is God, blessed for ever"; so Professor 
B. H. Kennedy, D. D., Canon of Ely; or thus:-" he who was over 
all being (literal!;', was) God, blessed for ever." So Andrews Norton. 

7. \Vith a colon after atl.pxa, o WY be -;:r/.y,wv Oetl; may be taken as · 
the subject, and eu).orr;•u; as predicate, with the ellipsis of e'!YJ or 
la-:1v, making the last part of the verse a doxology, thus:-" he who 
is over all, God, be blessed (or is to be praised) for ever"; or, "he 
who is God over all be blessed (or is to be praised) for ever''; or, 
''God, who is over all, be blessed (or is to be praised) for ever." 

I pass over other varieties of translation and interpretation, depend
ing on the question whether ;rav•wv is to be taken as masculine or 
neuter, and on the wider or narrower application of the word in either 
case. 

In Nos. I-4 inclusive, it will be seen that the o wv with all that 
follows, including the designation 0£t);, is referred to t5 J.fHtTn);; in 
Nos. 6 and 7, o wv introduces an independent sentence, and Oeu; 

denote_s God, the Father. · No. 5 refers the first part of the sentence 
in debate to o l.P'a-;u;, the last part to God. 

The question of chief interest is whether in this passage the Apostle 
has callea Christ God. Among those who hold that he has done so, 
the great majority adopt one or the other of the constructions num
bered I and 2; and it is to these, and especially to No. 2, followed 
both in King James's version and the Revised Version (text), that I 
shall give special attention. Among those who refer the last part of 
the sentence to God and not Christ, the great majority of scholars
adopt either No. 5 or No. 7· I have already expressed my preference 
for the latter construction, and it is generally preferred by those who 
find here a doxology to God. 

I. \VE will first consider the objections that have been urged against 
the construction which makes the last part of the sentence, beginning 
with u w'.J, introduce a doxology to God. I shall then state the argu
ments which seem to me to favor this construction, and at the same 
time to render the constructions numbered I to 4 each and all unten
able. Other views of the passage will be briefly noticed. Some 
remarks will be added on the history of its interpretation, though no 
full account of this will be attempted. 

I. It is objected that a doxology here is wholly out of place; that 
the Apostle is Qverwhelmed with grief at the Jewish rejection of the 
Messiah and its consequences, and "an elegy or funeral discourse 
cannot be changed abruptly into a hymn. "- He is indeed deeply 
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grieved at the unbelief and blindness of the great majority of his 
countrymen; but his sorrow is not hopeless. He knows all the 
while that "the word of God hath not failed;" that ''God hath not 
cast off his people whom he foreknew"; that at last ''all Israel 
shall be saved"; and nothing seems to me more natural than the 
play of mingled feelings which the passage presents; grief for the 
present temporary alienation of his countrymen from Christ; joy and 
thanksgiving at the thought of the priceless blessings of which Christ 
was the minister to man, and in which his countrymen should ulti
mately share. 

Flatt, Stuart, and others put the objection in a very pointed form. 
They represent a doxology as making Paul say, in effect: "The 
special privileges of the Jews have contributep greatly to enhance the 
guilt and punishment of the Jewish nation; God be thanked that he 
has given them such privileges!"-But they simply read into the pas
sage what is not there. There is nothing in the context to suggest 
that the Apostle is taking this view of the favor which God had shown 
the Jewish nation. He is not denouncing his countrymen fQr their 
guilt in rejecting the Messiah, and telling them that this guilt and its 
pu_nishment are aggravated by the privileges they have abused. So 
tender is he of their feelings that he does not even name the cause of 
his grief, but leaves it to be inferred. He is assuring his country
men, who regarded him as their enemy, of the sincerity and streRgth 
of his love for them. They are his brethren; the very name 
"Israelite" is to him a title of honor;* and he recounts in detail, 
certainly not in the mariner of one touching a painful subject, the 
glorious distinctions which their nation had enjoyed through the favor 
of God. Calvin, who so often in his commentaries admirably traces 
the connection of thought, here hits the nail on the beau: "Haec 
dignitatis elogia leslimonz'a sun( amoris. Non enim solemus adeo 
benigne loqui, nisi de iis quos amamus. :•t 

At the risk of being tedious, I will take some notice of Dr. Gifford's 
remarks in his recent and valuable Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans. He says: "Paul's anguish is deepened by the memory of 
their privileges, most of all by the thought that their race gave birth 
to the Divine Saviour, ,vhom they have rejected."-But in Paul's 

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

tThe view which I have taken accords with that of Dr. Hodge. He 
says:-"The object of the Apostle in the introduction to this chapter, con
tained in the first five verses, is to assure the Jews of his love and of his 
respect for their peculiar privileges."-Comm. on the Ep. to the Romans, 
new ed. (1864), note on ix. 4, p. 469; see alsop. 463. 
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enumeration of the privileges of the Jews he has in view not merely 
their present condition but their whole past history, illuminated as it 
had been by light from heaven. Will it be seriously maintained that 
Paul did not regard the peculiar privileges which the Jewish nation 
had enjoyed for so many ages, as gifts of God's goodness for which 
eternal gratitude was due ?-But "his anguish was deepened most 
of all by the thought that their race gave birth to the Divine 
Saviour"! Paul's grief for his unbelieving countrymen, then, had 
extinguished his gratitude for the inestimable blessings which he per~ 
sonally owed to Christ; it had extinguished his gratitude for the fact 
that the God who rules over all had sent his Son to be the Saviour of 
the world ! The dark cloud which hid the light just then from the 
mass of his countrymen, but which he believed was soon to pass 
away, had blotted the sun from the heavens. The advent of Christ 
was no cause for thanksgiving; he could only bow his head in 
anguish, deepened most of all by the thought that the 1\Iessiah had 
sprung from the race to which he himself belonged! · 

"His anguish was deepened by the memory of their privileges." 
Paul d.oes not say this; and is Dr. Gifford quite sure that this was the 
way in which these privileges presented themselves to his mind? May 
we not as naturally suppose that the thought of God's favor to ' his 
people in the past, whom he had so often recalled from their wander
ing~, afforded some ground for the hope that they had not stumbled 
so as to fall and perish, but that their present alienation from Christ, 
contributing as it had done, in the overruling providence of God, to 
the wider and more rapid spread of the gospel among the Gentiles, 
was only temporary? If we will let Paul be his own interpreter, 
instead of reading unnatural thoughts between his lines, we shall take 
this view. '' God hath not cast off HIS PEOPLE, whom he foreknew," 
11 whose is the adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the 
promises." "A hardening in part" hath befallen Israel," but only 
"until the fulness of the Gentiles be come in; and so (or then) all 
Israel shall be saved." It is not for nothing that "theirs are the 
fathers"; that they had such ancestors as Abraham, 11 the friend of 
God," and Isaac, and Jacob; "as touching the gospel, they are ene
mies for the sake of the Gentiles, but as touching the election," as 
the chosen people of God, 11 they are beloved for the fathers' sake.'' 
"If the firstfruit is holy, so is the lump; and if the root is h9ly, so 
are the branches." "God doth not repent of his calling and his 
gifts." "God hath shut up all [Jews and Gentiles] unto disobe
dience, that he might have m~rcy upon all." For the ancient prophecy 
is now fulfilled; the Deliverer hath come out of Zion, and "he shall 
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turn away ungodliness from Jacob." "0 the depth of the riches," 
&c. Such \vere the thoughts which the past privileges of the Jews, in 
connection with the advent of Christ, as \ve see from the ele,·enth 
chapter of this Epistle, aclual!Y suggested to the mind of Paul.* 

Can we then reasonably say, that when in his grand historic survey 
and enumeration of the distinctive privileges of the Jews, the Apostle 
reaches the culminating point in the advent of the 1\Iessiah, sprung 
from that race, a devout thanksgiving to God as the beneficent ruler 
over all is wholly out of place? l\light we not rather ask, How 
could it be repressed? 

\Ve may then, I conceive, dismiss the PSJ'chologi'cal objection to the 
doxology, on which many have laid great stress, as founded on a nar
row and superficial view of what we may reasonably suppose to have 
been in the Apostle's mind. And I am happy to see that so fair
minded and clear-sighted a scholar as Professor Dwight takes essen
tially the same view of the matter. (See above, p. 4 1.) 

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

This argument is rarely adduced, and I should hardly have thought 
it worthy of notice were it not that Dr. Dwight seems to attach some 
weight to it, though apparently not much. (See above, p. 41 () 

The first five verses of the chapter, as we have seen, are a con
ciliatory introduction to the treatment of a delicate and many-sided 
subject. This treatment begins with the sixth verse, which is intro
duced by the particle at, "but." \Vhether the last part of verse 5 is 
a doxology to God, or simply the climax of the privileges of the Jews, 
the Ol cannot refer to what immedi'alefy precedes. In either case, it refers 
to what is implied in verses 2 and 3, and meets the most prominent 
objection to the doctrine set forth by the Apostle in the preceding 
part of the Epistle. The thought is, The present condition of the 
great mass of my countrymen is indeed a sad one, and not the Jews 
as a nation, but Christians, are the true people of God; but it is not 
as if the promises of God have failed. (Comp. iii. 3, 4.) This 
simple statement of the connection of ver. 6 with what precedes seems 
to me all that is needed to meet the objection. The argument that a 

*This appreciative recapitulation of the distinctions of the Jewish 
people would also serve to check the tendency of the Gentile Christians 
to self-conceit, and \vould lead them to recognize the important part of 
the despised Hebrews in the drama of the world's history. It would 
virtually say to them," Glory not over the branches; but if thou glariest, 
thou bearest not the root, but the root thee." (Rom. xi. 18.) 
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doxology is inconsistent with the Apostle's state of mind has already 
been answered. 

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

I cannot regard this objection as having any force. It is quite in 
accordance with the habit of Paul thus to turn aside suddenly to give 
expression to his feelings of adoration and gratitude toward God.* 
See Rom. i. 25; vii. 25 (where the genuineness of iJt is very doubt
ful); 2 Cor. ix. I 5, · where note the omission of iJt in the genuine 
text; I Tim. i. I 7, where the doxology is suggested by the mention 
of Christ. The doxology xi. 36, as has already been noticed (p. 89), 
is completely parallel in thought. Far more abrupt is the dox~logy 
2 Cor. xi. 3 r, c5 Osu~ xa( 7W1'~p '!'oa xup{ou 'fr;f1ou o111zv, c5 Jn EUAOI'J'!'O~ 

d:; Tov~ r1.hina~, 8·n ov t/•zul1op.a,, where the ascription of praise is 
interposed between o113s:J and 8-:, in an extraordinary manner. 

It is very strange that it should be urged as an argument against 
the doxology that God is not men/zoned in the preceding context. The 
name does not occur, .but almost every word in verses 4 and 5 sug
gests the thought of God. So, to a Jew, the very name "Israelites"; 
so '' the adoption, and the glory, and the giving of the Law, and the 
covenants, and the service, and the promises"; and so abo~e all 
c5 XP!f1n):;, the Anointed of God, the Messiah; as to. the flesh, sprung 
from the Jews, but as to his holy spirit the Son of God, the messen
ger of God's love and mercy, not to the Jews alone, but to all the 
nations of the earth. · . 

That the mention of Christ in such a connection as this. should 
bring vividly to the mind of the Apostle the thought of Goo and his 
goodness, and thus lead to a doxology, is simply in accordance ~ith 
the conception of the relation of Christ to God which appears every
where in this Epistle and in all his Epistles. \Vhile Christ, ~,· olJ •a 
r.rh-:a, is the medium of communication of our spiritual blessings, 
Paul constantly views them in relation to God, €~ ou -:a r.av'!'a, as the 
original Author and Source. The gospel i~ " the gospel of' God," 

*"Ad hcec an nota tum est hoc in scriptis beati Pauli, quod aliquoties 
in media sermonis cursu veluti raptus orat, aut adorat, aut gratias agit, 
aut glorificat Deum, prcesertim ubi commemoratum est aliquid de 
mysteriis adorandis, aut ineffabili bonitate Dei."~Erasmus, AjJol. adv. 
monachos quo.rdam HisjJanos, Opp. ix. (Lugd. Bat. 1706), col. 1044. On 

• this subject, and on the position of EuJ.orr;-:t}:;, see the valuable note of 
t~e Re''· Joseph Agar Beet, Comm. on St. Paul's Ep. to tlte Romans, 
;zcl ed. (Land. r88r), p. 269 f., 271. 
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"a power of God unto salvation"; the righteousness which it reveals 
is "a righteousness which is of God"; it is God who has set forth 
Christ as Uaa-r .. rjpw.,, who '' commendeth his love toward us in that, 
while we were yet ~inners, Christ died for us"; who ''spared not his 
own Son, but freely gave him for us all"; it is "God who raised 
him from the dead"; "what the Law could not do, in that it was 
weak through the flesh, God, sending his own Son in the likeness of 
sinful flesh, and on account of sin, " has done; the glory to which 
Christians are destined, as sons and heirs of God, and joint-heirs with 
Christ, is '' the glory of God"; in short, '' all things are of God, who 
hath reconciled us to himself through Jesus Christ," and "nothing 
shall separate us from the love of God, which is in .Christ Jesus our 
Lord. " 

Though no one can doubt that Paul was full of love and gratitude 
to Christ, so that we might expect frequent ascriptions to him of praise 
and glory, it is a remarkable fact that there is no doxology or thanks
giving to Christ in any of his Epistles except those to Timothy, the 
genuineness of w·hich has been questioned by many modern scholars. 
These Epistles, at any rate, present marked peculiarities of style and 
language, and if written by Paul , were probably written near the close 
of his life. And in them there is but one doxology to Christ, and that 
not absolutely certain, on account of the ambiguity of the word xupwt; (2 
Tim. iv. 1 8); while the thanksgiving is a simple expression of thank
fulness (1 Tim. i. 12), zdpc., izw, gralias habto (not ago). One rea
son for this general absence of such ascriptions to Christ on the part 
of the Apostle seems to have been that habit of mind of which I have 
just spoken, and which makes it a pnori more probable that the dox
ology in Rom. ix. 5 belongs to God. But this is a matter which will 
be more appropriately treated in another place. 

As to the M, which Schultz insists. would be necessary,* one needs 
only to look fairly at the passage to see that it would be wholly out 
of place; that a doxology to God involves no anll~htlic contrast between 
God and Christ, as Schultz and some others strangely imagine. Nor 
does Of as a particle of transition seem natural here, much less re
quired. It would make the doxology too formal. 

4. It is urged that " J cl).,, grammatically considered, is more easily 
and naturally construed in connection with zpca7u:;, than as the sub
ject of a new and doxological clause. " (See Dr. Dwight's article, 
pp. 24, 2 5, above.) 

l\Iuch stronger language than this is often used. Dr. Hodge, for 

* Jaltrbucher fur deutsclte Th eol., 1868, xiii. 470 f., 477· 

• 
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example, assuming that 6 w"~ must be equivalent to {]~ ean, says that 
the interpretation which refers the words to Christ is the only one 
"which can, with the least regard to the rules of construction, be 
maintained." (Comm. in loc., p. 472.) 

Dr. Dwight, whose article is in general so admirable for the fair
ness, clearness, and moderation of its statements, has expressed him
self here in such a way that I cannot feel perfectly sure of his meaning. 
He says, speaking of the connection of u wv with u zpca-ru:;, "This 
construction of 6 w"~, in cases similar to th.at which is here presented, 
is the almost universal one both in the New Testament and in other 
Greek. "-If" cases similar to that which is here presented" means 
cases in which u w"~ (or any participle with the article) is preceded by 
a noun to which it may be easily joined, while it also admits of being 
regarded as the subject of an independent sentence, and it is affirmed 
that in such grammatically ambiguous cases it almost invariably does 
refer to the preceding subject, the argument is weighty, if the asser
tion is true. But not even one such case has ever, to my knowledge, 
been pointed out. Till such a case, or rather a sufficient n~mber of 
such cases to serve as the basis of a reasonable induction, shall be 
produced, I am compelled to consider the statement as resting on no 
evidence whatever. Yet that this is what is meant by "similar cases" 
seems necessarily to follow from what is said further on (p. 24) about 
"the peculiarity of Rom. ix. 5·" Cases in which u w"~, grammati
cally considered, can only refer to a preceding subject, are certainly 
not "similar cases to that which is here presented," in which, as Dr. 
Dwight admits, "there is, at the most, only a presumption in favor 
of this construction of the clause as against the other" (p. 2 s). 

But if Dr. Dwight's statement means, or is intended to imply, that 
6. W'l with its adjuncts, or, in general, the participle with · the article, 
almost universally forms a descriptive or a limiting clause referring to 
a preceding subject, while its use as the independent subject of a 
sentence is rare, the assertion is fatally incorrect. The latter use is 
uot only very common, but in the New Testament, at least, is more 
frequent than the former. \Ve have (a) 6 w"~, or of t'lr-s:;, in the 
nominative, as the subject of an independent sentence, l\Iatt. xii. 30; 
Mark xiii. 16 (text. rec.); Luke vi. 3 (t. r., T.isch.); xi. 23; John iii. 
31; vi. 46; viii. 47; ix. 40; Acts xxii. g; Rom. viii. 5, 8. Contra 
(b), referring to a preceding subject, and forming, as I understand it, 
an apposzlional clause, John i. 18; iii. 13 (text. rec. ) ; (Acts V: 17 ;) 

• 2 Cor. xi. 3 I; Rev. v. 5 (t. r.); a lzim/ing clause, John xi. 31; xii. 
17; Acts xi. I. To these may be added 2 Cor. v. 4; Eph. ii. 13, 
where the clause is in apposition with or describes ~,,sr-: or up.s'r:; 
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expressed or understood; and perhaps John xviii. 37 (r.a; u w:~ x . 
•. J..). * 

It is uncertain whether Col. iv. I I belongs under (a) or (b); see 
l\Ieyer z'n foe. For the examples of w:~ I have relied on Bruder's 
Concordance, p. 255, No. VI. But as there is nothing peculiar 
in the use of this particular participle with the article, so far as the 
present question is concerned, I have, with the aid of Bruder, t exam
ined the occurrences of the participle in general, in the nominative, 
with the article, in the Gospel of l\latthew, the Epistle to the Romans, 
and "the First Epistle to the Corinthians. I find in l\Iatthew 86 ex
amples of its use (a) as the subject, or in a very few cases (9) as the 
predicate, of a verb expressed or understood, and only 38 of its use 
(b) in a descriptive or limiting clause, annexed to a preceding sub
ject; in the Epistle to the Romans 28 examples of the former kind 
against I 2 of the latter; and in the First Epistle to the Corinthians 
39 of the former against 4 of the latter, one of these being a false 
reading.t 

In general, it is clear that the use of the participle with the article, 
as the subject of an ind~pendent sentence, instead of being excep
tion_al in the New Testament, is far more common than its use as an 
attributive. Nor is this strange; for u w:~ properly signifies not "who 
is," but "he who is. " The force of the article is not lost.§ While 

*The examples of u w:~ and other participles with r.a~ belong perhaps 
quite as properly under (a). \Vithout r.a;, the u w:~ x . ..-. J.. is the sub
ject of the sentence, and the meaning is the same; r.a~ only strengthens 
the u w:~. See Kruger, Gr. Sprachlehre, 5te Aufl. (1875), ~so. 4. Anm. 1. 

t Co1tcordantiae, etc., p. 586, No. 2; p. 598, No. VII. I; comp. p. 6o3, 
No. VIII.; 6o4, No. IX. . 

tIn this reckoning, to prevent any cavil, I have included under (b) all 
the examples of r.a; u or r.d.:~-=-~~ o£, of which there are 8 in Matthew, 2 
in Romans, and I in I Cor.; also the cases of the article and participle 
with au or up.~i; as the subject of the verb, expressed or understood, of 
which there are 4 in Matthew and 7 in Romans. I have not counted on 
either side Rom. viii. 33, 34, and ix. 33; the first two, translated accord
ing to the text of the Revised Version, belong under (a), according to 
its margin, under (b) ; Rom. ix. 33, if we omit r.a~, with all the critical 
editors, would also belong under (a). 

~"Participles take the article only when some relation already known 
or especially noteworthy (is qui, quippe qut) is indicated, and conse
quently the idea expressed by the participle is to be made more promi- • 
nent."-\Viner, Gram. 7te Aufl., ~ 20, I. b. a. c. p. I27 (p. I34 Thayer). 
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in some of its uses it may seem interchangeable with J~ tf1n, it dif., 
fers in this, that it is generally employed either in appositional or in 
limiting clauses, in distinction from descriptive or additive clauses, 
while u~ with the finite verb is appropriate for the latter. .. For 
exam pies of the former, see John i. 18; xii. I 7; of the latter, Rom. 
v. I4; 2 Cor. iv. 4. To illustrate the difference by the passage 
before us: if J wv here refers to 6 XP'f1ru~, the clause would be more 
exactly translated as appositional, not "who is," &c., but "he who 
is God over all, blessed for ever," implying that he was well known 
to the readers of the Epistle as God; or at least marking this predicate 
with special emphasis; while [J~ tf1nv would be more appropriate if it 
were simply the purpose of the Apostle to predicate deity of Christ, 
and would also be perfectly unambiguous. 

There is nothing, then, either in the proper meaning of J wv, or in 
its usage, which makes it more easy and natural to refer it to 
6 XP'f1ru~, than to take it as introducing an independent sent.ence. 
It is next to be observed, that there are circumstances which make 
the latter construction easy, and which distinguish the passage from 
nearly all others in which u wv, or a participle with the article, is · 
used as an attributive. In all theotherrnstarices in theNewTestament 
of this use of 6 wv or o[ ov-:~~ in the nominative, with the single excep
tion of the parenthetic insertion 'in 2 Cor. xi. 3 I (see above, page 94 ), 
it i'mmedz'ale!J' follows the subject to which it relates. The same is 
generally true of other examples of the participle with the article. 
(The strongest cases of exception which I have noticed are John vii. 
so and 2 John 7·) But here 6 wv is separated from. J XP'f1ru~ by 
ru xa-:a (Jap~a, which in reading must be followed by a pause, a pause 
which is lengthened by the special emphasis given to the xanl fJapxa 

·by the -:u; * and the sentence which precedes is complete in itself 
grammatically, and requires nothing further logically, for it was only 
as to the flesh that Christ was from the Jews. On the other hand, 
as we have seen (p. 88) the enumeration of blessings which imme-

*If J XP'f1-:u; were placed after xara fJapxa, -the ambiguity would q,ot 
indeed be wholly removed, but it would be much more natural to refer 
the 6 wv to Christ than it is now. Perhaps the feeling of this led Cyril 
of Alexandria to make this transposition, as he does in quoting the passage 
against the Emperor Julian, who maintained that "neither Paul dared to 
call Christ God, nor Matthew, nor Luke, nor Mark, aU' J lP"Jf1ru~ 
' fwavvYJ~." (See Cyril cont. Julian. lib. x. Opp. vi. b. p. 328 bed. Aubert.) 
In two other instances Cyril quotes the passage in the same way; Opp. · 
v. b. pp. 118a, 148e; though he usually follows the order ofthe present 
Greek text. 
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diately precedes, crowned by the inestimable blessing of the advent 
of Christ, naturally suggests an ascription of praise and thanksgiving 
to God as the Being who rules over all; while a doxology is also 
suggested by the 'A:.L7j'l at the end of the sentence.* From every 
point of view, therefore, the doxological construction seems easy and 
natural. The ellipsis of the verb la-:! or dYj in such cases is simply 
according to rule. The construction numbered 6 above (see p. go) 
is also perfectly easy and natural grammatically; see 2 Cor. i. 2 I; 

v. 5; He b. iii. 4. . 
The naturalness of a pause after aap7.a is further indicated by the 

fact that we find a point after this word in all our oldest 1\ISS. that 
testify in the case, namely, A B C L, and in at least eight cursives, 
though the cursives have been rarely examined with reference to their 
punctuation. t 

It has been urged (see above, p. 24 ), that if the writer did not 
intend that u W'l should be referred to Christ, he would have adopted 
another construction for his sentence, which would be exposed to no 
such misapprehension. But this argument is a boomerang. 1\Ir. 
Beet in his recent Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (2d 
ed.1 p. 271 () well says, on the other hand:-

" Had Paul thought fit to deviate from his otherwise unvarying 
custom and to speak of Christ as God, he must have done so with a 
serious and set purpose of asserting the divinity of Christ. And if so, 
he would have used words which no one could misunderstand. In a 
similar case, Johf! i. 1, we find language which excludes all doubt. 
And in this case the words 8; la-:!'1, as in i. 2 5, would have. given 
equal certainty . . . 1\Ioreover, here Paul has in hand an altogether 
different subject, the present position of the Jews. And it seems to 
me much m•ore likely that he would deviate from his common mode 
of expression, and write once ' God be blessed ' instead of 'to God 
be glory,' than that in a passage which does not specially refer to the 
nature of Christ, he would assert, what he nowhere else explicitly 

._In 15 out of the 18 instances in theN. T., besi~es the present, in 
which 'Ap.Yj'l at the end of a sentence is probably genuine, it follows a 
doxology; viz.: Rom. i. 25; xi. 36; xvi. 27; Gal. i. 5; Eph. iii. 21; Phil. 
iv. 20; 1 Tim. i. 17; vi. I6; 2 Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiii. 21; 1 Pet. i\·. II; 

v. I I; (2 Pet. iii. I8.) Jude 25 ; Rev. i. 6; vii. 12.-Co11lra, Rom. xv. 33; 
Gal. vi. 18; (Rev. i. 7.) 
tThe MSS. N D F G cannot be counted on one side. or the other; respect

ing K we have no information. For a fuller statement of the facts in 
the case, see Note A at the end of this article. 
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asserts, that Christ is God, and assert it in language which may 
either mean this or something quite different." 

Many writers, like Dr. Gifford, speak of that construction which 
refers o w1/ &c., to Christ as "the natural and simple" one, "which 
every Greek scholar would adopt without hesitation, if no doctrine 
were involved. "-It might be said in reply, that the natural and 
simple construction of words considered apart from the doctrine it 
involves, and with reference to merely lexical and gram'matical con
siderations, is by no means always the true one. For example, 
according to the natural construction of the words up.€!~ ex Tou 7r:aTpv~ 
Tuu aw(iuJ..uu lf1u (John viii. 44), their meaning is, "you are from 
the father of the devil," and probably no Greek scholar would think 
of putting any other meaning on them, if no question of doctrine 
were involved. Again, in Luke ii. 38, "she gave thanks unto God, 
and spake of him to all them that were looking for the redempti_on of 
Jerusalem," how unnatural, it may be said, to refer the ''him" to 
any subject but "God," there being no other possible antecedent 
mentioned in this or in the three preceding verses! But I do not 
make or need to make this reply. We have already considered the 
grammatical side of the question, and have seen, I trust, that the 
construction which makes o wv &c. the subject of a new sentence is 
perfectly simple and easy. I only add ·here that the. meaning of 
words often depends on the way they are read; on the pauses, and 
tones of voice. (If we could only have heard Paul dictate this pas
sage to Tertius!) And it is a matter of course, that when a person has 
long been accustomed, from whatever cause, to read and understand 
a passage in a particular way, any other mode of reading it will seem 
to him unnatural. But this impression will often be del~sive. And 
it does not follow, that a mode of understanding the passage which 
was easy and natural in the third and fourth centuries, or even earlier, 
when it had become common to apply the name 0£6; to Christ, would 
have seemed the most ~asy and natural to the first readers of the 
Epistle. I waive here all considerations of doctrine, and call atten-· 
tion only to the U!:j,e of la~guage. When we observe that everywhe're 
else in this Epistle the Apostle has used the word 0£6; of the Father 
in distinction from Christ, so that it is virtually a proper name; that 
this is also true of the Epistles previouslf written, those to the Thes
salonians, Galatians, Corinthians; how can we reasonably doubt that 
if the verbal ambiguity here occasioned a momentary hesitation as to 
the meaning, a primitive reader of the Epistle would naturally sup
pose that the word 0£<).; designated the being everywhere else denoted 
by this name in the Apostle's writings, and would give the passage . 
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the construction thus suggested? But this is a point which will be 
considered more fully in another place. 

The objection that, if we make the last clause a doxology to God, 
''the participle w"~ is superfluous and awkward," will be noticed below 
under No. 6. 

5· It is further urged that rJ .w7a aapx.a requires an antithesis, 
which is supposed to be supplied by what follows. Some even say 
that x.a7a aapx.a must mean "according to his human na~ure," and 
therefore requires as an antithesis the mention of the divine nature of 
Christ. But the proper antithesis to x.a7a aapx.a is x.ara -r.:'l~'0p.a, not 
x.a:-a '~"~ o~u77j:-a, which there is nothing in the phrase itself to sug
gest: x.a:-a aap:x.a, as will at once appear on examining the cases of its 
use in the New Testament, does not refer to a distinction of natures, 
but often denotes a physical relation, such for example as depends on 
birth or other outward circumstances, in contrast with a spiritual rela
tion. \Ve need only refer to the 3d verse of this very chapter, which 
certainly does not imply that Paul or his "kinsm~n :x.a7a aap:x.a" had a 
divine nature also. The phrase :x.a7a aap:x.a undoubtedly implies an 
antithesis; "as to the flesh," by his natural birth and in his merely 
outward relations the 1\Iessiah, the Son of David, was from the Jew~, 
and in this they might glory; but as Son of God and in his higher, 
spiritual relations, he belonged to all mankind. It was not to the 
Apostle's purpose to describe what he was x.ara -r.:'l~up.a, as he is speaking 
of the peculi'ar distinctions of the Jews. Indeed, the antithesis to 
x.a7a aap:x.a is very often not expressed; see, for example, Rom. iv. 1; 
ix. J; I Cor. i. 26; X. x8; 2 Cor. v. r6; Eph. vi. s; Col. iii. 22; so 
that Alford judiciously says: "I do not. reckon among the objections 
the want of any antithesis to x.a-:-a aapx.a, because that might have well 
been left to the readers to supply." \Ve have an example strikingly 
parallel to the pre~ent in the Epistle of Clement of Rome to the Cor
inthians (c. 32), first adduced so far as I know by Dr. \Vhitby in his 
Las/ Thoughts, which at least demonstrates that in a case like this the 
expression of an antithesis is not required. Speaking of the high dis
tinctions of the patriarch Jacob, Clement says: ''For from him were 
all the,priests and Levites that ministered to the altar of God; from 
him was the Lord Jesus as to the flesh (ru x.ara aapx.a); from him were 
kings and rulers and leaders in the line of Judah." 

The eminent Dutch commentator, Van Hengel, maintains in an 
elaborate note on this passage, citing many examples, that the form 
of the restrictive phrase here used, r o xara aapx.a, with the neuter 
article prefixed, absolutely requires a pause after aripx.a, and does not 
admit, according to Greek usage, of the e:xprtssion of an antithesis 
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after it, so that the following part of the verse must be referred to 
God. (Comp. Rom. i. IS; xii. IS.) He represents hisview as sup
ported by the authority of the · very distinguished Professor C. G. 
Co bet of Leyden, who .as a master of the Greek language has perhaps 
no superior among European scholars.* 

It may be true that Greek usage in respect to such restrictive 
expressions, when Tt1 or -rr.l. is prefixed, accords with the statement of 
Van Hengel, endorsed by Cobet. In my limited research I have 
found no exception. The two passages cited by Meyer in opposition 
(see above, p. 27) seem to me wholly irrelevant; the former, because 
we have tJ.b with the Tu br' ~fJ.o{, which of course requires an anti
thetic clause with M; the latter, because the essential element in the 
case, the n/ or Ta, does not stand before xaul To af!-ru. But I must 
agree with Dr. Dwight (p. 28) th~t Van Hengel's argument is not 
conclusive. On the supposition that v wy, &c., refers to Christ, we 
have not a formal. antithesis, such as would be excluded by Van 
Hengel's ·rule, but simply an appositional, descriptive clause, setting 
forth the exalted dignity of him who as to the flesh sprang from the 
Jews. I cannot believe that there is any law of the Greek language 
which forbids this. 

We may say, however, and it is a remark of some importance, that 
the -ru before xanz f1apxa, laying stress on the restriction, and suggest
ing an antithesis which therefore did not need to be expressed, indi
cates that the writer has done with that point, and makes a pause 
natural; it makes it easy to take the v wy as introducing an indepen
dent sentence, though it does not, as I believe, make it necessary to 
take it so. · 

I admit further, that if we assume that the conception of Christ as 
God was familiar to the readers of the Epistle, and especially if we 
suppose that they had often heard him called so by the early preach
ers of Ch~istianity, the application of the u wy, &c., to Christ h~re 
·would be natural, and also very su.itable to the object of the Apostle 
in this passage. I am obliged to say, however, that this is assuming 
what is not favored by Paul's use of language, or by the record of the 
apostolic preaching in the book of Acts. 

On the other hand, there was no need o( such an appendage to 
u l.P'f1Tu~. \Ve have only to consider the glory and dignity with 

* See Van Hengel, Interp. Ep. Pauli ad Rom. tom. ii. (1859), pp. 348-
353, and pp. 804- 81 3· ·Speaking of his citations, he says (p. 350), 
"Allatorum unum alterumque mecum co~municavit COBETIUS noster, 
se multo plura, quibus interpretatio mea confirmaretur, suppeditar<! 
posse dicens." 

· .. 



PROF. ABBOT OX RD:\J..\XS ix. 5. I03 

which the name of the Messiah was invested in the mind of a Jew, 
and the still higher glory and dignity associated with J z.our-:-,1:; in the 
mind of a Christian, and especially in the mind of Paul. 

6. It is further objected that jn sentences which begin "~ith a dox
ology or an ascription of blessing eijJ.ol'i-:-'1:; (or eui.on,IJ.bo:;) always 
precedes the subject; and that "the laws" or "rules of grammar " 
(Stuart, Alford) require that it should do so here to justify the con
struction proposed. So in the N. T. eiji.or'Tj-:u:; stands first in the 
doxologies Luke i. 68 ; 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 3; I Pet. i. 3; and so 
~uJ.on-:-u; and ~ui.on,r1.f:m :; precede the subject in a multitude of 
places in the Septuagint. (See Tromm 's Concordance, and \Vahl's 
Clavis lzororum vet. Test. apoc!Jphorrmz.) 

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

\Ve will begin by considering a misconception of the meaning of 
J an b! -:=ri..,-:-w"J Ottl:; which has led to untenable objections against the 
doxological construction, and has prevented the reason for the position 
of dJi.on-:-u:; from being clearly seen. It has been assumed by many 
that the phrase is simply equivalent to "the Supreme God" (so 
\Vahl, s. v. b{, ommous superior, omnium summus)*, as if the Apostle 
was contrasting God with Christ in respect to dignity, instead of sim
ply describing God as the being who rules over all. This misunder
standing of the expression occasioned the chief difficulty felt by De 
\Vette in adopting the construction which places a colon or a period after 
adpw; it seemed to him like "throwing Christ right into the shade, " . 
without any special reason, when we should rather expect something 
said in antithesis to -:u xa-:-rl ari.pa, to set forth his dignity; though he 
admits that this objection is removed, if we accept Fritzsche's expla
nation of the passage. t On this false view is founded Schultz's notion 
(see abm·e, p. 95) that ot would be needed here to i~dicate the 
antithesis. On it is also grounded the objection of Alford, Farrar, 

*\Vahl gives a more correct view of the use of b{ in his Clavis libr. 
Vet. Test. apocr. (1853), p. 2I8, col. I, C. b., where ~tfJ.C ~ -:={with the geni
tive is defined, praesum alicui rei, moderor s. administro aliquam rem. 
Comp. Grimm's L exicon Gr.-Lat. hz libros N 1:, ed. 2da, s. v. b!, 
A. 1. d. p. I6o, col. 2; Rost and Palm's Passow, vol. i. p. IOJ5, col. I, 3; 
and the refe'rences given by Meyer and Van Hengel i1z loc. See Acts 
viii. 27; xii. 20; Gen. xliv. I; Judith xiv. 13, ~!-:=a"J -rip o"J-:! £-:=~ -:= ri. .,-:-w., 

au-:uu. 
t De \Vette, Kurze Erkliirttng des Briefes a1Z die Romer, 4te Auft. 

(1847), p. IJO. 
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and others, that the wy is "perfectly superfluous, " as inde~d it would 
be, if that were simply the meaning intended. To express the idea 
of " the God over all," " the Supreme God," in contrast with a 
being to whom the term "God" might indeed be applied, but only 
in a lower sense, we should need only o bl r:ri.yrw'l o~u;, a phrase 
which is thus used numberless tim~s in the writings of the Christian 
Fathers; see, for examples, Wetstein's note on Rom. ix. 5· But, as 
I understand the passage, the wy is by no means superfluous. It not 
only gives an impressive fulness to the expression, but converts what 
would otherwise be a mere epithet of God into a substantive designa
tion of him, equivalent to "the Ruler over All," on which the mind 
rests for a moment by itself, before it reaches the Ozu; qualified by it; 
or o~u~ may be regarded as added by way of apposition or more pre
cise definition. The poJ·z'lion of this substantive designation of O~u;, 

between the article and its noun, gives it special prominence. 
Comp. I Cor. iii. 7, OUT~ 0 (/UUUW'I ~(fT{ "· oure 0 r:o-:{:w'l, cUl' t5 
au~a'IW'I o~u;; Addit. ad Esth. viii. I. 39· 0 ra r:ana OU'Ia(fUUW'I o~u;, 

cf. 11. 8, 35, Tisch.; o r:ayrw>J oelfr:u:wv Oeu;, Justin Mart. Apol. i. 15; 
6 7:0'7)'~~ rouoe TOU 7ra'ITO~ OE:u~, zoid. i. 26. In expressions of this kind 
the definite article fulfils, I conceive, a double function: it is con
nected with the participle or other adjunct which immediately follows 
it, just as it would be if the substantive at the end were omitted; but 
at the same time it makes that substantive definite, so that the 
article in effect belongs to the substantive as well as to the participle. 
Thus 0 iin ~r.t r:aYTW'J Oeu; is equivalent to u o~v; 0 W'J lr.c r.a>J'rWY in 
everything except the difference in prominence given to the different 
parts of the phrase in the two expressions. In the latter, 6 Oeu; is 
made prominent by its position; in the former, prominence is given 
to the particular conception expressed by u wY ld r:aYTwv, '' the 
Ruler over All."* 

Let us look now for a moment at the connection of thought iri the 
passage before us, and we shall see that this distinction is important. 
The Apostle is speaking of the favored nation to which it is his pride 
to belong. Its grand religious history of some two thousand years 

*If this account is correct it follows that neither of the renderings 
which I have suggested above (p. 89) as expressing my view of the 
meaning represents the original perfectly; nor do I perceive that the 
English idiom admits of a perfect translation. If we render, "he who is 
over all, God, be blessed for ever," we make the word 11 God" stand in 
simple apposition to 11 he who is over all," which I do not suppose to be 
the grammatical construction; if on the other hand we translate, "he 
who is God over all be blessed for ever," we lose in a great measure the 
effect of the position of the wY br't r.ri.y-:w>J before OE:ut;. 
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passes rapidly before his mind as in a panorama. Their ancestors 
\vere the patriarchs, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; theirs were "the 
adoption, and the glory, and the covenants, and the giving of the 
Law, and the temple-service, and the promises." But God's choice 
and training of his ''peculiar people," and the privileges conferred upon 
them, were all a providential preparation for the advent of the Messiah, 
whose birth from among the Jews was their highest national dis
tinction and glory, while his mission as the founder of a spiritual 
and universal religion was the crowning manifestation of God's love 
and mercy to mankind. How could this survey of the ages of prom
ise and preparation, and the great fulfilment in Christ, fail to bring 
vividly before the mind of the Apostle the thought of God as the 
Being who presides over all thzizgs,-who cares for all men and con
trols all events?* Because this conception is prominent -in his mind 
he places the J tin b! ~.o.~-:w~ first in the sentence. A recognition of 
this fact removes all the difficulty about the position of EulojT}-:u;. 

There is no " law of grammar" bearing on the matter except the law 
that the predicate, when it is· more prominent in the mind of the 
writer, precedes the subject In simply exclamatory doxologies, the 
tij),oTTI-:u; or ~ij).o"{7}.'J.bo-: comes first, because the feeiing that prompts 
its use is predominant, and can be expressed in a single word. But 
here, where the thought of the overruling providence of God is prom
inent, the J &~ b! ::ri.~-:w~ must stand first in the sentence, to express 

*Erasmus has \veil presented the thought of the Apostle:-" Ut enim 
haec omnia, quae commemorat de adoptione, gloria, testamentis, legis
latione, cultibus, ac promissis, deque patribus, ex quibus Christus juxta 
carnem ortus est, declaret non fortuito facta, sed admirabili Dei provi
dentia, qui tot modis procuravit salutem humani generis, non simplic
iter dicit Deus, sed is qui rebus omnibus praeest, omnia suo divino con
silio dispensans moderansque, cui dicit deberi laudem in omne aevum, 
ob insignem erga nos charitatem, cui maledicebant Judaei, dum Filium 
unicum blasphemiis impeterent."-Note in foe., in his Opp. vi. (Lugd. 
Bat. 1705), col. 611. 

So \Vestcott and Hart in their note on this passage in vol. ii. of their 
Greek Testament, remarking on the punctuation which places a colon 
after aapxa as II an expression of the interpretation which implies that 
special force was intended to be thrown on b! ~.o.~-:wY by the interposi
tion of w:~, "observe:-" This emphatic sense of b! ;.0.:~-:wv (cf. i. 16; ii. 9 
f.; iii. 29 f.; x. 12; xi. 32, 36) is fully justified if St. Paul's purpose is to 
suggest that the tragic apostacy of the Jews (vv. 2, 3) is itself part of the 
dispensations of" Him who is God o\·er all," over Jew and Gentile alike, 
over past present and future alike; so that the ascription of blessing to 
Him is a homage to His Divine purpose and power of bringing good 
out of evil in the course of the ages (xi. 13-16; 25-36)."-Dr. Hart re
marks that 11 this punctuation alone seems adequate to account for the 
whole of the language employed, more especially when it is considered 
in relation to the context." 
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that prominence; and the position of euJ.or~n)~ after it is required by 
the very same law of the Greek language which governs all the exam· 
pies that have been alleged against the doxological construction of 
the passage. This thought of God as the Ruler over All re-appears 
in the doxology at the end of the eleventh chapter (xi. 36), where the 
Apostle concludes his grand Theodicy: "For from Him, and 
through Him, and to Him, are ALL THINGs : to Him is the glory for 
ever! Ame1;1." Compare also Eph. i. II, cited by Mr. Beet: 
"foreordained according to the purpose of him who worketh ALL 

THINGs after the counsel of his will ; " and so in another doxology 
(I Tim. i. 17) suggested by the mention of Christ, the ascription is 
-rep- (3a(nJ.Ei T'WV alwvwv, "to the King OF THE AGES."* 

I prefer, on the whole, to take r.O.v-:wv as neuter; but much might 
be said in favor of the view of Fritzsche, whose note on this passage 
is especially valuable. He, with many other scholars, regards it as 
masculine: "Qui omnibus praeest homi'nibus (i. e. qui et Judaeis et 
gentilibus consulit Deus, der ueber allen Menschen waltende Gott) 
si't celebratus perpetuo, amen." (C. F. A. Fritzsche, Pauli ad Rom. 
Epi'.fl., tom. ii. [1839], p. 272.) He refers for the r.thrwv to Rom. 
x. 12; xi. 32; iii. 29. 

We may note here, that while the Apostle says wv o[ r.a•{p~~. he 
does not say wv, but ~~ wv J zpuT7'u;. He could not forget the thought, 
which pervades the Epistle, that the l\Iessiah was for all men alike. 
Nor does he forget that while by natural descent, xan1 adpxa, Christ 
was "from the Jews," he was xani r.veu:w, and in all that constituted 
him the Messiah, "from Gon," who "anointed him witli the Holy 
Spirit and with power," who "made him both Lord and Christ," 
who marked him out as his "Son" by raising him from the 9ead 
(Acts xiii. 33; Rom. i. 4) and setting him at his right hand in the 
heavenly places, and giving him to be the head over all things to the 
Church (Eph. i. 20-22), that Church in which there is no distinction 
of "Greek and Jew," "but Christ is all, and in all." . 

That such words as euJ.or-r;ru~, eulor-r;.'lbo~. fWXfipw~, and hrc

xa•aparo~ should usually stand first in the sentence in expressions of 
benediction, macarism, and malediction, is natural in Greek for the 

*This seems to me the true rendering, rather than " to the King 
eternal," though eternity is implied. Comp. Rev. xv. 3 Westc. and 
Hort; Sir. xxxvi. 22 (al. xxxiii. 19); Tob. xiii. 6, 10; Ps. cxliv. (cxlv.) 13; 
Clem. Rom. Ep. ad Cor. cc. 35, 3; 55, 6; 61, 2; Const. A post: vii. 34; 
Lit. s. Jac. c. IJ. So Exod. XV. 18, xupw~ {1aacA~UWll 7'W'.J alWvwv, as 
cited by Philo, De Plant. Noe, c. 12 bis ( Opp. i. 336, 337 'ed. Mang.), De 
Mundo c. 7 (Opp. ii. 6o8), and read in many cursive MSS.; Joseph. Atzt. 
i. 18, ~ 6, ?Harrora 1ranv~ alwvo~. Contra, Test. xii Patr., Ruben, c. 6. 
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same reason that it is natural in English to give the first place to such 
words as "blessed," "happy," "cursed." It makes no difference, 
as a study of the examples will show, whether the expression be 
oplali've, as is usually the case with eu).on tJ.ho;, with the ellipsis of e!Y) 

or eq-:w, or declarative, as in the case of tJ.aui.p!o-;, and usually, I 
belie\·e, of eul.onru;, EtTTC being understood.* The el!ipsis of the 
substantive verb gi,·es rapidity and force to the expression, indicating 
a certain glow of feeling. But in Greek as in English, if the subject 
is more prominent in the mind of the writer, and is not overweighted 
with descriptive appendages, there is nothing to hinder a change of 
order, but the genius of the language rather requires it. 

The example commonly adduced of this variation in the case of 
tui.on-ru; is Ps. h."Vii. (Heb. lxviii.) 20, ft."upw; o o~u ; eui.on-:u;;, 

tuJ.on-ru; xupw;; ~ fJ. {pa'l xaO' ~tJ.fpall, where we find euJ.on-:u;; in both 
positions. This peculiarity is the result of a misconstruction and 
perhaps also of a false reading (Meyer) of the Hebrew. The exam
ple shows that the position of eul.on-:,1; after the subject violates 
no law of the Greek language; but on account of the repetition of 
eu).on-:u; I do not urge it as a parallel to Rom. ix. 5· (See above, 
p. 32 f.). On the other hand, the passage cited by Grimm (see 
above, p. 34) from the apocryphal Psalms of Solomon, vm. 4I, 42, 

written probably about 48 B. C. , seems to me quite to the purpose: 

Qt'I~Tu; xupco; b -:of; xp {.rJ.QtT!ll QU":OU b tT':"tifJ.Q':! UtT{W'I
1 

xal t1u eui.on tJ.bo;, ' fqpa-,j)., iJ ;:-u xup!ou ei;; -:u'l aiuna. t 
Here, in the first line, ac"'l~-:,};; precedes, because the predicate is 

emphatic; but in the second, the subject tTu precedes, because it is 
meant to receive the emphasis. I perceive ·no antithesis or studied 
chiasmus here. The sentence is no more a "double " or "com
pound" one than Gen. xiv. I 9, 20 ; I Sam. XX\". 32, 33; Ps. Ixxi. 

*I believe thateui.on-:u;; in doxologies is distinguished from Eui.ontJ.bo:; 
as lattdattdus is from laudalus_.,- and that the doxology in Rom. ix. 5 is 
therefore strictly a declarative, not an optative one. The most literal 
and exact rendering into Latin would be something like this: " Ille qui 
est super omnia Deus laudandus (est) in aeternum !" \Vhere the verb 
is expressed with eu).on-ru; (as \"ery often in the formula er)).on-:u; £!) 
it is always, I believe, in the indicath·e. Here I must express my sur
prise that Canon Farrar (The E xpositor, vol. ix. p. 402; vol. x. p. 238) 
should deny that Rom. i. 25 and 2 Cor. xi. 31 are "doxologies." ' Vhat 
is a doxology but a pious ascription of glory or praise ? If o:; ~(1'":!'1 
eui.on-:u; £!; -:ou :; a!una-;, ii.tJ.rj'l, Rom. i. 25, is "not a doxology at all" 
on account of the ea-:!'1, then Matt. ,.i. 13 (text rec.) and I Pet. iv. r 1 
are, for the same reason, not doxologies. 

t See 0. F. Fritzsche, Libri a poe. V. T. Gr. (1871), p. 579, or Hilgen
feld, Afessias Judaeorum (186<)), p. 14. 
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(lxxii.) I 8, I 9 ; To b. xi. 13, and I 6 (Sin.); Judith xiii. I 8; Orat. 
Azar. 2 ; and I see no reason why the fact that the clauses are con
nected by xa{ should affect the position of €u).on-;ti~ here more than 
in those passages-no reason why it should affect it at all. 

Another example in which the subject precedes lr.!xarripa-ro' and 
€tii.onp.bo~ in an optative or possibly a predictive sentence is Gen. 
xxvii. 29, t5 xarapwp.€llu~ a€ b1xa-;aparo~, t5 Jt €ui.oriiw a€ €u).orrJldw,, 

Here the Greek follows the order of the Hebrew, and the reason for 
the unusual position in both I suppose to be the fact that the con
trast between t5 xarapw/ullo~ and t5 €ui.oriiw naturally brought the sub
jects into the foreground. It is true that in Rom. ix. 5, as I under
stand the passage (though others take a different view), there is no 
antithesis, as there is here; but the example shows that when for any 
reason the writer wishes to make the subject prominent, there is no 
law of the Greek language which imprisons such a predicate as 
€u).orr;p.bo~ at the beginning of the sentence. 

Another example, in a declarative sentence, but not the less per
tinent on that account (the verb not being expressed), is Gen. xxvi. 
29, according to what I believe to be the true reading, xa! YUll au 

€ui..onro~ u-:ro xup{ou, where the au being emphatic, as is shown by the 
corresponding order in Hebrew, stands before €r)i.onru;, Contrast 
Gen. iii. 14; iv. I I; Josh. ix. 29 (al. 23). This reading is sup
ported by· all the uncial MSS. that contain the passage, viz., I. Cod. 
Cotton. (cent. v.), III. Alex. (v.), X. Coislin. (vn.), and Bodl. 
(viii. or IX.) ed. Tisch. fifon. Sacr. Ined. vol. ii. ( 1 857), p. 234, 
with at least 2 5 cursives, and the Aldine edition, also by all the 
ancient versions except the Ethiopic, and the Latin, which translates 
freely, against the xa! llvv €u).orr;.'J.bo; au of the Roman edition, which 
has very little authority here. · · 

Still another case where in a declarative sentence the usual order 
of subject and predicate is reversed, both in the Greek and the 
Hebrew, is I Kings ii. 45 (al. 46), xa! t5 fiaa!i.~u~ ~a).w:J.wv €u).orr;:J.bo~, 
the ellipsis being probably la-:a!, Here I suppose the reason for the 
exceptional order to be the contrast between Solomon and Shimei 
(ver. 44). · 

It is a curious fact that :wxap1a-:u~, a word perfectly analogous to 
€r)i.oprru;, ind which would naturally stand first in the predicate, 
happens to follow the subject in the only instances of its use in the 
Septuagint which come into comparison here, viz.: Prov. xiv. 2 I; xvi. 
20; xxix. I 8. The reason seems to be the same as in the case we have 
just considered; there is a contrast of subjects. For the same reason 
l r.1xarrJ.parw: follows the subject in \Visd. xiv. 8 (com p. ver. 7). 
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These examples go to confirm \Viner's statement in respect to con
trasted subjects. And I must here remark, in respect to certain pas
sages which have been alleged in opposition (see above, p. 36), that 
I can perceive no contrast of subjects in Gen. xiv. I 9, 20; I Sam. 
xxv. 32, 33; and still less in Ps. lxxxviii. (lxxxix.) 53, where the dox
ology appears to have no relation to what precedes, but to be rather 
the formal doxology, appended by the compiler, which concludes the 
Third Book ofthe Psalms (comp. Ps. xi. (xli.) I4). 

It may be said that none of the examples we have been consider
ing is preci'se[y similar to Rom. ix. 5· But they all illustrate the fact • that there is nothing to hinder a Greek writer from changing the 
ordinary position of E:u).orr;•u; and kindred words when from any 
cause the subject is naturally more prominent in his mind. They 
show that the principle of the rule which governs the position may 
authorize or require a deviation from the common order. I must 
further agree with l\Ieyer and Ellicott on Eph. i. 3, and Fritzsche on 
Rom. ix. 5, in regarding as not altogether irrelevant such passages as 
Ps. cxii. (cxiii.) 2, EiTJ •u o"JOfJ.a x.up{ou E:UJ.orr;tJ.bo"J, where, though E!TJ 

precedes, as a copula it can have no · emphasis, and the position of 
£u).orr;tJ.bo"J is determined by the fact that the subject rather than the 
predicate here naturally presents itself first to the mind. The differ
ence between such a sentence and E:u).oi'itJ.bo"J •u ?;"Jo:J.a xup{ou is 
like that in English between " l\Iay the name of the Lord be blessed" 
and "Blessed be the name of the Lord." It is evident, I think, that 
in the latter sentence the predicate is made more prominent, and in 
the former the subject; but if a person does not fie/ this, it cannot be 
proved. Other examples of this kind are Ruth ii. I 9; I Kings x. 9; 
2 Chron. ix. 8; Job i. 21; Dan. ii. 20; Lit. S. Jac. c. I9; Lit. S. 
l\Iarci, c. 20, a. (Hammond, pp. 52, 192.) In Ps. cxii. (cxiii.) 2 
and Job i. 2 r the prominence given to the subject is suggested by 
what precedes. 

I will give one example of the fallacy of merely empirical rules 
respecting the position of words. Looking at Young's Ana(ylical 
Concordanu, there are, if I ha\·e counted right, I38 instances in which, 
in sentences like "Blessed be God," "Blessed are the meek," the 
word "blessed" precedes the subject in the common English Bible. 
There is no exception to this usage in the Old Testament or the New. 
"Here," exclaims the empiric, "is a law of the language. To 
say 'God be blessed' is not English." But if we look into the 
Apocrypha, we find that our translators have said it, namely in 
Tobit xi. I 7, and so it stands also in the Genevan version, though 
the Greek reads E:•)).oi'i•o; 6 O;u;. \Vhy the translators changed the 
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order must be a matter of conjecture; perhaps it was to make a con
trast with the last clause of the sentence. 

There is a homely but important maxim which has been forgotten 
in many discussions of the passage before us, that "circumstances 
alter cases." I have carefully examined all the examples of doxology 
or benediction in the New Testament and the Septuagint, and in 
other ancient writings, as the Liturgies, in which euJ..orr;n)~ or 
eu).orr;tJ.bor; precedes the subject; and there is not one among them 
which, so far as I can judge, justifies the assumption that because 
er)J.orr;rur; precedes the subject there, it would probably have done s~ 
here, had it been the purpose of Paul to introduce a doxology. ·The 
cases in which a doxology begins without a previous enumeration 'or 
blessings, but in which the thought of the blessing prompts an 
exclamation of praise or thanksgiving,-" Blessed be God, who" or 
"for he" has done this or that,-are evidently not parallel. All the 
New Testament doxologies with euJ.orr;•u~, and most of those in the 
Septuagint, are of this character.* In all these cases, we perceive at 
once that any other order would be strange. The expression of the 
fieli'ng, which requires but one word, naturally precedes the mention 
of the ground of the feeling, which often requires very many. But 
there is a difference between dJJ.onru; and euJ.orr;d)c; elc; !'ou~ alwvac;. 

Where it would be natural for the former to precede the subj~ct, it 
might be more natural for the latter to follow. In the example 
adduced by Dr. Dwight in his criticism of Winer (see above, pp. 36, 
37), it is evident that eu).urr;•u:; more naturally stands first in the sen
tence; at the end it would be abrupt and unrhythmical. But I cannot 
think that a Greek scholar would find anything hard or unnatural in 
the sentence if it read, u iJwrr;p-rjfTac; T~'l tau!'UU TUi70'1 afJ.{a'I!'O'I euAOpj!'6-; 

d~ •our; alw'la;, ii.tJ.rj'l. 

To make the argument from usage a rational one, examples suffi
cient in number to form the basis of an induction should be produced 
in which in passages lz'ke the present euJ..onru:; precedes the subject. 
Suppose we should read here eVJ.onro~ u W'.l €r.! ;ra'IT'W'I Oe~c; el~ •ou~ 

a{w:;w;, we instantly see that the reference of elc; ruuc; alw'lac; becomes~ 
to say the least, ambiguous, the "for ever" grammatically connecting 
itself with the phrase "he who is God over all" rather than with 
"blessed." If to avoid this we read, euJ.orr;r~c; el; ruuc; alwva~ u i:Jy 

*See Luke i. 68 ; 2 Cor. i. 3; Eph. i. 3 ; I Pet. i. 3.-Gen. xiv. 20; 
xxiv. 27; Ex. xviii. 10; Ruth iv. I4; I Sam. xxv. 32, 39; 2 Sam. xviii. 28; 
I Kings i. 48; v. 7; viii. 15, 56; 2 Chr. ii. I2; vi. 4; Ezr. vii. 27; 'Ps. 
xxvi i. (Sept.) 6; xxx. 22; lxv. 20; lxxi. 18 ; cxxiii. 6 i cxxxiv. 21 i cxliii. 1; 
Dan. iii. 28 Theodot., 95 Sept. 
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l r.1 -:ui'J-:w'l o~u;, we have a sentence made unnaturally heavy and 
clumsy by the interposition of e l~ -roo~ a!iina; before the subject, a 
sentence to which I believe no parallel can be produced in the whole 
range of extant doxologies. \Vh.erever euJ.on-ru~ precedes, the sub
ject dz'reclfy follows. These objections to the transposition appear to 
me in themselves a sufficient reason why the Apostle should have 
preferred the present order. But we must also consider that any other 
arrangement would have failed to make prominent the particular con
ception of God, which the context suggests, as the Ruler over All. 
If, then, the blessings mentioned by the Apostle suggested to his 
mind the thought of God as euJ..orrr•o~ el~ -roo~ alw'Ja~, in view of that 
overruling providence which sees the end from the beginning, which 
brings good out of evil and cares for all men alike, I must agree with 
Winer that "the present position of the words ·is not only altogether 
suitable-, but even necessary. " (Gram., 7te Aufl. , § 61. 3· e. p. 513; 
p. 55 I Thayer, p. 6go Moulton.) Olshausen, though he under
stands the passage as relating to Christ, well says:-" Ruckert's 
remark, that eulorrrr6~, when applied to God, must, according to the 
idiom of the Old and New Testament, always precede the noun, is of 
no ~eight. Kollner rightly observes, that the position of words is 
altogether [everywhere] not a mechanical thing, but determined, in 
each particular conjuncture, by the connexion, and by the purpose 
of the speaker. " * 

7· The argument founded on the notiofl that the Apostle here 
had in mind Ps. lxvii. (lxviii.) 20, and was thereby led to describe 
Christ as Oeo~ eulonru~ e!'; -roo; a!iina;, is one which so far as I know 
never occurred to any commentator ancient or modern before the 
ingenious Dr. Lange. It is evidently so fanciful, and has been so 
completely demolished by Dr. Dwight (see above, p. 33, note), that 
any further notice of it would be a waste of words. 

8. The argument for the reference of the u w"~, &c., to Christ, 
founded on supposed patristic authority, will be considered below 
under IV., in connection with the history of the interpretation of the 
passage. 

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

* Olshausen, Bib!. Comm. o1z the N. T., vol. iv. p. 88, note, Kendrick's 
trans.-The remark cited from RUckert belongs to the first edition of his 
Commentary (1831). In the second edition (1839) RUckert changed his 
view of the passage, and adopted the construction which makes the last 
part of the verse a doxology to God. 
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But the construction followed in the common version is also gram
matically objectionable; and if we assume that the Apostle and those 
whom he addressed believed Christ to be God, this con"'struction like
wise suits the context. 

How then shall we decide the question? If it was an ambiguous 
sentence in Plato or Aristotle, our first step would be to see what light 
was thrown on the probabilities of the case by /he wriler's use of lan
guage elsewhere. Looking then at the question from this point of 
view, I find three reasons for preferring the construction which refers 
the last part of the verse to God. 

I. The use of the word o:u).onru;, ''blessed," which never occurs in 
the New Testament in reference to Christ. If we refer o:uJ-onru; to 
God, our passage accords with the doxologies Rom. i. 2 5; 2 Cor. i. 
3; xi. 3I; and Eph. i. 3· In Rom. i. 25 we have o:u).orrrrv; el; ruo; 
o.!iina-;, as here; and 2 Cor. xi. 3 r, "The God and Father [or God, 
the Father J of the Lord Jesus knows-he who is blessed for ever !
that I lie not," strongly favors the reference of the o:uJ.orrr:u; to God.* 
It alone seems to me almost decisive. The word o:uJ-orYir6; is else
where in the New Testament used in doxologies to God (Luke i. 68; 
I Pet. i. 3); and in Mark xiv. 6r, 6 o:uJ-orYi·nl;, "the Blessed One," 
is a special designation of the Supreme Being, in accordance with the 
language of the later Jews, in whose writings God is often spoken of 
as "the Holy One, blessed be He !" 

I have already spokeh (see above, p. 95) of the rarity of doxologies 
to Christ in the writings of Paul, the only instance being 2 Tim. iv . . 
I8, though here Fritzsche (Ep. ad Rom.ii. 268) and Canon Kennedy 
(E!Y Leclures, p. 87) refer the xupw; to God. Doxologies and thanks
givings to God are on the other hand very frequent in his Epistles. 
Those with o:u).orr;dJ; are given above; for those with au;a, see Rom. 
xi. 36; xvi. 27; Gal. i. 5; Eph. iii. 2 I; Phil. iv. 20; I Tim. i. I 7 
( ':'!p.~ xa! ou;o.) ;-rtfJ.~ xo.! xpriro;, I Tim. vi. I 6. (Com p. tlo;a:w, 
Rom. XV. 6, 9·) Thanksgivings, with zript; first, Rom. vi. I7; vii. 
2 5 (Lachm.' Tisch.' Treg.' \V H. ) ; 2 Cor. viii. I 6; ix. I 5; rcjj ai 
o~<p first, I Cor. XY, 57; 2 Cor. ii. I 4; ti}zo.p!a-:iiJ, Rom. i. 8; I 

Cor. i. 4; (I4.) xiv. I8; Eph. i. I6; PhiL i. 3; Col. i. 3, I2; I Thess. 
i. 2; ii. IJ; 2 Thess. i. 3; ii. I3; Philem. 4· Note especially the 
direction, ''giving /hanks always for all things in the name of our 
Lord Jesus Christ lo God, even the Father," Eph. v. 20; comp. Col. 
iii. 17, "do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, givzizg /hanks lo God 

*For the way in which the Rabbinical writers are accustomed to in
troduce doxologies into the middle of a sentence, see Schoettgen's 
Horae Hebraicae on 2 Cor. xi. JI. 
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the Father through him. " These facts appear to me to strengthen 
the presumption founded on the usage of euJ.n"(Y)-:u:;, that in this pas
sage of ambiguous construction the doxological words should be re
ferred to God rather than to Christ. 

It may be of some interest to observe that in the Epistle of Clement 
of Rome to the Corinthians, probably the earliest Christian writing 
that has come down to us outside of the New Testament, there are 
eight doxologies to God, namely cc . . 32, 38, 43, 45. s8, 6I, 64, 6s, 
and none that clearly belong to Christ. Two are ambiguous, viz. cc. 
20, so, like Heb. xiii. 2 I; I Pet. iv. I I, which a majority of the best 
commentators refer to God as the leading subject; see above, p. 46. 
The clear cases of doxologies to Christ in the N. T. are Rev. i. 6; 2 

Pet iii. 18 (a book of doubtful genuinenes:,) ; and Rev. v. 13, "to 
Him that sitteth upon the throne, and to the Lamb;" comp. vii. 10. 

But our concern is chiefly with the usage of Paul. 
The argument from the exclusive use of the word eui.o"(Y)-:u:; in ref

erence to God has been answered by saying that etii.on-:,j:; is also 
applied to man; and Deut. vii. 14; Ruth ii. 20 ; and I Sam. xv. 13 
are cited as examples of this by Dr. Gifford. But he overlooks the 
fact that euJ.o"(Y)-:u-; is there used in a totally different sense, viz. 
"favored " or " blessed" by God. To speak of a person as "bles
sed" by God, or to pray that he may be so, and to address a doxology 
to him, are very different things. 

Note further that eii).o"(Y) tJ.bo:; o lpJ.u ,'U'Io:; b o:-u,'J.a':'! wpiuu Ps. cxvii. 
(cxviii.) 26, applied to Christ in l\Iatt. xxi. 9 and the parallel pas
sages, is not a doxology; comp. l\Iark xi. Io; Luke i. 28, 4Z. 

On the distinction between eu).O"(Yj':"tJ:; and eui.Of'j ,'J.b n:; see Note B, 
at the end of this article. 

2. The most striking parallel to o on ~ ;:-! ;:-all -:w"~ in the writings of 
Paul is in Eph. iv. 5, 9, where Christians are said to have ' ' one 
Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who is over 
all (o ~r.1 ;:-a'ITw"~), and through all, and in all." Here it is used of 
the one God, expressly distinguished from Christ. 

3· The Apostle's use of the word o~u:;, "God," throughout his 
Epistles. This word occurs in the Pauline Epistles, not including 
that to the Hebrews, more than soo times; and there is not a single 
clear instance in which it is applied to Christ. Alford, and many 
other Trinitarian commentators of the highest character, find no 
instance except the present. Now, in a case of ambiguous construc
tion, ought not this uniform usage of the Apostle in respect to one of 
the most common words to have great weight? To me it is abso
lutely decisive. 
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It may be said, however, that Paul has nowhere declared that 
Christ is not God; and that even if he has not happened to give him 
this title in any other passage he must have believed him to be God, 
and therefore might have so designated him if occasion required. 

As to the statement that Paul has nowhere expressly affirmed that 
Christ was not God, it does not appear that, supposing him to have 
believed this, he ever had occasion to say it. It is certainly a remark
able fact that, whatever may have been the teaching of Paul concern
ing the nature of Christ and the mode of his union with God, it 
appears, so far as we can judge from his writings, to have raised no 
question as to whether he was or was not God; jealous as the· Jews 
were of the Divine unity, and disposed as the Gentiles were to recog
nize many Gods beside the Supreme. 

It is important to observe, in general, that in respect to the appli
cation to Christ of the name "God;" there is a very wide difference 
between the usage not only of Paul, but of all the New Testament 
writers, and that which we find in Christian writers of the second and 
later centuries. There is no clear instance, in which any New Testa
ment wri'ter, speaking in his own person, has called Christ God. 
In John i. I 8 the text is doubtful; and in I John v. 20 the oo-ro~ more 
naturally refers to the leading subject in what precedes, namely, -ri}; 

O.kr;O,YuY, and is so understood by the best grammarians, as Winer and 
Buttmann, and by many eminent Trinitarian commentators (see 
above, p. I9)· In John i. I 0€u~ is the predicate not of the histor
ical Christ, but of the antemundane Logos. The passages which 
have been alleged from the writings of Paul will be noticed pres
ently.* 

But it may be said that even if there is no other passage in 
which Paul has called Christ God, there are many in which the works 
and the attributes of God are ascribed to him, and in which he is 
recognized as the object of divine worship; so that we ou·ght to find 
no difficulty in supposing that he is here declared to be "God blessed 
for ever." It may be said in reply, that the passages referred to do not 
authorize the inference which has been drawn from them; and that if 
they are regarded as doing so, the unity of God would seem to b~ 
infringed. A discussion of this subject would lead us out of the field 
of exegesis into the tangled thicket of dogmatic theology; we should 

*On John xx. 28 and Heb. i. 8, 9, which do not belong to the category 
we are now considering, I simply refer, for the sake of brevity, to 
Norton's Statement of Reasons, &c .. new edition (1856), p. 300 ff., and 
the note of E. A., or to the note of Lucke on the former passage, and of 
Prof. Stuart on the latter. 
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have to consider the questions of consubstantiality, eternal generation, 
the hypostatic union, and the kenosi's. Such a discussion would here 
be out of place. But it is certainly proper to look at the passages 
where Paul has used the clearest and strongest language concerning 
the dignity of Christ and his relation to the Father, and ask ourselves 
whether they allow us to regard it as probable that he has here spoken 
of him as "God over all, blessed for ever," or even as " over all, God 
blessed for ever." 

In the Epistles which purport to be written by Paul there is only 
one passage besides the present in which any considerable number of 
respectable scholars now suppose that he has actually called Christ 
God, namely, Titus ii. 13. Here the new Revised Version, in the 
text, makes him speak of" our great God and Saviour Jesus Christ." 
But the uncertainty of this translation is indicated by the marginal 
rendering, "the great God and our Saviour"; and in a former paper 
I have stated my reasons for believing the latter construction the true 
one. (See above, p. 3 ff. ) This latter construction was preferred by 
a large majority of the American Company of Revisers, and it has the 
support of many other eminent Trinitarian scholars. Surely so 
doubtful a passage cannot sen·e to render it probable that Christ is 
called '' God blessed for ever ., in Rom. ix. 5· 

Acts xx. 28 has also been cited, where, according to the lex/us 
rtceptus, Paul, in his address to the Ephesian elders, is represented 
as speaking of "the Church of God, which he purchased with his 
own blood." This reading is adopted by the English Revisers, in 
their text, and also by Scrivener, Alford, and \Vestcott and Hort; 
but its doubtfulness is indicated by the marginal note against the word 
"God," in which the Revisers say, "l\Iany ancient authorities read 
the Lord." Here again the marginal reading is preferred by the 
American Revisers, as also by Lachmann, Tregelles, Green, David
son and Tischendor( I have given my reasons for believing this the 
true reading in an article in the Biblz'otheca Sacra for April, I 876, pp. 
313-352. And although \Vestcott and Hort adopt. the reading God, 
Dr. Hort well remarks that "the supposition that by the precise des
ignation -=-ou 0Eou, standing alone as it does here, with the article and 
without any adjunct, St. Paul (or St. Luke) meant Christ, is unsup
ported by any analogies of language." Calling attention to the fact 

.that the true text has the remarkable form cbi -=-ou a?11aru; ruu !iHou, 
he would understand the passage, "on the supposition that the text 
is incorrupt," as speaking of the Church of God which he purchased 
'' 'through the blood that was His own,' z: e. as being his Son's." 
"This conception," he remarks, " of the death of Christ as a price 
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paid by the Father is in strict accordance with St. Paul's own language 
elsewhere (Rom. v. 8; viii. 32). It finds repeated expression in the 
Apostolic Constitutions in language evidently founded on this passage 
(ii. 57· I3; 61. 4; vii. 26. 1; viii. [11. 2.] I2. I8; 4r. 4)." On the sup
position that Owu is the true reading, the passage has been understood 
in a similar manner not merely by Socinian interpreters, as Wolzogen 
and Enjedinus, but by Erasmus (in his Paraphrase), Pellican, * Lim
borch (though he prefers the reading xup{ou), Milton (De JJoclrina 
Chri'stz"cma, Pars I. c. v. p. 86, or Eng. trans . . p. I48 f.), Lenfant and 
Beausobre as an alternative interpretation (Le Nouveau Test., note in 
foe.), Doederlein (Ins/. Theol. Christ. ed. 6ta, I 797, § ros, Obs. 4, p. 
387), Van der Palm (note in his Dutch translation), Granville Penn 
(The Book of the J.lew Covenant, London, I836, and Annotations, 1837, 
p. 315), and 1\Ir. Darby (Tran.r. of theN. T., 2d ed. [1872]). Dr. 
Hort however is disposed to conjecture that r10r dropped out after 
TOrt J 10 r "at some very early transcription, affecting all existing 
documents." Granville Penn had before made the same suggestion. 
It is obvious that no argument in support of any particular con
struction of Rom. ix. 5 can be prudently drawn from such a passage 
as this. 

A few other passages in which some scholars still suppose that the 
name God is given to Christ by Paul have been examined in the paper 
on Titus ii. J 3; see above, notes to pp. 3, IO, also p. 44. ' 

Let us now look at the passages in which Paul has used the most 
exalted language respecting the person and dignity of Christ, and ask 
ourselves how far they afford a presumption that he might here de
scribe him as ''God blessed for ever." 

The passage in this Epistle most similar to the present is ch. i. ver. 
3, 4, where Christ is said to be "born of the seed of David as to the 
flesh," but ''declared to be the Son of God with power as to the 
spirit of holiness by his resurrection from the dead," or more exactly, 
"by the resurrection of the dead. " Here the antithesis to xa-ra ttdpxa 

is supplied. I.t is not, however, xanl -r~~~ O::u-:'1)-:a, or xa-ra -r~Y Ot{ay 

sou(Jcll, but xani ;-;y::u,rw drcw(Jull'f)':, "as to his holy spirit, "-his higher 
spiritual nature, distinguished especially by the characteristic of holinus. 
There are many nice and difficult questions connected with this pas
sage, which need not be here discussed; I will only say that I see no 
ground for finding in it a presumption that the Apostle would desig'! 

*" Erga congregationem dei quae vobis oscitanter curanda non est, 
ut quam deus adeo charam habuit, ut unigeniti sui sanguine earn para
verit.'' Comm. in loc., Tiguri, I 537, fol. 
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nate Christ as ' ' God blessed for ever." Some, however, suppose that 
the title "Son of God" is essentially equivalent to o~u;, and that the 
resurrection of Christ as an act of his own divine power is adduced 
here as a proof of his deity. I do not find the first supposition sup
ported by the use of the tenn in the Old Testament or in the New 
(see John x. 36), and as to the second, it may be enough to say that 
it contradicts the uniform representation of the Apostle Paul on the 
subject, who everywhere refers his resurrection to the power of ''God, 
the Father"; see Gal. i. I; Eph. i. 19, 20; Rom. iv. 24; vi. 4; viii. 
II; x. 9; I Cor. vi. I 4; xv. 1 5; 2 Cor. iv. I 4; xiii. 4; I Thes. i. I o; 
Acts xiii. 3o-3 7; xvii. 3 1. 

Another striking passage is Phil. ii. 6-I I , where the Apostle says 
that Christ, "existing in the form of God, counted not the being on 
an equality with God* a thing to be grasped, but emptied himself, 
taking the form of a servant, being made in the likeness of men. '' 
\Vithout entering into any detailed discussion of this passage, it may 
be enough to remark that being in the form of God, as Paul uses the 
expression here, is a very different thing from being God; that the 
,rwp(/7) cannot denote the nature or essence of Christ, becau·se it is 
something of which he is represented as emptying or divesting him
sel( The same is true of the -=-u e!:~ru !aa O~tfi, "the being on an 
equality with God," or "like God," which is spoken of as something 
which he was not eager to seize, according to one way o( under
standing ap-::ar:Lrl'/, or not eager to retaz"n, according to another inter
pretation. t The Apostle goes on to say that on account of this 
self-abnegation and his obedience even unto death '' Gon high{y 
exalted him and gave him the name which is above every name; that 
in the name of Jesus every knee should bow . . . · and that e\·ery 
tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God, 
the Father." I cannot think that this passage, distinguishing Christ 
as it does so clearly from God, and representing his present exaltation 
as a reward bestowed upon him by God, renders it at all likely that 
Paul would call him ''God blessed for ever.'' 

\Ve find a still more remarkable passage in the Epistle to the Col
ossians, i. I 5-20, where it is affirmed concerning the Son that "he 

*Or, as the Rev. Dr. B. H. Kennedy, Regius Professor of Greek in 
the University of Cambridge, translates it, "the being like God"; com
pare \Vhitby's note on the use of !aa. See Kennedy's Occasional Ser
molzs preached before the University of Cambridge, London, I877, p. 
62, or Ely Lectures (I882), p. I7 f. 

tSee Grimm's Lexico~t lVovi Testamen ti, ed. 2 da ( t87g), s. v . .'w,npj, 
for one view; for another, \Veiss's Biblische Tluol. des 1\'. T., ~ I03 c, 
p. 432 ff., 3 te Aufl. (I88o). 
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is the image of the invisible God, the firstborn of all creation; for in · 
him were all things created, things visible and invisible, whether 
thrones or dominions or principalities or powers; all things have been 
created through him and unto him; and he is before all things, and 
in him all things consist [or hold together J. And he is the head of 
the body, the Church, who is the beginning, the firstborn from the 
dead; that in all things he might have _the pre-eminence [more liter
ally, "become first"]. For it was the good pleasure [of the Father] 
that in him should all the fulness dwell; and through him to reconcile 
all things unto himself." In this passage, and in Col. ii. g, IO,. 

where the Apostle says of Christ "in him dwelleth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily, and in him are ye made full, who i's the head of 
all principality and power," we find, I believe, the strongest language 
which Paul has anywhere used concerning Christ's position in the 
universe, and his relation to the Church. I waive all question of the 
genuineness of the Epistle. Does then the language here used 
render it probable that Paul would, on occasion, designate Christ as 
''over all, God blessed for ever" ? 

Here certainly, if anywhere, we might expect that he would call 
him God; but he has not only not done so, but has carefully distin
guished him from the being for whom he seems to reserve that name .. 
He does not call him God, but "the image of the invisible God,"· 
(comp. 2 Cor. iv. 4, and I Cor. xi. 7). His agency in the work Of 
creation is also restricted and made secondary by the use of the. 
prepositions band iJui, clearly indicating that the conception in the 
mind of the Apostle is the same which appears in the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, i. 3 ; that he is not the primary source of the power exerted. 
in creation, but 'the being "through whom Gon made the worlds,':. 
;;,• uu bw{'f)O'~ll -ruu~ ahiilla~; comp. also I Cor. viii. 6, Eph. iii. 9 
(though here ;;,a 'lYjfTuu Xp!fTrou is not genuine), and the well-known 
language of Philo concerning the Logos.* Neither Paul nor any 

*Philo calls the Logos the "Son of God," "the eldest son," "the ' 
first-begotten," and his representation of his agency in creation is very 
similar to that which Paul here attributes to "the Son of God's love" 
(ver. I 3). He describes the Logos as "the z'ma;:e of God, through whom 
the whole world was framed," ~ixwll Owu, ;;,• ou x. T, )., (De Jl.fonarch. 
ii. 5, Opp. ii. 225 ed. Mangey); "the instrument, through which [or 
whom] the world was built," tpralloll ;;,• uu x. r. J.. (De Cherub. c. 35, 
Opp. i. 162, where note Philo's distinction between -ru t)(p'ou, -r~ i~ oo, -ro 
,),' ou, and Tu ;;,• J ); " the shadow of God, using whom as an instrument 
he made the world" (Legg. Alleg. iii. 31, Opp. i. 1o6). In two or three 
places he exceptionally applies the term o~u~ to the Logos, professedly 
using it in a lower sense (b xarazprJfT~!), and making a distinction be-

. tween Oz();, without the article, "a divine being,'' and o Otu;, "the 
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other New Testament writer uses the preposition ur.u, ''by," in speak
ing of the agency of the -Son or Logos in creation. The desig
nation "firstborn of all creation" seems also a very strange one to 
be applied to Christ conceived of as God. Some of the most ortho
dox Fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries, as Athanasi'us, Gregory 
of Nyssa, Cyril of Alexandria, Theodore of 1\Iopsuestia, and Augus
tine, were so perplexed by it that they understood the Apostle to be 
speaking here of the new, spiritual creation;* and the passage has 
been explained as relating to this by some eminent modern inter
preters, as Grotius, \Vetstein, Ernesti, Noesselt, Heinrichs, Schleier
macher, Baumgarten-Crusius, Norton, though, I believe, errone
ously. But I shall not discuss here the meaning of -;:pw-:/r:oxo; :r.daF 

xria~w;. I would only call attention to the way in which the Apostle 
speaks of the good pleasure of God, the Father, as the source of 
Christ's fulness of gifts and powers. " For it was the good pleasure 
[of God] that in him should all the fulness dwell" (ver. 19). t This 
declaration explains also Col. ii. 9; compare Eph. iii. 19; iv. 13; 
John i. 16. See also John xiv. 10; iii. 34(?). 

It thus appears, I think, first, that there is no satisfactory evidence 
that Paul has elsewhere called Christ God/ and secondly, that in the 
passages in which he speaks of his dignity and power in the most 
exalted language, he not only seems studiously to avoid gi\·ing him 
this appellation, but represents him as deriving his dignity anrl power 
from the being to whom, in distinction from Christ, he everywhere 
gives that narne,-the '·'one God, the Father.'' 

Divine Being." (See De Somn. i. 38, Opp. i. 655, and comp. Legg. A/leg. 
iii. 73, Opp. i. 128, I. 43.) In a fragment preserved by Eusebius (Praep. 
Evang. vii. 13, or Philonis Opp. ii. 625) he names the Logos o iJdr:2po; 
o~,;;, "the second [or inferior] God," distinguished from "the Most 
High and Father of the universe," "the God who is before [or above, 
r.pu] the Logos." So he applies the term to Moses (comp. Exod. vii. 1,) 
and says that it may be used of one who .. procures good (':-o araoo~) 
for others," and is "wise." De 11/ut. 1\Tom. c. 22, Opp. i. 597, 598; see 
also De Mos. i. 28, Opp. ii. Io6 [misprinted 108], where Moses is called 
Clou :-ou lO~ou; 02o-; zal [1aa!i.~u;; Quod del. pot. insid. c. 44, Opp. i. 
222; De Afigr. Abr. c. 15, Opp. i. 449; Leg;;. Alleg. i. 13, Opp. i. 151; 
Quod omn. prob. tiber, c. 7, Opp. ii. 452; De Decem. Orac. c. 23, Opp. 
ii. 201. But though he speaks of the Logos in language as ~xalted as 
Paul uses concerning the Son, he would never have dreamed of calling 
him o un b1 -;:0.~-:-w~ 02o; tui.urFo; ~!; :-ou; a'iiina-;. 

*See Lightfoot, St. l'aufs Epist{es to the Colossians and to Plti'lemon, 
p. 214 ff. 

to Oeua (oro r.a-:-Yjp) must be supplied as the subject of euvux7ia~~; 
comp. ver. 20, and Lightfoot's note. So Meyer, De \Vette, Alford, Eadie, 
and the great majority of expositors. 
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We have considered the strongest passages which have been adduced 
to justify the supposition that Paul might apply this title to Christ. 
I have already intimated that they do not seem to me to authorize 
this supposition. But admitting, for the sake of argument, that we 
must infer from these and other passages that he really held the doc
trine of the consubstantiality and co-eternity of the Son with the 
Father, and that on this account he would have been justified in can.:. 
ing him God, this does not remove the great improbability that he 
has so designated him, incidentally, in Rom. ix. 5, in opposition to 
a usage of the term which pervades all his writings. The question 
still forces itself upon us, What was the ground of this usage? Why 
has he elsewhere avoided giving him this title? In answ~ring this 
question here, wishing to avoid as far as possible all dogmatic 
discussion, and to confine myself to exegetical considerations, 
I shall not transgress the limits of recognized orthodoxy. The 
doctrine of the subordination of the Son to the Father, in hi~ 

divine as well as his human nature, has been held by a very large 
number, and if I mistake not, by a majority, of professed believers 
in the deity of Christ. The fourth and last Division or "Section" 
of Bishop Bull's famous Difensio Fidei l\1'caenae is entitled De Subor
dz'natz'one Fz'lzi' ad Patrem, ut ad sui ori'giium ac prz'ncipium. He main
tains and proves that the Fathers who lived before and many, at least, 
of those who lived after the Council of Nice unequivocaily acknowl
edged this subordination (though the post-Nicene writers were more 
guarded in their language), and that on this account, while calling 
the Son od,;, and Odr; ~x Ow?J, as begotten from the substance of the 
Father, they were accustomed to reserve such titles as u Oeu; used 
absolutely, ek Oeu;, and u er.! r.ri.'ITW'I or b! r.aa' Oeu; for the Father 
alone. The Father alone was "uncaused," "unoriginated," "the 
fountain of deity" to the Son and Spirit.* Now the word Oeu; 

was often used by the Fathers of the second and later centuries not 
as a proper, but as a common name; angels, and even Christians, 
especially in their beatified state, might be and were called Ow{. It 
had also a metaphorical and rhetorical use, quite foreign from the 
style of the New Testament. t All this made it easy and natural, 

*"The ancient doctors of the church," as Bishop Pearson remarks, 
"have not stuck to call the Father • the origin, the cause, the author, the 
root, the fountain, and the head of the Son,' or the whole Divinity." 
Exposition of the Creed, Chap. I. p. 38, Nichols's ed. 

tFor proof and illustration of what has been stated, see Norton's Gen
uineness of tlze Gospels, 2d ed., vol. iii. Addit. NoteD, "On the Use of 
the Words Od,; and deus"; Statement of Reasons, 12th ed., pp. 113, 114 

· note, 120 note, 300 f., 314, 319 f., 365 note, 468; Sandius, Interpretaliones 
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especially for the Fathers who were converts from heathenism, to 
apply the title in a relative, not absolute, sense to the Son, notwith
standing the pre-eminence which they ascribed to the Father. \Ve 
find traces of this loose use of the name in Philo, as I have observed 
(see p. I IS, note). But there is no trace of such a use in the writings 
of PauL-The points, then, which I would make are these: that even 
granting that he believed in the deity of the Son as set forth in the 
Nicene Creed. he yet held the doctrine of the subordz1lalion of the Son so 
strongly in connection with it, that we cannot wonder if on this 
account he reserved the title 0€tl; exclusively for the Father; and that 
the way in which he has expressed this subordination, and the way 
in which he has used this title, render it incredible that he should in 
this single instance (Rom. ix. 5) have suddenly transferred it to 
Christ, with the addition of another designation, "blessed for ever," 
elsewhere used by him of the Father alone. 

I do not see how any one can read the Epistles of Paul without 
perceiving that, in speaking of the objects of Christian faith, he con
stantly uses Oeu; as a proptr name, as the designation of the Father in 
distinction from Christ. See, for example, Rom. i. 1-3, "the gospel 
of God, which he had before promised . concerning his 
Son"; ver. 7, "God our Father, and the Lord Jesus Christ"; ver. 8, 
"I thank my God, through Jesus Christ"; ver. 9, "God is my witness, 
whom I serve in my spirit in the gospel of his Son"; and so all 
through the Epistle;-2 Cor. ,., I 8, I J, "All things are of God, who 
reconciled us to himself through Christ, and gave unto us the minis
try of reconciliation; to wit, that God was in Christ reconciling the 
world unto himself, not reckoning unto them their trespasses"; Eph. 
v. 20, ''giving thanks always for all things, in the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, to God, even the Father;" though among the ·heathen 
there are gods many, and lords many ( 1 Cor. viii. 6) " to us there is 
om God, the Father, from whom are all things, and we unto him; 
and one Lord, Jesus Christ, through whom are all things, and we 
through him"; Eph. iv. 5, 6, There is "one Lord, one faith, one 
baptism, o11e God and Father of all, who is over all, and through all, 
and in you all"; I Tim. ii. 5, "There is om God, one mediator also 
between God and men, [himself] a man, Christ Jesus''; v. 21, "I 
charge thee before God, and Christ Jesus, and the elect angels"; Tit. 

Paradoxa (1669), p. 227 ff.; Whiston's Primitive Christia1tity Reviv'd, 
vol. iv. p. 100 ff.; Le Clerc (Clericus), Ars Critica, Pars II. Sect. I. c. 
III., vol. i. p. I45 ff., 6th ed., 1778; Account of the Writi11gs and Opin
ions of Clement of Alexandria, by John [Kaye], Bp. of Lincoln, I835, 
p. 253· 
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iii. 4-6, "God our Saviour" poured out upon us the Holy Spirit 
"through Jesus Christ our Saviour." Observe how strongly the sub
ordination of the Son is expressed in passages where his dignity and 
lordship are described in the loftiest strain: Eph. i. 16-23, "-in my 
prayers, that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, 
may give unto you a spirit of wisdom and revelation in the knowledge 
of him; that ye may know what is the exceeding greatness 
of his power to us-ward who believe, according to that working of 
the strength of his might which he wrought in Christ when he raised 
hzin from /he dead, and made hz'm lo sil a/ his right hand in the heavenly 
places, far above all rule, and authority, and power, and dominion, 
and every name that is named, not only in this world, but also in that 
which is to come: and he put all things in subjection zmder hi's fie/, and 
gave him to be head over all things to the Church"; 1 Cor. iii. 22, 

23, "all things are yours; and ye are Christ's; and Christ is God's"; 
xi. 3, "the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman 
is the man; and the head of Christ is God;" xv. 24, "Then cometh 
the end, when he shall deliver up the kingdom to God, even the 
Father; ver. 27, 28, "But when he saith, All things are put in sub
jection, it is evident that He is excepted who did subject all things 
unto him. And when all things have been subjected unto him, THEN 

shall the Son also himself be subjected to him that did subject all 
things unto him, that God may be all in all." 

Can we believe that he who has throughout his writings placed 
Christ in such a relation of subordz'nation to the Father, and has habit
ually used the name Goo as the peculiar designation of the Father 
in distinction from Christ, who also calls the Father the one God; 
the only wise God (Rom. xvi. 27), the only God (1 Tim. i. 17), and 
the God of Christ, has here, in opposition to the usage elsewhere 
uniform of a word occurring 500 times, suddenly designated Chri.rl 
as "over all, God blessed for ever"? At least, should not the great 
improbability of this turn the scale, in a passage of doubtful con
struction? 

4. There is another consideration which seems to me to render it 
very improbable that Paul has here deviated from his habitual restric
tion of the name God to "the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ." If he has spoken of Christ in this passage as ''God blessed 
for ever" he has done it obzler, as if those whom he addressed were 
familiar with such a conception and designation of him. But can 
this have been the case with the Roman church at so early a stage in 
the development of Christian doctrine? 
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It is the view of many Trinitarians that the doctrine that Christ is 
God was not expli'cil(y taught in the early preaching of the Apostles. 
\Ve find no trace of such teaching in the discourses of Peter or of 
Stephen in the book of Acts, and none in those of the Apostle Paul 
(the passage Acts xx. 28 has already been examined), as we find none 
in the Synoptic Gospels, which represent the instruction concerning 
Christ given by the Apostles and their companions to their converts. * 
Nor does it appear in the so-called Apostles' Creed. \Vhen we con
sider further the fact already mentioned above (seep. 1 q) 'that Christ 
is nowhere called God in any unambiguous passage by any writer of 
the New Testament, t and that it is nowhere recorded that he ever 
claimed this title, we cannot reasonably regard this abstinence from 
the use of the term as accidental. In reference to the early apostolic 
preaching in particular, many of the Christian Fathers, and later 
Trinitarian writers, have recognized a prudent reserve in the com
munication of a doctrine concerning Christ and the application of a 
title to him which would at once ha,·e prm·okcd vehement oppositio~ 

*"There is nothing- in St. Peter's Sermon upon the day of Pentecost, 
which would not, in all probability, ha\·e been acknowledged by every 
Ebionite Christian down to the time when they finally disappear from 
hisfory. Yet upon such a statement of doctrine, miserably insufficient 
as all orthodox churches would now call it, three thousand Jews and 
proselytes were, without delay, admitted to the Sacrament of Baptism." 
. . . "\Ve must carefully bear in mind what was St. Peter's object. 
It was to convince the Jews that Jesus Christ was the great appointed 
Teacher whom God had sent-the true spiritual Prince whom they 
were to obey. The Apostle felt that if they acknowledged these great 
truths, everything else would follow in due time." T. \V . .Mossman, 
B. A., Rector of Torrington, A History of the Cath. Church of Jesus 
Christ, etc., Land. 1873, pp. 192, 190. Gess naively asks, "\Vie diirfte 
man von dem galilaischen Fischer, welcher der \Vortfiihrer der junger 
Gemeinde war, eine befriedigende Dogmatik erwarten?" Christi Per
son und Werk, II. i. 13. See also Dr. John Pye Smith's Scripture Tes
timony to the Jlessialt, Book III. Cap. V. (Vol. II. p. 151, ff., 5th ed.) 

t I speak of the historical Christ, which is the subject in Rom. ix. 5· 
The unique Prologue of John's Gospel, in which the Logos or \Vord is 
once called Ottl; (i. 1, camp. ver. 18 in the text of Trege11es and \Vest
colt and Hart), cannot reasonably be regarded as parallel to the present 
passage. This is candidly admitted by Schultz, who has most elabor
ately defended the construction which refers the last part of Rom. 
ix. 5 to Christ. He says: "Nach unseren Pramissen versteht sich von 
selbst, dass wir nicht etwa daraus, dass der i.tlro; Oto; genannt wird, 
Beweise ziehen wo11en fiir die Zulassigkeit des Namens Oto; ftir den 
verklarten Jesus." ( Jahrbiicher fi'ir deutsche 17zeol., 1868, xiii. 491.) 
I of course do not enter here into the difficult questions as to what was 
precisely John's conception of the Logos, and in what sense he says 
"the \Vord became flesh,'' language which no one understands literally. 
\Ve must consider also the late date of the Gospel o( John as compared 
with the Epistle to the Romans. 
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on the part of the unbelieving Jews, which would have been particu· 
larly liable to be misunderstood by the Gentiles, and must have 
required much careful explanation to reconcile it with the unity of 
God and the humanity of Christ.* \Ve nowhere find either in the 
Acts or the Epistles any trace of the controversy and questionings 
which the direct announcement of such a doctrine must have excited. 
The one aim of the early apostolic preaching was to convince first the 
Jews, and then the Gentiles, that Jesus, whose life and teaching were 
so wonderful, whom God had raised from the dead, was the 1\Iessiah, 
exalted by God to be a Prince and a Saviour. To acknowledge Jesus 
as the Christ, or Jesus as Lord, which is essentially the same thing, 
was the one fundamental article of the Christian faith. t 1\Iuch, 
indeed, was involved in this confession; but it is now, I suppose, 
fully established, and generally admitted, that the Jews in the time of 
Christ had no expectation that the coming Messiah would be an 
incarnation of Jehovah, and no acquaintance with the mystery of the 
Trinity.! Such being the state of the case, it seems to me that, on 

*For superabundant quotations froni. the Christian Fathers confirming 
the statement made above, notwithstanding a few mistakes, see Priest
ley's History of Early Opinions co1tcerni1tf{ Jesus Christ, Book III. 
Chap. IV.-VII. (Vol. III. p. 86 ff. ed. of I786.) Or see Chrysostom's 
Homilies on the Acts, passim. How this doctrine would have struck a 
Jew, may be seen from Justin Martyr's Dialogue witlz Trypho. 

t See Neander, His!. of the Planting and TraiJzinf{ of the Christian 
Church by the Apostles, Book I. Chap. II. Comp. Matt. xvi. I6; Mark 
viii. 29; Luke ix. 2o; John vi. 69; xx. 31; A:cts ii. 36; v. 42; viii. 5; ix. 20, 
22; xvii. 3; xviii. 5. 28; Rom. X. 9· nota bme; I Cor. xii. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 5; 
I John iv. 2; v. I. 

tSee the art. .!Jfessias, by Oehler, in Herzog's Real-Encyklop:.idie 
der prot. Theol. und Kirche, ix. 437 ff., or in the new ed. of Herzog and 
Plitt, vol. ix. (1881), p. 666 ff.; Ferd. Weber, System der altsyna;:ogalen 
paliistin. Theol. (188o), p. 146 ff., 339 ff.-Passages from the Rabbinical 
writings are sometimes adduced by commentators on Rom. ix. 5 in 
which the name Jehovah, or Jehovah our righteousness, is said to be 
given to the Messiah. But the irre~evance of these citations has been 
repeatedly exposed; see Fritzsche, Ep. ad Rom. ii. 269, note; "Weber, ttl 
supra, p. 342. Weber says:-" Und wenn Baba bathra 75b gesagt 
'vird, der Messias werde nach dem Namen Jehova's l~Pti~ il~il"' 
genannt, so stehen an dieser Stelle in gleicher Beziehung die Gerechten 
und Jerusalem." Comp. Jer. xxiii. 6 with xxxiii. 16, and on this passage 
see Oehler, Theol. des A. T., ii. 263; Riehm, ilfessianic Prop!zecy, p. 
262, note 36; Schultz, Alttest. Theol., 2te Aufl. (1878), p. 740. On Is. 
ix. 6 see Schultz, p. 727; Hitzig, Vorlesungen z"tber bib!. Theol., u. s. w. 
(188o), p. 206 ff., and the commentators, as Gesenius, Knobel, Ewald, 
Cheyne. That the fifemra da Yeya or" Word of Jehovah" is not identi
fied in the Targums with the Messiah is certain; see Smith's Diet. of the 
Bible, art. Word, vol. iv. p. 3557 b, Amer. ed., and \Veber, ut supra, p. 
339· It is time that the book Zohar, which figures so conspicuously in 
Schoettgen, Bertholdt, and other writers, but is now proved to be a 
pseudograph of the thirteenth century, should cease to be quoted as an 
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the supposition that the Apostles were fully enlightened in regard to 
the mystery of the Trinity and the hypostatic union, the only tenable 
ground to be taken is, that they wisely left these doctrines to develop 
themselves gradually in "the Christian consciousness." As Dr. Pye 
Smith remarks, "The whole revelation of the Christian system was 
given by an advancing process. It cannot, therefore be a matter of 
surprise, that the doctrine concerning the person of the Messiah was 
developed gradually, and that its clearest manifestation is. to be found 
in the latest written books of the New Testament." ( Ul supra, p. 
1 55·) Canon \Vestcott observes, "The study of the Synoptists, of 
the Apocalypse and of the Gospel of St. John in succession enables 
us to see under what human conditions the full majesty of Christ was 
perceived and declared, not all at once, but step by step, and by the 
help of the old prophetic teaching." (lntrod. to the Gospel of St. 
John, in the so-called "Speaker's Commentary," p. lxxxvii.) Canon 
Kennedy even says:-" I do not think that any apostle, John, or 
Peter, or Paul, was so taught the full f.LUO"-:TjpwY O~ur7J-:-o; as that they 
were prepared to formulate the decrees of Nicrea and Constantinople, 
which appeared after 300 years and more, or the Trinitarian exegesis, 
which was completed after 6oo years and more. But they, with the 
other evangelists, guided by the Holy Spirit, furnished the materials 
from which those doctrines were developed." (E{y Lectures, p. xix.) 

Taking all these facts into consideration, is it probable that at this 
early day the Jewish Christians and Gentile believers at Rome, who 
needed so much instruction in the very elements of Christianity, were 
already so fully initiated into the mysterious doctrine of the deity of 
Christ, that the application of the term God to him, found in no 
Christian writing that we know of till long after the date of this 
Epistle, could have been familiar to them? Accustomed to the rep
resentation of him as a being distinct from God, would they not have 
been startled and amazed beyond measure by finding him described 
as '' over all, God blessed for ever" ?-But if so, if this was a doc
trine and a use of language with which they were not familiar, it is 
to me wholly incredible that the Apostle should have introduced it 
abruptly in this incidental manner, and have left it without remark or 
explanation. 

Dr. Hermann Schultz, whose elaborate dissertation on Rom. ix. 5 
has been already referred to, admits that if b! ::d.Y-:-wo; o~u; was used 

authority for Jewish opinions in the time of Christ. See Ginsburg, The 
Kabbalah (Lond. 1865), p. 78 ff., espec. p. 90 ff.-One who is disposed 
to rely on Hengstenberg's Christology in relatioP. to this subject, should 
compare the review of it by Dr. Noyes in the Christia1t Examiner (Bos
ton) for Jan., May, and July, 1836. 
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here to designate the u,ro;, the eternal Son of God, in other words, 
if Ozt); was used here in reference to the nature of Christ, '' the strict 
monotheism of Paul would certainly require an intimation that the 
honor due to God alone was not here trenched upon" (beeinlrachligl). * 
The expression, he maintains, describes "the dignity conferred upon 
him by God"; the Ozu; here is essentially equivalent to xupw~. "The 
predicate Ozr); must be perfectly covered by the subject Xpur:lr:, i. e. 
the l\Iessianic human King of Israel. ''t 

But these concessions of Schultz seem to me fatal to his construction 
of the passage. If Ozu; used in the metaphysical sense, describing 
the 11a!ure of Christ, would confessedly need explanation, to guard 
against an apparent infringement of the Divine unity, would not 
Paul's readers need to be cautioned against taking it in this sense, 
the sense which it has everywhere else in his writings ?-Again, if 
Paul by 02u; here only meant xupw;, why did he not say xupw~, this 
being his constant designation of the glorified Christ (comp. Phil. ii. 
9-Il)? 

This leads me to notice further the important passage 1 Cor. viii. 
6, already quoted (see above, p. 121 ). It has often been said that 
the mention here of the Father as the "one God" of Christians no 
more excludes Christ from being God and from receiving this name, 
than the designation of Christ as the "one Lord" excludes the Father 
from being Lord and receiving this name. But in making this state
ment some important considerations are overlooked. In the first 

*Schultz, Jahrbiicher f. deulsche Theol., 1868, xiii. 484. 
t This view of Schultz appears to be that of Hofmann (Der Schrift

beweis, 2te Aufl., 1857, i. 143) and Weiss (Bib!. Theol. d. N. T., 3te 
Aufl., 188o, p. 283, note 5), as it was formerly of Ritschl (Die Ettfsteh
tmg der altkath. Kirche, 2te Aufl., 1857, p. 79, f.). Th1s is the way 
a1so in which the old Socinian commentators understood the passage, as 
Socinus, Crell, Schlichting, Wolzogen. They did not hesitate to give the 
name "God" to Christ, any more than the ancient Arians did, under
standing it in a lower sense, and referring especially in justification of 
this to John x. 34-36, and various passages ot the Old Testament. So 
it appears to have been taken by some ot the Ante-Nicene Fathers who 
referred the last clause of the verse to Christ, as probably by Novatian, 
who quotes the passage twice as proof that Christ is Deus (De Regula 
Fidei or De Trin. cc. 13, 30), but who says "Dominus et Deus consti
tutus esse reperitur" (c. 2o); "hoc ipsum a Patre proprio consecutus, 
ut omnium et Deus esset et Dominus esset" (c. 22); "omnium Deus, 
quoniam omnibus illum Detts Pater jJraejJosuit quem genuit" (c. 31). 
So Hippolytus (Cont. Noet. c. 6) applies the verse to Christ, and justifies 
the language by quoting Christ's declaration, "All things have been 
delivered to me by the Father.'' He cites other passages in the same 
connection, and says: "If then all things have been subjected unto him 
with the exception of Him who subjected them, he rules over all, but 
the Father rules over him." 
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place, the title ''god" is unquestionably of far higher dignity than the 
title "lord"; and because godship includes lordship with all the titles 
that belong to it, it by no means follows that lordship includes god
ship and has a right to its titles; in other words, that one who is properly 
called a lord (zupw-;), as having servants or subjects or possessions, 
may therefore be properly called a god ( o~u~). In the second 
place, the lordship of Christ is everywhere represented not as belong
ing to him by nature, but as conferred upon him ·by the one God and 
Father of all. This lordship is frequently denoted by the figurative 
expression, ''sitting on the right hand of God."* The expression is 
borrowed from Ps. ex., so often cited in the New Testament as appli
cable to Christ, and particularly by Peter in his discourse on the day 
of Pentecost, who, after quoting the words, "The Lord [Jehovah] 
said unto my Lord [Adom], 'Sit thou on my right hand, until I 
make thy foes thy footstool,'" goes on to say, ''Let all the house of 
Israel therefbre know assuredly, that God hath MADE him both Lord 
and Christ, this Jesus whom ye crucified" (Acts ii. 35, 36). It is he 
to whom ''all authority was given in heaven and on earth," whom 
" God exalted with his right hand to be a Prince and a Saviour"; "the 
Go_d of our Lord Jesus Christ . . put all things in subjeclion 
under his feet, and gave him to be head over all things to the 
Church"; "gave unto him the name which is above every name 

that every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, 
to the glory ofGod, the Father." Such being Paul's conception 
of the relation of Christ to God, is it not the plain meaning of the 
passage, that while the heathen worship and serve many beings whom 
they call "gods" and " lords," to Christians there is but one God, 
the Father,-one being to whom they give that name, "from whom 
are all things," and who is the subject of supreme worship; and one 
being '' through whom are all things, 1' through whom especially flow 
our spiritual blessings, whom ''God hath made both Lord and Christ, 
and whom Christians therefore habitually call " the Lord." The fact 
that this appellation of Christ, under such circumstances, does not 
debar the Supreme Being from receiving the name "Lord," obviously 
affords no countenance to the notion that Paul would not hesitate to 
give to Christ the name '' God." As a matter of fact '' the Lord " is 
the common designation of Christ in the writings of Paul, and is sel
dom used of God, except in quotations from (}r references to the 

*See Knapp, De Jesu Christo ad dextram Dei sedente, in his Scripta 
varii Argumenti, ed. 2da (1823), i. 39-76. 
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language of the Old Testament.* There, in the Septuagint, Kupw~ 
is used of God sometimes as a proper name, taking the place of 
Jehovah (Yahweh), on account of a Jewish superstition, and some
times as an appellative. 

GLANCING back now, for a moment, over the field we have tra
versed, we may reasonably say, it seems to me, first, that the use of 
tr1).orrr:tl;, elsewhere in the New Testament restricted to God, the 
Father,-in connection with the exceeding rarity, if not absence, of 
ascriptions of praise and thanksgiving to Christ in the writings of 
Paul, and their frequency in reference to God,-affords a pretty strong 
presumption in favor of that construction of this ambiguous passage 
which make~ the last clause a doxology to the Father; seco1tdfy, that 
some additional confirmation is given to this reference by the ei; o~u; 
.u.d ;:a-:~p r.anwY, c) hr! ;:ay-:an, in Eph. iv. 6; and lhird(y, that the 
at first view overwhelming presumption in favor of this construction, 
founded on the uniform restriction of the designation O~tl;, occur
ring more than five hundred times, to God, the Father, in the writ
ings of Paul, is not weakened, but rather strengthened, by our exam
ination of the language which he elsewhere uses respecting the dignity 
of Christ and his relation to God. And though our sources of 
information are imperfect, we have seen that there are very grave 
reasons for doubting whether the use of Ozt); as a designation of Christ 
belonged to the language of Christians anywhere, at so early a period 
as the date of this Epistle ( cir. A. D. 58). 

Beyond a doubt, all the writers of the New Testament, and the 
early preachers of Christianity, believed that God was zmiled with the 
man Jesus Christ in a way unique and peculiar, distinguishing him 
from all other beings; that his teaching and works and character 
were divine; that God had raised him from the dead, and exalted 
him to be a Prince and a Saviour; that he came, as the messenger of 
God's love and mercy, to redeem men from sin, and make them truly 
sons of God; that "God was in Christ reconciling the world unto 
himself." But no New Testament writer has defimd the mode of this 
union with God. How much real light has been thrown upon the 
subject by the Councils of Nica'!a and Constantinople, Ephesus and 
Chalcedon, and the so-called Athanasian Creed, is a question on 
which there may be differences of opinion. The authority of coun
cils is another question. But it has been no part of my object i~ 

*"On the meaning of Hl'P/0~ in the New Testament, particularly 
on the manner in which this word is employed by Paul in his Epistles," 
see the valuable article of Prof. Stuart in the Biblical Repository (An
dover) for Oct. I 831, i. 733-776. His view is that the xup!u-:"i; which 
Christ has as the Messiah is a delegated dominion. 
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discussing the construction of the passage before us, to argue against 
the doctrine of the Nicene Creed; my point is simply the ·use of lan
guage at the time when this Epistle was written. The questions of 
doctrine and language are of course closely connected, but are not 
identical. It seems to me that a believer in the deity of Christ, 
admitting the fact that we have no clear evidence that the "mediator 
between God and men" was ever called "God" by any New Testa
ment writer, or any very early preacher of Christianity, may recognize 
therein a wise providence which saved the nascent Church from con
troversies and discussions for which it was not then prepared. 

III. \VE will now consider some other constructions of the pas
sage before us. (See above, p. 89 f.) 

r. 'I refrain from discussing in detail the comparative merits of 
Nos. r and 2. The advocates of No. I observe, correctly, that it 
describes Christ as only b! ~d'I7'W'I 0£(1~, not ti be ~a.'l-.w'l 0£u~, which 
they say would identify him with the Father. But if the Father is 
'' God over all," and Christ is also ''God over all, " the question 
naturally arises, how the Father can be "the God over all, " unless the 
ter!!l ''God" as applied to Christ is used in a lower sense. The 
answers to this question would lead us beyond the sphere of exegesis, 
and I pass it by. 1\leyer thinks that if we refer the J co "~ to Christ this 
is the most natural construction of the words, and it seems to have 
been adopted by most of the ancient Fathers who have cited the pas
sage, at least after the Council of Nicrea, and in nearly all the generally 
received modern translations, from Luther and Tyndale downwards. 

2. Construction No. 2 aims to escape the difficulty presented by 
No. I, but involves some ambiguities. Does the sentence mean, 
" who is over all (Jews as well as Gentiles), and who is also God 
blessed for ever" (so Hofmann, Kahn is; .Die lulh . .Dogm. i. 4 53 f.)? 
or does it mean " celui qui est eleve sur toutes chases, com me Dieu 
beni eternellement" ? as Godet translates it ( Conznz. ii. 2 56), con
tending that b! ~a'I7'W'I is not to be connected with 0£u~, but with iu "~, 

though he had before translated, inconsistently it would seem, "lui 
qui est Dieu au-dessus de toutes chos~s beni eternellement" (pp. 248, 
2 54). Lange finds in the last clause ''a quotation from the syna
gogicalliturgy, " together with "a strong Pauline breviloquence/' the 
ellipsis in which he supplies in a manner that n:tust always hold a 
high place among the curiosities of exegesis. He says, however, that 
'' every exposition is attended with great difficulties. " I cannot dis
cover that "God blessed for ever" as a kind of compound name of 
the Supreme Being occurs in Jewish liturgies or anywhere else. 
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3· Construction No. 3 is defended particularly by Gess, who 
maintains m opposition to Schultz and others that Os:tl; here "nicht 
Christi Machtstellung sondern seine Wesenheit bezeichnet." (Christi 
Person und TVerk, II. i. 207.) But on this supposition he admits 
that the connecting of o~u; with 6 i1~ b:£ r.r/.yrw~ would present a 
serious difficulty. "The care with which Paul elsewhere chooses his 
expressions in such a way that the supreme majesty of the Father 
shines forth would be given up." Meyer thinks that the punctuation 
adopted by 1\Iorus and Gess makes ''die Rede" '' noch zersti.ickter, 
ja kurzathmiger" than construction No. 5· But this is rather a mat
ter of taste and feeling. The objections which seem to me fatal to all 
the constructions which refer the name Oeu; here to Christ have been 
set forth above, and need not be repeated. 

If the view of Westcott and Hort is correct, the construction of 
this passage adopted by Hippolytus (Cont. 1\To-::t. c. 6) agrees with that 
of Gess in finding three distinct affirmations in the clau~e beginning 
with 6 w~, in opposition to those who would read it fJ.o~oxc!JJ..cp;. · But 
the passage in Hippolytus is obscure. See below, under IV. 

4. Under No. 4 I have noticed a possible construction, for which, 
as regards the essential point, I have referred to Wordsworth's note, 
in his 1\: T. in Greek, new ed., vol. ii. (1864). He translates, in his 
note on ver. 5: " He that is existing above all, God Blessed for ever," 
and remarks: "There is a special emphasis on 6 w~. He that is/ 
He \Vho is the being One/ JEHOVAH. See John i. IS; Rev. i. 4, 8; 
iv. 8; xi. 17; xvi. 5, compared with Exod. iii. I4, l:rw eltl.!, 6 wv. 
And compare on Gal. iii. 20." . . . "He Who came of the Jews, 
according to the flesh, is no other than 6 w~, the BEING ONE, jEHO

VAH." ... \Ve haYe an assertion of "HisExzslencefrom Everlasting, 
in U w~." He mistranslates the last part of Athanasius, Oral. cont .. 
Arian. i. § 24, p. 338, thus: "Paul asserts that He is the splendqur 
of His Father's Glory, and is the Being One, over all, God Blessed 
for ever." In his note on ver. 4, 5, on the other hand, he translates 
the present passage: "Christ came, Who is over all, God Blessed for 
ever." 

There is some confusion here. The verb tdtJ.{ may denote simple 
existence; it may (in contrasts) denote real in distinction from sum
zizg existence; it may be, and commonly is, used as a mere copula, 
connecting the subject with the predicate. As applied to the Supreme 
Being in Exod. iii. 14 (Sept.), \Visd. Sol. xiii. I, etc., 6 wv, "He 
who Is," describes him as possessing not only real, but independent 
and hence eternal existence. This latter use is altogether peculiar. 
To find it where w~ is used as a copula, or to suppose that the two 



PROF. ABBOT ON ROMANS ix. 5· I3I 

uses can be combined, is purely fanciful and arbitrary. It was not 
too fanciful and arbitrary, however, for some of the Christian Fathers, 
who argue Christ's eternal existence from the use of w-; or J w-; (or 
qui est) in suchpassagesasJohni. 18; iii. 13 (t. r.); vi. 46; Rom. 
ix. s; Heb. i. 3· So Athanasius, as above; Epiphanius, Ancorat. c. 
s; Gregory of Nyssa, Adv. Eunom. lib. x., Opp. (1638) ii. 68o-82; 
Pseudo-Basil, Adv. Eunom. iv. 2, Opp. i. 282 (399}; Chrysostom, 
Opp. 1. 476 £, viii. 87, ed. Mont(; Hilary, De Tri'n. xii. 24. So 
Proclus of Constantinople, Ep. ad Armen. de Fide c. 14, quoting 
Rom. ix. 5, says: e7-.e-; al.r~uo; J·r~a, (-;a ll-;apzo-; ;'1pon"rjfJ"{/; "he spoke 
of him as being, that he might declare in thunder his existence with
out beginning. " (Migne, Patrol. Gr. lxv. 872c.) 

5· The construction, ''from whom is the Messiah as to the flesh, 
he who is over all: God be blessed for ever!", has found favor with 
some eminent scholars (see below under IV.), and deserves conside
ration. If adopted, I think we should understand J iin €-.1 -.d';Two; 

not as meaning "he who is superior to all the patriarchs" (J usti and 
others), which is tame, and would hardly be expressed in this way; 
nor "he who is over all things," which, without qualification, seems 
too_absolute for Paul; but rather, "who is Lord of all (Jews and 
Gentiles alike), camp. Acts x. 36; Rom. x. 12; xi. 32; who, though 
he sprang from the Jews, is yet, as the Messiah, the ruler of a king
dom which embraces all men. (See 'Vetstein's note, near the end.) 
The natural contrast suggested by the mention of Christ's relation to 
the Jews xara (Japxa, may justify us in assuming this reference of 
-.d';rw-;, which also accords with · the central thought of the Epistle. 
The doxology, however, seems exceedingly abrupt and curt; and we 
should expect J fhu:; instead of Osu; as the subject of the sentence, 
though in a few cases the word stands in the nominative without the 
article. Grimm compares Osv:; fLapru:;, I Thess. ii. 5, with tLdpru:; J 

Ostl:;, Rom. i. 9; also 2 Cor. Y. I 9; Gal. ii. 6; vi. 7; Luke xx. 38 (?). 
We should also rather expect eui.on•u:; to stand first in the doxology; 
but the position of words in Greek is so largely subjective, depending 
on the feeling of the writer, that we cannot urge this objection very 
strongly. The thought, so frequent in Paul, of God as the source, in 
contrast with, or rather in distinction from, Christ as the medium of 
the Messianic blessings, may have given the word Osu:; prominence. 
(See above, p. 108 f., in regard to the position of the subject in con
trasts.) Gess accordingly dismisses the objection founded on the 
position of eui.orri•u:;, remarking, "die Voranstellung von Oeu:; hatte 
durch den Gegensatz gegen Christum ein zureichendes Motiv" (ubi 
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supra, p. 206). Still, on the whole, construction No. 7 seems to me 
much easier and more natural. 

6. The construction numbered 6 was, I believe, first proposed by 
Professor Andrews Norton, in his review of Prof. Stuart'sLel/ers to JJr. 
Channing. This was published in the Christian Disciple (Boston) for 
I 8 19, new series, vol. i. p. 3 70 ff.; on Rom. ix. 5 see p. 4 18 ff. The 
passage is discussed more fully in his Slalemenl of Reasons, &c. 
Cambridge and Boston, 1833, p. 147 ff.; new ed. (ster. 1856), p. 203 
if. 4 70 ff., in which some notes were added by the writer of the 
present essay. There, after giving as the literal rendering, " He 
who was over all was God, blessed for ever," Mr. Norton remarks: 
" 'He who was over all,' that is, over all which has just been men
tioned by the Apostle." . . . ''Among the privileges and distinctions 
of the Jews, it could not be forgotten by the Apostle, that God had 
presided over all their concerns in a particular manner." 

There is no grammatical objection to this construction of the pas
sage. (See above, p. 99, Ist paragr.) 1\Ir. Norton, in translating 
ver. 4 and 5, uses the pas/ tense in supplying the ellipsis of the sub
stantive verb. This is done by other translators, e. g. Conybeare 
and Howson. It may be questioned, however, whether this is fully 
justified here. Canon Kennedy uses the present tense, but seems to 
take the same general view of the bearing of the passage as 1\Ir. 
Norton. See his Occasional Sermons, pp. 64 , 65, and E(y Leclurts, 
pp. 88, 89. 

As regards this view of the passage, I will only say here, that the 
thought presented in l\Ir. Norton's translation did not need to be 
expressed, as it is fully implied in the nature of the privileges and 
distinctions enumerated. (See above, p. 94.) Taking Professor 
Kennedy's rendering, I doubt whether the Apostle would have used 
this language in respect to the relation existing between God and the 
Jewish people at the time when he was writing. The Jews gloried in 
God as their God in a special sense (Rom. ii. J 7); but in Paul's 
view it was Chrislicms, now, who rightfully gloried in God through our 
Lord Jesus Christ (Rom. v. II; comp. iii. 29). 

7· I add a single remark, which might more properly haYe been 
made before. I have rendered v l.P'~-:u-; here not "Christ," as a 
mere proper name, but "the l\Iessiah." Not only the use of the 
article, but the context, seems to me to require this. \Vestcott and 
Hort observe in regard to the word l.fH~-:u:;: "\Ye doubt whether the 
appellative force, with its various associations and implications, is 
ever entirely lost in the New Testament, and are convinced that the 
number of passages is small in which 1\Iessiahship, of course in the 
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enlarged apostolic sense, is not the principal intention of the word." 
(The N. T. in Greek, vol. ii., In trod., p. 3 I 7.) 

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

The application of the passage by the Christian Fathers will natur
ally come first under consideration. 

The fact that the great majority of the Fathers whose writings have 
come down to us understood the last part of the verse to relate to 
Christ has been regarded by many as a very weighty argument in favor 
of that construction. I have before had 'occasion to consider the 
value of this argument in connection with another passage. (See 
above, p. 8.) The remarks there made apply equally to the present 
case. The fact that the Fathers in quoting a passage grammatically 
ambiguous have given it a construction which suited their theology, 
does not help us much in determining the true construction. \Ve 
must remember also the looser use of the term OE:u; which prevailed 
in the latter part of the second century and later. (See above, p. 
I 20- £) Those in the second and third centuries who held strongly 
the doctrine of the inferiority of the Son, and the Arians in the 
fourth, like the Socinians at a later period, did not hesitate to apply 
the name "God " to Christ, an~ would find little difficulty in a con
struction of the passage which involved this. They might hesitate 
about the expression "God over all;" but, as we have seen, though 
natural, it is not necessary to connect the b'i ;rfl:~-:w'J with OE:u;. 

The specimen of patristic exegesis in the construction given to 2 

Cor. iv. 4, where so many of the Fathers make the genitive -:uu alcinu:; 

depend not on u o~u:;, but -:cin a;r{a-:wv (see above, p. 8), will be suffi
cient for most persons who wish to form an estimate of their authority 
in a case like the present. I will only ask further, taking the first 
examples that occur to me, how much weight is to be attributed to 
the judgment of Origen, Cyril of Jerusalem, Chrysostom, Theodoret, 
Isidore of Pelusium, Gennadius, Theodorus l\Ionachus, Joannes 
Damascenus (?), Photius, CEcumenius (or what · passes under his 
name), and Theophylact, when, in their zeal for the freedom of the 
will, they explain ;rpuO~a!; in Rom. viii. 28 (-:uT; xara ;rpu0E:a!vx.l.7j-:uT:;), 

not as denoting the Divine purpose, but the purpose or choice of the 
subjects of the call ?" (Cyril of Alexandria gives the words both 
meanings at the same time.) \Vhat is the value of the opinion of 
Chrysostom, Joannes Damascenus, CEcumenius, and Theophylact 
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that aul 'IYJriuu Xp,r;rou in Rom. xvi. 2 7 is to be construed with t~rr;
p{;a, in ver. 2 5 ? Shall we accept the exegesis of Chrysostom and 
Theophylact when they tell us that in the injunction of Christ in 
Matt. v. 39 not to resist njJ 1W111JpifJ, rijJ 1WIIYJPcfJ means the devil? 

Dean Burgon, in his article on "New Testament Revision" in the 
Quarterly Revi'ew for January, I 882, has given perhaps the fullest 
enumeration yet presented of Christian writers who have referred the 
J w:; x. r. )., in Rom. ix. 5 to Christ. He counts up "55 illustrious 
names," 40 of Greek writers from Irenceus in the latter part of the 
second century to John of Damascus in the eighth, and I 5 of Latin 
writers, from Tertullian at the beginning of the third century to 
Facund us in the sixth, "who all see in Rom. ix. 5 a glorious asser
tion of the eternal Godhead of CHRIST." An examination of his list 
will show that it needs some sifting. 1\Iost of the Latin writers whom 
he mentions, as Augustine, knew little or nothing of Greek, and their 
authority cannot be very weighty in determining the construction of 
an ambiguous Greek sentence. Of his illustrious names 6 are unfor
tunately unknown, being writers, "of whom," as Mr. Burgon mildly 
puts it, "3 have been mistaken for Athanasius, and 3 for Chrysos
tom." Another is the illustrious forger of the Answers to Ten Ques
tions of Paul of Samosata, fathered upon Dionysius of Alexandria, 
"certainly spurious," according to Cardinal Newman and the best 
scholars generally, and marked as pseudonymous by l\lr. Burgon him
self. Cresarius should also have been cited as Pseudo-Cresarius. 
Among the other illustrious names we find "6 of the Bishops at the 
Council of Antioch, A. D. 269." On looking at the names as they 
appear in Routh's Rell. Sae1·ae, ed. alt. (1846), iii. 289, I regret my 
inability to recall the deeds or the occasion that made them "illus
trious," unless it is the fact that, as members of that Council, about 
half a century before the Council of Nicrea, they condemned the use 
of the term urwour;w-;, ''consubstantial," which was established by the 
latter as the test and watchword of orthodoxy. 

Next to the six Bishops and "ps.-Dionysius Alex. " in Mr. Bur
gan's list of the illustrious Fathers "who see in Rom. ix. 5 a glo
rious assertion of the eternal Godhead of Christ," we find '' Constt. 
A pp.," that is, the Apostolical Constitutions, with a reference to "vi. 
c. 26. " He does not quote the passage. It reads as follows:-"Some 
of the heretics imagine the Christ [so Lagarde; or "the Lord," 
Cotelier and Ueltzen J to be a mere man ; but others of 
them suppose that Jesus himself is the God over all, glorifying him 
as his own Father, supposing him to be Son and Paraclete; than 
which docrines what can be more abominable ?" Compare Const. 
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Apost. iii. 17 :- " The Father is the God over al1, 6 ~r.l r.a'J-:W') 0Eu;; 

Christ is the only-begotten God, the beloved Son, the Lord of glory. ' ' 
See also vi. 18. 

One is surprised, after this, to find that Mr. Burgan did ·not cite 
for the same purpose Pseudo-Ignatius ad Tars. cc. 2, 5, and ad Philip. 
c. 7, where it is denied emphatically that Christ is 6 er.l r.a'J7'(l)') 0Eu;; 

and also Origen, Coni. Cels. viii. 14, who says:-" Grant that there 
are some among the multitude of believers, with their differences of 
opinion, who rashly suppose that the Saviour is the Most High God 
over all; yet certainly we do not; for we believe him when he said, 
The Father who sen/ me is greater than I." The very strong language 
which Origen uses in many other plac~s respecting the inferiority of 
the Son, renders it unlikely that he applied the last part of this verse 
to Christ. See, e. g. Coni. Cels. viii. 15; .De Princip. i. 3· § 5; In 
Ioan. tom. ii. cc. 2, 3, 6; vi. 23; xiii. 25. Rufinus's Latin version 
of Origen's Comm. on Romans, which is the only authority for 
ascribing to Origen the common interpretation of this passage, is no 
authority at all. He, according to his own account of his work, 
had so transformed it by omissions, additions, and alterations, that 
his friends thought he ought to claim it as his own.* It was in ac
cordance with his professed principles to omit or alter in the works 
which he translated whatever he regarded as dangerous, particularly 
whatever did not conform to his standard of orthodoxy. His falsifi
cation of other writings of Origen is notorious. \Vestcott and Hart 
remark that in the Rufino-Origenian commentary on this verse 
'' there is not a trace of Origenian language, and this is one of the 
places in which Rufinus would not fail to indulge his habit of altering 
an interpretation which he disapproved on doctrinal grounds." They 
also remark, "it is difficult to impute Origen's silence to accident in 
the many places in which quotation would have been natural had he 
followed the common interpretation. " 

Origen should therefore be henceforth excluded from th~ list of 
Fathers cited in support of the common punctuation. It is even 
"probable," as Westcott and Hort maintain, though "not certain , ., 
that he and Eusebius gave the passage a different construction. 

*See his Peroratio at the end of the Epistle; Origeni~ OpjJ. iv. 688 f., 
ed. Delarue. Matthaei remarks: "Rufini interpretatio, quce parum fidei 
habet, in epistola ad Romanos, quod quilibet ipse intelligit, non tam 
pro Origenis opere, quam pro compendia Rufini haberi debet, quod 
haud dubie alia omisit, alia, sicut in ceteris libris, invito Origene 
admisit."-Pauli EpjJ. ad Thess., etc. (Rigae, 1785), Praefatio, sig. bz. 
See more fully to the same purpose Redepenning's Origenes, ii. 189 ff., 
who speaks of his" Ausscheidung ganzer StUcke," and "Umgestaltung 
des Heterodoxen in der Trinitatslehre." 
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As regards Eusebius, the presumption is perhaps even stronger 
than in the case of Origen. He has nowhere quoted the passage; 
but in very numerous places in his writings he uses u b1 ;.a:~-r(dll Oeu~ 
as a title exclusively belonging to the Father, and insists upon this 
against the Sabellians. * I admit that these considerations are not 
decisive; he and Origen may have given the passage an interpretation 
similar to that of Hippolytus; but if they understood it to relate to 
Christ it is certainly strange that they have nowhere quoted it in their 
numerous writings. 

The assumption that Iren~us referred the last part of this verse to 
Christ must be regarded as doubtful. The only place where he ,has 
quoted it is Haer. iii. Ill. (al. 18.) § 3, where his text is preserved 
only in the old Latin version, which of course cannot determine the 
construction which Iren~us put upon the Greek. He does not quote 
it to prove that Christ is Oetl;; the Gnostics gave the name Oeu~ to · 
their h:ons, and also to the Demiurgus; but to prove the unity of 
the Chrz'st with the man Jesus, in opposition to the Gnostics wh~ 
maintained that the }Eon Christ did not descend upon Jesus till his 
baptism. He had just before(§ 2) quoted 1\Iatt. i. IS for this pur
pose (reading -:ou iH lfl!t1-:ou); he now quotes Rom. i. 3, 4; ix. s; 
and Gal. iv. 4, 5, for the same purpose. His argument rests on the 
2; wll J lfl!f1r~:; -:~ xa-:a t1ripxa, and not on the last part of the verse, 
on which he makes no remark. Throughout his work against Here
sies, and very often, Irena:u~ uses the title "the God over all" as the 
exclusive designation of the Father. ''t 

The passage in which Hippolytus quotes Rom. ix. 5 (Collt . . l\7fid. 
c. 6) has already been noticed. (See above, pp. 126, I 30. ). The 
Noetians and Patripassians, according to him, quoted the text to 
prove the identity of Christ with the Father. (Ibid. cc. 2, 3·) He 
complains that they treat the words :wlloxwi.w:; '(or p.olluxwi.a); comp. 
Epiph. Haer. lvii. 2. \Vestcott and Hort understand this to mean 

*See, for example, De Eccl. Theol. i. J, 7, 8, I I, 20; ii. 1, 4, 5 (pp. 62 e, 
65 a, 66c, 7od, 93c, 104a, 107c d), and a multitude of other places, some 
of which are quoted in Wetstein's note. The apparent exception, His!. 
Eccl. :viii. II' 7'~ll b1 -::d.nwll o~~') lf11t17'Ull €-::!,fjowp.bou:; (ed. Vales.), is a 
false reading: Burton, Schwegler, Lcemmer and Dindorf omit lP!f1dn 
on the authority of important MSS.; on the other hand Heinichen in his 
recent edition (I868) omits €-::1 -::d.>J-:w:~ Odn, and reads -:~ll l.P!f17Ull simply. 

tSemler, Ep. ad Griesbachittm, 1770, p. 77 ff.; Antwort etc. I770, p. 
45), and \Vhitby (Disq. modestce, p. 125 f.) take the above view of this 
passage of Irenceus. For the use of the designation "God over all," 
see lren. Haer. ii. 5· ~ 4; 6. (al. 5.) ~ 2. 3; II. (al. 12.) ~Ibis; IJ. (aJ. I8.) 
~ 8; 24. (al. 41.) ~ z; 28. (al. 49.) ~ 8; iii. 8. ~ 3; iv. 5· (al. 10.) ~ 1; v. I8. 
~ 1, and many other passages. 
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that they read all the words from .xr.L! i; w~ to a!cir~a; "as a single 
clause." Semler once took nearly the same view (His!. Ei'nl. zu S. J. 
Baumgarten's lhzlers. lheol. Slrti'!igkti'len, 1762, i. 217, n. 205), but 
was afterwards doubtful about it (ibid. p. 236, n. 235). Fabricius in 
his note on the passage, and Salmond in his translation of Hippoly
tus in the Anle-A'i"cme Chris!. Library' ix. 53, gi\·e a \"ery different 
explanation. To discuss the matter here would require too much 
space, but it seemed well to mention it. Possibly in Coni. 1\YfJi:'l. c. 6 
tui.oT'i-:u; is 'misplaced through the mistake of a scribe, and should 
stand before t:'; -:uu; ahina:;. 

Dean Burgon refers also to " Phil. 339, ·· that is to the Philosophu
mma or Rif. omn. Hatr. x. 34, ad fin. But J xa:-a -::a~-:w~ Otu; 

there should not, I think, be alleged as a quotation of Rom. ix. 5 
applied to Christ. Bunsen's easy emendation of the passage (Anal . 
.411/e-1\'ic. i. 392; comp. his Hippo{ylus, 2d ed., i. 413) seems to me 
the true reading, and is supported by x. 33 ad im"f. (p. 334 ), where 
ou:-o-: fLU~o; .xa! .xa-:a -::a~:-w~ U~ti:; is distinguished from the Logos. 
Hippolytus could hardly have called Christ "lht God m·er all." 

I note in passing that Tischendorf cites incorrectly for the reference 
of t__he (; (u~ &c. to Christ I' :\Ieth. conviv 8os (Gall 3)." The passage 
teferred to is not from the Convi'vium, but from the discourse of the 
Pseudo-1\Iethodius JJe Szimone el Amra, c. 1 ad ji11., where we have 
the mere expression :-,;:; iic:-fx.:-o'.J (),;;~:; -:11ii id -::ri~-:w~ Owii tiurxa-:a-

11af1!~. This is also one of Dean Burgon's authorities; but, as the 
writer explains himself (c. 2 ad fin.), he seems to mean by '"the glory 
of the God over all" not the glory of the Son considered by himself, 
but the glory of the whole Trinity. There is no quotation of Rom. 
ix. 5 here. 

The passage of Amphilochius (Gallandi vi. 409, or .:\Iigne xxxix. 
101) which Tischendorf adduces, with a vidd11r, as a reference of 
Rom. ix. 5 to the Father, seems analogous to the above, and hardly 
proves anything on one side or the other. 

In the quotation of Rom. ix. 5 in the Antiochene Epistle to Paul 
ofSamosata (see above, p. 13-4-) it is probable that the six Bis~ops 
made a slight pause at ::J.-..-:w-... The subordination of the Son is very 
strongly expressed in the Epistle. Among other things it is said, 
•' To think that the God of the universe is called a messenger ( arrti.o'.l) 
is impious; but the Son is the messenger of the Father, being himself 
Lord and God." (Routh, ul supra, p. 294.) 

The Emperor Julian has already been referred to. (See above, p. 
98, note.) He was as good a judge of the construction of a Greek 
sentence as Cyril of Alexandria, or any other of the Fathers, and 
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quite as likely to interpret impartially. \Veil acquainted with the 
writings of the Christians, he cou~d hardly have overlooked passages 
so frequently quoted in the controversies on the nature of Christ as 
Rom. ix. 5 and Tit. ii. I 3· But he did not find the title Os,i~ given 
to Christ in these or any other places (e. g., I Tim. iii. r6) · in the 
writings of Paul. 

Among the orthodox Greek Fathers, Diodorus (of Antioch and 
Tarsus) and Photius appear to have understood the u w:;, &c., to refer 
to God. The comment of Diodorus on this. passage is ·preserved in 
the important Catena on the Epistle to the Romans published by 
Cramer from a MS. in the Bodleian Library (Cramer's Catena! in N. T. 
vol. iv. Ox on. 1844 ). The essential part of it reads:-xa1 T'o tJ.frcaT"o'J, 

t; W:J u zpca-ro~, 1'0 xara aU.pxa. ~; ai)-riin, ~Yjal:;, u 1.fHt14lJ:;, fho; ~l 

ou fJ.'JlJW:J alrrw:;, ali.a .iCO!:J~ ~rr! rrri.:JT'W:J ~t11'C fhu;. (p. 162.) ) This 
appears to mean, "From them, he says, i's the Messiah. But Gon . 
belongs not to them alone, but is God over all men alike." 1\Ieyer, 
Tholuck, Philippi, and Schultz understand it as relating to the 
Father. I do not perceive that this reference is affected by the fact 
that Theodore of Mopsuestia, a pupil of Diodorus, who has borrowed 
much of the languag~ of this comment, gives the last part a different 
turn :-xa! ro (J~ tJ.lrcaro:;, ~; ai'rrw:; xa! u zpca-ro:; 40 xa-:-a aU.pxa, 8; la1'.C 

e~o-:; uu fJ.(no:; aUT'W:J, a)).a XOC:J~ rranw'.l, (1\Iigne, Patrol. Gr. lxvi. 
833.) Had it been the purpose of Diodorus to express this meaning, 
he would probably have inserted $a1'c'.l after fh:o~ iJ{, or have written 
fJ:; £a-:o!'.l. The omission of the article before Osu:; creates no diffi
culty in taking Osu:; as the subject of the sentence. It is often 
omitted in such a case by these later Greek writers.* 

Diodorus, it will be remembered, was the founder of a compar
atively rational, grammatico-historical and logical school of interpre
tation, in opposition to the arbitrary exegesis of Scripture which had 
prevailed among the Fathers. 

The passage in Photi us (Coni. JVam"ch. iii. I 4) appears to be 
unequivocal:-'' He cries with a loud voice,-whose are the covenants, 
a11d the laws ( af '.lo,uoOsa{w ), and the promises, and the ho{y strvices (a[ 

i.a-:-psiac); and showing most clearly whence these things are, and on 
whose providence they have depended [he adds J' u it',/ lrrl rra'IT'W'.I Oto:; 

sii).orr;-:-u:; t!:; ruv:; aliina:;. 'AtJ.~:~." "So the laws and the holy services 
and the promises, in the observance of which the fathers pleased God, 

*See, for example, Theodore of Mopsuestia on Rom. ii. IS; viii. 28; 
ix. Io, I4 bis, 22- 24, 25; xi. 2. (Migne, lxvi. coli. 789b, 832a, 833d, 836e, 
84ob, 841c, 841d, 852a.) See also Cramer, p. II, I. 30; IS, I. IS; 27, I. 24; 
54, I. 22, etc. 
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and from whom as to his humanity sprang the Messiah, are from the 
God over all, ~oiJ b! ~a'.l-:ow'.l 8tou." (l\ligne, Patrol. Gr. cii. I 57·) 

Schultz, in the essay so often referred to (p. 480, note 2), says that 
Theodulus ziz loc. seems to refer the last part of our verse to God. 
He misapprehends the meaning of the passage in Theodulus, and 
does not observe that it is taken from CEcumenius.* The Enarralio 
in Ep. ad Romanos which, in a Latin translati~n, passes under the 
name of Tqeodulus, does not belong to the presbyter or bishop in 
Crele-Syria of that name, who died A. D. 492, but is a very late 
Catena. (See Ca,·e.) 

A few words now respecting the Latin Fathers who have quoted 

Rom. ix. 5· 
Tertullian is the first He quotes it once as below, and once 

(Prax. c. I 5) with super onmi'a before deus. t Cyprian simply cites 
the passage to prove that Christ is dms (qui tsl super omnia deus bene
die/us ziz saxula), without remark. ( Tali'm. ii. 6.) Novatian has 
already been spoken of. (See above, p. I 26.) 

I know of no trace of the reference of the last part of the verse to 
God among the Latin writers, except what may be implied ·in the 
language of the Pseudo-Ambrosius (Ambrosiaster), commonly iden
tified with Hilary the deacon, in his commentary on the Epistle. He 
remarks:-"~i quis autem non putat de Christo dictum, qui esl Deus, 
det personam de qua dictum est. De patre enim Deo hoc loco 
mentio facta non est." This is repeated in the commentary of Raba
nus 1\laurus (:\lig-ne, Patrol. Lat. cxi. col. I482 ). The same in 
substance appears in the Quaesl. Vd. el Aov. Ttsl., qu. 9I, formerly 
ascribed to Augustine, and printed in the Benedictine edition of his 

*See Jlibliolh . max. vel. Rztrum, viii. 6o;, or the .llonumenla S. 
P.zlrum Orthodoxographa of Grync:eus, ii. I 163. 

tAfter remarking that he never speaks of Gods or Lords, but fol
lowing the Apostle, when the Father and Son are to be named together, 
calls the Father God, and Jesus Christ Lord, he says:-" Solum autem 
Christum potero deum dicere, sicut idem apostolus. Ex quibus 
Chris/us, qui est, inquit, deus super omnia beJZedictus in aevum om1u. 
Nam et radium solis seorsum solem vocabo; solem antem nominans, 
cuius est radius, non statim et radium solem appellabo." (Pra.x. c. 13, 
ed. Oehler.) This accords with his language elsewhere:-" Protulit 
deus sermonem . . . sicut radix fruticem, et fons ftuvium, et sol 
radium." (Prax . c. 8.) "Cum radius ex sole porrigitur, portio ex 
summa; sed sol erit in radio . . . nee separatur substantia, sed 
extenditur." (Apologet. c. 21.) "Pater tota substantia est; filius vero 
derivatio totius et portio; sicut ipse profitetur, Quia pater maior me est." 
(l'rax . c. 9.) "Sermo deus, quia ex deo . . • Quodsi deus dei tan
quam substantiva res, non erit ipse deus [ au-:-uOw; l. sed hactenus deus, 
qua ex ipsius substantia, ut portio aliqua totius." (Pra.x. c. 26.) 
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works, Opp. III. ii. 2915, ed. Bened. alt. : " Sed forte ad Patris per
sonam pertinere dicatur. Sed hoc loco nulla est paterni nominis 
mentio. Ideoque si de Christo dictum negatur, persona cui com
petat detur. "-This work is generally ascribed to.the Hilary mentioned 
above.-The writer seems to have heard of those who interpreted the 
passage or'God; and relying apparently upon the Latin version, he 
meets their interpretation of the Greek with a very unintelligent 
objection. ' 

The Greek Fathers in 1\Ir. Burgon's list who have not already been 
mentioned are the following:-Athanasius, Basil, Didymus, Gregory 
of Nyssa, Epiphanius, Theodorus Mops., Eustathius, Eulogius, 
Theophilus Alex., Nestorius, Theodotus of Ancyra, Chrysostom, 
Theodoret, Amphilochius, Gelasius Cyz., Anastasius Ant., Leontius 
Byz., Maximus. Of the Latins, Ambrose, Hilary, Jerome, 
Victorious, the Breviarium, Marius Mercator, Cassi-an, Alcimus Avit., 
Fulgentius, Ferrandus. 

''Against such a torrent of Patristic testimony," says :Mr. Burgon, 
" it will not surely be pretended that the Socinian interpretation, to 
which our Revisionists give such prominence, can stand." 

But to what does it all amount? Simply to the fact that a mass of 
writers, to the judgment of most .of whom an intelligent scholar 
would attach very little weight in any question of exegesis, have fol
lowed that 'construction of an ' ambiguous passage which suited their 
theological opinions. Out of the whole list, the two, I suppose, who 
would be most generally selected as distinguished from the rest for 
sobriety and good sense in interpretation, are Chrysostom and Theo
doret. Yet both of them adopted that excessively unnatural if not 
impossible construction of 2 Cor. iv. 4 of which I have spoken above. 
(See p. 8, also p. r 33 f.) 

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

(I now observe, too late for correction in the printed sheet, that, in 
citing the opinion of the eminent scholars just named respecting the 
construction given to Rom. ix. 5 by Origen and Eusebius, I have 
represented them as regarding it as "probable though not certain" 
that these Fathers understood the last clause as relating to God. 
Their note does imply that they are inclined to this view; but I now 
suppose that the words quoted were intended to apply to the Apos
tolic Constitutions and the Pseudo-Ignatius.. Westcott and Hort also 
refer, for the application of the phrase u b ! ;.ri.Y-rw'l o~u:; to the Father 
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in distinction from Christ, to 'l\Ielito p. 4 I 3 Otto,' i. e. to his Apo!. 
fragm. 2; comp. Routh, i. II8 ed. alt. 

\VE will now dismiss the Fathers, and notice some facts belonging 
to the more recent history of the interpretation of our passage.* I 
notice the different constructions in. the order in which they are num
bered above, pp. 89, 90. 

The three most important recent discussions of the passage outside 
of the commentaries, before that of Dr. Dwight, are by Dr. Hermann 
Schultz, in thejahrbilcher f. deulsche Theol., r868, pp. 462-506, who 
defends constructions Nos. 1-3, with a slight preference for No. I 

(p. 483); Dr. C. L. \Vilibald Grimm, in Hilgenfeld's Zez'lschr. f. 
wiss. Theol., I 869, pp. 31 1-32 2, who adopts No. 5; and Pastor Ernst 
Harmsen, i'bi'd. 1872, pp. 510-521, '"ho adopts No. 7· There is a 
brief discussion of the passage by Dr. G. Vance Smith, Canon Farrar, 
and Dr. Sanday, in The Exposilor for l\Iay, 1879, ix. 397-405, and 
Sept., 1879, x. 232-238. There was a more extended debate in The 
Independent (New York) for Aug. rz, Oct. 14, 21, 2g, and Nov. 18, 
18s8, in which Dr. John Proudfit (anonymously), the Rev. Joseph 
P. Thompson (the editor), Dr. Z. S. Barstow, and E. A. took part. 

1-3. It would be idle to give a list of the supporters of Nos. 1-3, 
who refer the clause in question to Christ. Among the commentators, 
perhaps the more eminent and best known are Calvin, Beza, Ham
mond, Le Clerc, Limborch, Bengel, l\Iichaelis, Koppe, Flatt, 
Tholuck, Olshausen, Stuart, Hodge, Philippi, Lange (with Schaff 
and Riddle), Hofmann, · \Veiss, Godet, Alford, Vaughan, San day 
(very doubtfully), Gifford. That the Roman Catholic commentators, 
as Estius, Klee, Stengel, Reithmayr, 1\Iaier, Beelen, Bisping (not very 
posith·ely), Jatho, Klofutar ( r 88o), should adopt this explanation, is 
almost a matter of course. This construction of the verse is accepted 
by all the Fra/res Polom: who did not hesitate to give the name God 
to Christ, and to worship him, recognizing of course the supremacy 
of the Father, to whom they applied the name God in a higher sense; 

*Literature.-The older literature is given by Wolf (Curae) and 
Lilienthal (Hiblisc/zer Archivarius, 1745). For the more recent, see 
Danz, and especially Schultz in the article so often referred to; also 
among the commentators, 1\.feyer and Van Hengel. E. F. C. Oertel 
(Christologie, Hamb. 1792, p. 216 ff. ) gives a brief account of the con
troversy excited by Semler (1769-71); see also the works named by 
Schultz, especially Hirt's Orient. u. e:reg. Bibliothek, 1772, 1773. The 
name Bremer (Schultz, p. 462, note 2) is a misprint for Benner. 
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so Socinus, * Opp. ii. 58r, 582, 6oo a; c( ii. 377 f.; John Crell, z'n loc. 
Opp. i. I47; also Respons. ad Grotium, Opp. iv. 230 b; .De Uno .Deo 
Palre, p. 23 a; .De .Deo ejusque Alln'b., p. 35 b; Eth. Christ., p. 348 a; 
Schlichting (Lat. Slichtingius), Comm. post. i. 254; \Volzogen, Opp. 
i. 710, 712; ii. 301; iii. 5; Sam. Przipcovius or Przpkowsky zit foe., 
p. 51. So also the Racovian Catechism, §§ I 59, I 6o. 

\Vith a singular disregard of these historical facts, Dean Burgon 
holds up his hands in holy horror at the marginal renderings of the 
Revised New Testament at Rom. ix. 5, ascribed to "some modern 
Interpreters," and stigmatizes them as ''the Socinian gloss" ! ( Quar. 
Rev., Jan., 1882, p. 54.) The Italics are his. He seems through
out his article to imagine himself to be writing for readers who will 
take an opprobrious epithet for an argument. The real "Socinian 
gloss" is adopted, and the arguments for it are repeated, as we have 
seen, by the latest prominent defender of the construction which Mr. 
Burgon himself maintains; among English commentators compare 
Macknight on the passage. 

A slight qualification, or supplement, of the above statement is, 
however, required. Schlichting, though he does not object to the 
common construction, misled by Erasmus, is inclined to suspect the 
genuineness of the word O;tl;. It is important in reference to the 
history of the interpretation of this passage, to observe that the state
ment of Erasmus in regard to the omission of this word in the quo
tations by some of the Fathers, led many astray, among others 
Grotius, who also incorrectly represents the word God as wanting in 
lhe Syriac version. Schoettgen misrepresented the case still worse, 
saying, by mistake of course, "Hoc verbum quamplurimi Codices, 
quidam etiam ex Patribus, non habent." 

Schlichting also suggests, as what "venire alicui in mentem 
posset," the somewhat famous conjecture of tu:~ u for u iu:~, but r'.}'tcls 
it. It was taken up afterwards, however, by a man far inferior in 
judgment, Sarilllel Crell (not to be confounded with the eminent 
commentator), in the "lizilt'um Ev. S.Joamzisreslilulum" (1726), pub
lished under the pseudonym of L. l\1. Artemonius. Its superficial 

* Socinus speaks of the punctuation and construction proposed by 
Erasmus, a believer in the deity of Christ, which makes the u wv, etc., 
n. doxology to God, the Father, and says:-" Non est ulla causa, cur haec 
interpretatio, vel potius lectio et interpunctio Erasmi rejici posse vide
atur; nisi una tantum, quam Adversarii non afferunt; neque enim illam 
animadverterunt. Ea est, quod, cum simplex nomen Benedictus idem 
significat quod Benedictus sit, semper fere solet anteponi ei, ad quem 
refertur, perraro autem postponi." 

Some of those who are so shocked at what they call "Socinian glosses," 
might perhaps learn a lesson of candor and fairness from this heretic. 
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plausibility seems to have fascinated many, among them Whitby 
(Las/ Thoughts), Jackson of Leicester (Anno/. ad Nova!. p. · 34 1), 
John Taylor of Norwich, Goadby, Wakefield (Enquiry), Bishop Ed
mund Law (\Vakefield's llfemoirs, i. 447), Belsham (Epistles of Paul), 
John Jones, and David Schulz (so says Baumgarten-Crusius). Even 
Doddridge and Harwood speak of it as '' ingenious," and Olshausen 
calls it "scharfsinnig." It does not deserve the slightest consideration. 

Among the writers on Biblical Theology, Usteri (Paulz"n. Lehrbegr., 
ste Ausg., 1834, p. 324 £) refers the clause in question to Christ, 
but strongly expresses his sense of the great difficulties which this 
involves. He is influenced especially by Ruckert (1831), who after
wards changed his mind. Messner (1856, p. 236 [) regards this 
reference as probable, though not certain; somewhat more doubtful 
is C. F. Schmid (2d ed., 1859, p. 540 f., or p. 475 f., Eng. trans.). 
Dorner in his recent work, S_ystem der chz"rstl. Glaubenslehre ( 1879 ), 
i. 34 5, only ventures to say that the reference to Christ is ''the most 
natural. " Schott, August Hahn, De \Vette, Reuss, Ritschl, are 
sometimes cited as supporting this construction; but later they all 
went over to the other side. See below, under No. 7· 

For the most elaborate defences of the construction we are consid
ering, besides those which have already been mentioned, one may 
consult Dr. John Pye Smith's Scripture Testz"mony to the llfessi"ah, 5th 
ed. (1859), vol. ii. pp. 37o-377, 401-405; and the commentaries of 
Flatt (from whom Prof. Stuart has borrowed largely) and Philippi. 

4. Construction No. 4 has already been sufficiently noticed. (See 
abm·e, p. 1 30.) 

5· The construction whic~ . puts a colon or a period after ~.a."~•w"~, 
making the clause beginning with Ozu; a doxology to God, seems to 
have been first suggested by ERASl\l liS in the Annotations to his 3d 
edition of the Greek Testament (1522) , rep~ated in the 4th (1527). 
In his later writings, and in the note in his last edition ( 1535), while 
recognizing the possibility of this construction, he gave the preference 
to No. 7. * It was adopted by LocKE in his posthumous Paraphrase, 
etc. (Land. 1705, and often):-" and of them, as to his fleshly ex
traction, Christ is come, he who is over all, God be blessed for ever, 
Amen. " Locke's construction was preferred by \VETSTEIN in the 
important note on the passage in his Greek Testament, vol. ii. 
(I 75 2 ), and was adopted by Prof. L. J. C. JusTI in Paulus's llfemora
bih'en, 1791, St. i. pp. 1- 26; treated more fully in his Vermzschte 
A bhandlungen, 2te Samml. , I 798, pp. 3c9- 346; also by E. F. C. 

* Erasmi Ojp., Lugd. Bat. 1703 ff., vol. vi. 610 f.; ix. 1002 f., 1045 f. 
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OERTEL, Chn~·tologi'e ( 1792 ), p. 209 f. He has a pretty full discussion 
of the passage (pp. I 95-2 I 8). So by G. L. BAUER, Bib!. Theol. du 1\: 
T., Bd. iv. (r8o2), pp. I0-I4; and by C. F. A:m'tlON, for though in his 
Bibl. Theol., 2te Ausg. ( l8oi ), pp. 220-2 2 2, he does not decide be
tween constructions No. 5 and No. 7, he favors the former in his note 
on the passage in the third edition of Koppe on Romans (1824). 
J. J. SToLZ adopts it in the 4th ed. of his Ueberselzrmg des 1\: T. ( 1804) 
and the 3d ed. of his Erliiuleru11gm (I 8o8), iii. I 70-191. He gives 
there an interesting extract from Semler's Hi's!. u. knl. Sammlungen 
ieber dze sogenannlen Bezvezsslellm in der Dogma!/!.:, St. ii. pp. 284-287. 
So DE \VETTE in the text of the 3d ed. of his German translation of the 
Bible ( r 839), though he gives constructions Nos. 1 and 7 as alter
native renderi~gs; in the note in the 4th and last edition of his com~ 
mentary on the Epistle ( 184 7), though undecided, he seems on the 
whole rather inclined to' No. 7· This construction (No. 5) is sup
ported also by BAU)IGARTEX-CRusrcs, a scholar to be spoken of with 
high respect, in his Comm. on the Epistle (Jena, 1844), comp. his 
Gnmdzuge der bi'bl. J'heol. (I 8 2 8), p. 3 8 5 f., and his Exegel. Schrif
len zum 1\~ T., II. i. (Jena, 1844) p. 266, the latter cited by ~rnesti. 
So·by ScHUl\lANN in his Chnslus (1852), ii. 545, note; H. Fr. Th. L. 
ERNESTI, Vom Urspnmge d. Sunde nach pauhn. Lehrgehalle, i. (1855} 
pp. 197-204; 1\IARCKER (cited by 1\leyer), whose work I have not 
seen, and REuss, Les Epilres pauhiuemzes ( 1878), ii. "88. 

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

6. On construction No.6 .see above, p. 132. . 
7· ERAS)IUS in his lranslali'on render.s the words of the last part of 

our verse thus:-'' et ii, ex qui bus est Christus quantum attinet ad 
carnem, qui est in omnibus deus laudandus in secula, amen," which 
he perhaps intended for an ambiguous rendering, .as esl might be sup
plied after laudandus. His paraphrase also seems ambiguous.* Be 
this as it may, in the note in his last edition ( 1 535), and in his later 
writings, he clearly indicltes his preference for construction No. 7· t , 

*"At Christ us sic est homo, ut idem et Deus sit, non huius ·aut ill ius 
gentis peculiaris, sed universorum Deus, et idem cum patre Deus, qui 
(Christus? pater? or Pater cum Christo?] praesidet omnibus, cuiusque 
inscrutabili consilio geruntur haec omnia, cui soli . . . debetur 
laus" &c. One suggestion of Erasmus is that the word "God" ir. the 
last clause may denote the whole Trinity. 

tSee especially his Apol. adv. monachos quosdam HisjJa~tos (written 
in I 528), Opp. ix. 1043- 47:-" Ego coram Deo profiteor mihi videri 
Pau!um hoc sensisse, quod modo significavimus, nee hunc sermonem 
proprie ad Christum pertinere, sed vel ad Patrem, \'el ad totam Trini
tatem" (col. 104-5): comp. Resp. ad Juvenmz Gerontodidascalttm (writ~ 
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BucER (or Butzer) z'n loc. (I536?) as quoted by \Vetstein, suggests 
this construction as an alternative rendering. CuRCELLlEUS (Cour
celles) in his edition of the Greek Testament published in I658 (also 
Ifi75, 85, 99) notes that "Quidam addunt punctum post vocem 
adp:w. quia si id quod sequitur cum pr::ecedentibus connecteretur, 
potius dicendum videatur J~ ~a-:!, vel 8; w:~, quam o w:~. 

Others who have adopted or favored this construction are WHISTON, 
in his Pn'mitive Christianity Reviv'd, vol. iv. (I 7 II), p. i 3 ff.; Dr. 
Samuel CLARKE, in his Scripture Doctrine oj' tht Trinity, Lond. I 7 I 2, 
3d ed., I732, p. 85 ff. He gives also as admissible constructions 
No. 5 and No. 2, but places No. 7 first. He was, as is well known, 
one of the best classical scholars of his day, as well _as one of the 
ablest metaphysicians and theologians. So John jACKSON of Leices
ter, in his Anno/. ad l{ovatianum (I 727), p. 34 r, though captivated by 
the specious but worthless conjecture of w:~ u; \VETSTEIN, as an .alter
native rendering, but rather preferring to place the stop after -r.d:~-:w:~ 
(see the end of his note); ·SEl\ILER, Paraph. Ep. ad Rom. (1769), p. 
I I4 ff., and in many other writings; on the literature of the Semler 
controversy see the references given above, p. I 4 1. Semler was not so 
wel! acquainted with the writings of the later, as with those of the 
earlier Fathers, and in this part of the field of debate his adversaries 
had the advantage. But he gave a stimulus to a freer and more im
partial treatment of the question. EcKERMANN adopted the construc
tion we are now considering in the.second edition (I795) of his Thtol
ogische Be_ylriige, Bd. I. St. iii. pp. 160-I 62, though in the first edi-· 
tion he had opposed it. 

Coming now to the present century, we find this construction 
adopted by the commentators C. F. BoEHME (Lips. I 8o6), and H. 
E. G. PAULUS, Des Aposlels Paulus Lehr-Briife an dit Galat~r- und 
Rijnzer-Christen (Heidelb. I831), where he translates (p. I02): "Der 
tiber aile (Juden und Heiden) seyende Gott sey gepriesen auf (aile) 
die Zeitalter hinaus"; by Prof. J. F. WINZER of Leipzig in a Pro
gramma on Rom. ix. I-S (Lips. 1832), which I have not seen, but 
find highly praised; and Karl ScHRADER, Der Apostel Paulus, Theil 
iii. (1833), p. 75, and Theil iv. (r835), p. 355· He translates, 
" Der tiber All em Seiende ( der welcher tiber All em ist,) Gott, gelobt 
(sei gelobt) in Ewigkeit !'' It is adopted in three commentaries of 
remarkable independence and ability which appeared in I8J4, namely 

ten 1532), col. I002:-" ipsa res loquitur, verba Pauli nullum sensum 
evidentius reddere quam hunc: Deus, qui est super om~tia, sit benedic
tus in secula. Cui precationi accinitur, Amen." See also above, under 
No.5· 
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those of Prof. J. G. REICHE of Gottingen, whose note (Theil ii. pp. 
268- 2 78) is one of the fullest and best discussions of the passage, 
though he makes some mistakes about the Fathers; Prof. Eduard 
KoELLNER of Gottingen, and Dr. Conrad GLoCKLER, whom Prof. 
Stuart calls ''a Nicenian" as regards his theological position. In the 
4th edition of K. G. BRETSCHNEIDER's Handbuch der .Dogmalik (I838) 
i. 604 f., he adopts our construction, though in the earlier editions of 
this work h'e had referred the o~u-; to Christ. He translates: "Der 
Herriiber alles, Gott, sei gepriesen in Ewigkeit." In IS39, Prof L. 
J. RucKERT of Jena, in the 2d edition of his elaborate and valuable 
commentary (vol. ii. pp. I3-I7) discusses the passage fully, and 
though in the first edition ( 1831) he had strenuously contended for 
the reference of the last part of the verse to Christ, now pronounces 
the construction which makes it a doxology to God "far more prob
able." This year is also signalized in the history of the interpretation 
of our passage by the publication of vol. ii. of the commentary of 
Prof. C. F. A. FRITZSCHE of Rostock, who discusses the passage in a 
masterly manner (pp. 260-275). His translation has been given 
above, p. 106. In the 4th edition of his Greek Testament with a 
Latin version, published in 1839, Prof. H. A. ScHOTT of Jena adopted 
the punctuation and construction which make the clause beginni~g 
with u w~ a doxology to God, though in previous editions he had fol
lowed the common construction. In his essay .De Invocalione Jesu 
Christi Par lie. I. ( 184 3), p. 8, thehighly esteemed commentator Dr. 
Friedrich LucKE, Professor at Gottingen, refers the last part of our 
verse to God. Professor A. L. G. KREHL of Leipzig does the same 
in his .Der Bn'if an· die Romer ausgelegl u. s. w. (I845), p. 322, 
though in an earlier work, 1\~u/esl. Handwor/erbuch (I843) art. 
Chris/us, p. I 14, he had cited Rom. ix. 5 in proof that Christ is 
called God. 

BAuR, who makes the passage a doxology to God, has some valu
able remarks upon it iri his Paulus ( 184 5), p. 624 f., 2te Au fl. 
(1866-67), ii. 263 f.; comp. his Lehre von der.Drei'einigkeii(I84I), 
i. 84, note. ZELLER agrees with him (Theol. Jahrbiicher, I842, p. 
ss). So J. F. RABIGER, a believer in the divine nature of Christ, in 
his De Chrislologi'a Paulliza contra Baurium Commenlali'o ( 18 52), pp. 
26- 28. 

\Ve may notice here the gre.at commentators DE \VETTE and MEYER. 
De \Vette, not perfectly satisfied with any view, yet wavers be
tween constructions Nos. 5 and 7; see above under No. 5· In his 
Bib/. Dogmalik, 3te Aufl. (I831), p. 249, and in the 2qed. of his 
translation of theN. T., he had taken the name ''God" here as a 
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designation of Christ; but in the 3d ed. of his translation he makes it 
begin a doxology. l\IEYER in his Das 1\~ T. gn"tchi'sch mi'l einer neuen 
Deulschm Ueberstlzutzg (1829) followed the common .construction; 
but in the first edition of his Comm. (1836), and all later eds., he 
makes the passage a doxology to God. His collaborator, HuTHER, 
maintains in his note on Tit. ii. I 3 that the name 0£tl:; is not given 
to Christ in any of the New Testament Epistles. 

In 1855 appeared the first edition of JowErr's work on . four of the 
Epistles of Paul (2d ed., 1859). He translates: " God, who is over 
all, is blessed for ever. Amen. " So Bp. CoLENso, Sl. Paul's Ep. lo 
!he Romatzs, &c .• Lond., I86t ; Amer. ed., New York, I863. 

Prof. J. H. ScHOLTEN of Leyden, in his Dogma/ices Christ. bziti'a, 
ed. 2da, Lugd. Bat. I858, p. 193 f., adopts our construction. So 
Athanase CoQUEREL, Chrz'slologie (Paris, I 8 58), i. 76, note. So the 
celebrated Dutch commentator, VAN HENGEL, who in tom. ii. of his 
Inlerprt!alio (1859), pp. 343- 360, discusses the passage very fully. 
He mentions some Dutch scholars that agree with him, as VISSERING 
and ScHEFFER (Godgtl. Bijdragen I853 and 1854), whose writings I 
have not seen. The eminent Danish commentator, Dr. H. N. 
CLAUSEN, Pauli Brev til Romerne forlolktl (Copenhagen, 1863), p. 
124", translates: "Han som er over Alt, Gud, (eller, "Gud, som er 
over Alt") vrere priset i Evighed !" ( He is the author of the H er
mmeulik-the Germans spell his name Klausen.) HoLTZliANN in his 
translation of the Epistle in Bunsen's Bibelwerk ( 1864 ) , vol. iv., gives 
the same construction to the passage; and so Prof. \Villibald BEY
SCHLAG of Halle, in his Chrislologz"t des l\Z T. , Berl. 1866, p. 209 f. 

Prof. R. A. LrPsms of J ena, in the Proledanlm-Bibel Aeuen Tes
lanunles ( 1872-73), p. 572, translates:-" Der da ist tiber Alles, 
Gott, sei gelobt in Ewigkeit"; VoLKliAR, Ronurbriif (Zurich, 1875), 
p.' 32:-" Der tiber Allen seiende Gott sei gelobt in Ewigkeit !" His 
comment is ( p. 97) :- " Der Gott, der tiber allm (Yolkem) waltet, 
sei dafi.ir gepriesen, dass er aus Israel den Heiland (fur Aile) hervor
gehen liess." The Rev. John H. Gomnx, "Hon. Prof. New Coil., 
Lon d., " and Congregational Lecturer, translates, ' ' God who is over 
all be praised for ever. Amen., " and has a good note. ( Ep. lo Rom., 
Lond. 1873. ) Prof. Lewis CulPBELL, the editor of Sophocles, in the 
Confemp. R ro. for Aug., 1876, p. 484, adopts the rendering of Prof. 
Jowett. The Rev. Joseph Agar BEET, \Vesleyan l\lethodist, in a 
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans of very marked ability 
(Lond. 1877, 2d ed. , 1881), defends this view in an excellent note 
(pp. 267- 2 72, 2d ed. ). The same construction is followed in Herm. 
BARTELs's E.·wgtl. Ueberstlzung du Briifs, etc. (Dessau, 1878), which 
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I mention because Prof. \VoLDEIIIAR ScHMIDT of Leipzig in a notice of 
the book ( Theol Literalurzei'tung, I 879, No. 22 ), expresses his ap
proval of this. C. HoLSTEN, in an article in the jahrbiicher f. prof. 
Theol., I879, p. 683, translates:-'~ Der i.iber alleri Volkern w.altende 
Gott ( der doch Israels Volk so begn?.det hat) sei gepriesen in Ewig
keit !" 

Some of the best recent /ranslali'ons adopt this construction of the 
passage; e. g. Hetl\'teuwe Testament, etc. (published by the author
ity of the General Synod of the Dutch Reformed Church), Arnst., 
I 868 :-" Hij, die over alles is, God, zij geprezen tot in eeuwigheid!" 
and the versions by Dr. George R. NoYEs (Boston, 1869), Hugues 
0LTRAl\IARE (Geneve, 187 2 ), ''Que celui qui gouverne toutes choses, 
Dieu, en soit beni eternellement!" Carl WEIZSACKER, Das N. 1: 
ueberselzl, Ti.ibingen, 1875, and Dr. Samuel DAviDsoN, Lond., 1875, 
2d ed. I 876. 

No one who knew the scholarship and the impartiality of the late 
Dr. Noyes will wonder that I have cited him here. A dispassionate, · 
judicial spirit in the examination of such questions as the one before 
us is not the exclusive posession of the Dean of Chichester and of 
"the Church" in distinction from "the Sects," though there are 
many nobl~ examples of it in the Church of England. 

Among critical editors of the Greek Testament who have placed a 
period after ari.pxa, making the passage a doxology to God, I may 
mention HARwooD (1776), LACHMANN, (1831-50), ScHOTT (4th ed., 
1839), 'I)scHENDORF (1841-73), VoN MuRALT (1846-48), BuTTl\IANN 
(1856-67), Aug. HAHN, assisted by his son G. L. Hahn (1861), 
KuENEN and CoBET (1861), and \Vestcott and Hort (1881) in their 
margin, representing the judgment of Dr. HoRT. 

To these authorities may be added the names of the grammarians 
\VINER and \VILKE. See \Viner, Gram. 7te Aufl., 1867, §§ 61, 3, e., 
and 64, 2, b., pp. 513, 545, or 55 r, 586 Thayer, 690, 733 Moulton; 
and \VILKE, liermmeulik (1844), ii. 88. 

It is interestin_g to notice that many scholars who had already in 
their publications adopted or even strongly contended for the common 
construction of this passage, afterwards saw reason to change their 
minds. Such was the case with Eckermann, De \Vette, 1\Ieyer, 
Ruckert, Bretschneider, Schott, Krehl; Hahn (perhaps both father 
and son); and it is so with 'Ritschl, as I am assured by a very intelli
gent student (the Rev. Alfred Gooding), who took full notes of his 
exegetical lectures on Romans in the semester of I 879- 80. I know 
of only one instance of a conversion in the opposite direction, that 
of Dr. G. V. Lechler, who, in the first edition of his·Das aposl. u. das 
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nachaposl. Zei'faller (1851). pp. 38, 39, made the last part of the 
verse a doxology to God, but in the second edition (1857), p. 63 f., 
applies it to Christ. He expressly admits, however, as regards the 
two opposing views, that '' sprachlich und logisch sind beide gleich
berech tigt." 

"THE awful blindness and obstinacy of Arians and Socinians in 
their perversions of this passage," says the Scotch commentator 
Haldane, "more fully manifest the depravity of human nature, and 
the rooted enmity of the carnal mind against God, than the grossest 
works of the flesh."* "The dishonest shifts," says Dean Burgon, 
"by which unbelievers seek to evacuate the record which they are 
powerless to refute or deny, are paraded by our Revisionists in the 
following terms." t (Here 1\Ir. Burgon quotes the margin of the 
Revised version at Rom. ix. 5, regarding these renderings as ''not 
entitled to notice in the margin of theN. T.," and their admission 
as "a very grave offence.") 

3J -r{~ eJ, 0 xp{'.lw'.l O.Uurpw'.l oixf-r'f}'.l, u x.anJrwp ran u.iJe).~iin ~tJ.iin / 

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

*Exposition of the Ej. to the Romans, A mer. reprint of the 5th Edin
burgh edition, p. 454· 

t The Quarterly Review for January, 1882, p. 54; see also. the same 
for April, 1882, p. 370. 

NOTE A.-(See p. 99·) • 
On the Punctuation of Rom. ix. 5 in A1:cimt Ma~tuscrijls. 

In regard to the punctuation of this passage in ancient manuscripts, 
though the matter is in itself of little importance, it may be well to cor
rect some current errors, espt;cially as the supposed absence of a point 
after (f(J.pxa in the manuscripts has been urged as an objection to the 
construction which makes the u W',i x. -r. J.. a doxology to God. For 
example, Dr. Gifford, the late?t commentator, speaks of the stop after 
(fripxa as fouJ?d simply "in two or three inferior MSS."; while Mr. 
Burgon, in the Quarterly Review for January, 1882, says "the oldest 
codices, besides the whole body of the cursives [the Italics are his], 
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know nothing about the method of 'some modern Interpreters' [refer
ring to the margin of the Revised Version J; and he remarks in ~ note, 
" C alone has a point between t5 it'.l b! 7.d..,,wll and fhv-: tu).on•v; El; 
-:ou~ (J.!iino.-:. But this is an entirely diff.!rent thing from what is noted 
in the margin." (p. 54.) 

The facts of the case do not accord with these statements. In the 
first place, C, according to Tischendorf's very careful edition of this 
MS. (Lips. I 843), has no point after ;.d.li7Wll, and there can be little doubt 
that such a stop exists only in Mr. Burgon's very lively imagination; it 
does have, on the other hand, as Tischendorf's edition shows, both a 
point and a space after 11ripx(J., unquestionably a prima matzu. The 

Alexandrian manuscript (A) has also a point after 11ripxa, as appears by 
Woide's edition (1786), by the recent photograph published by the 
British Museum (I879), and by the express testimony of Dr. Vance 
Smith and of Dr. Sanday, who says, "The point is clearly marked, and 
it is evidently by the first hand." (The Expositor, Sept., I879; x. 235.) 
This fact has been O\'erlooked both by Tischendorf, and by Westcott 
and Hart. There is, moreover, a point after t1ripx(J. in the Vatican man
uscript (B), which, though it does not appear in the Roman edition, is 
amply attested by Dr. Vance Smith from personal inspection (The 
Expositor, May, I879, ix. 399· comp. his Tlze Spirit and the Word of 
Christ, Land., I874, p. 138), and by others. This point also, from the 
description of it, seems to be probably by the first hand, though more 
careful examination and comparison may be required to settle the ques
tion.* The Clermont MS. (D) ends a stichometric line at 11ripx(J., but 

·*The facts as to the Vatican MS. are these. Tischendorf, who has 
given the most careful attention to its palreography, states that "ipsam 
primam manum passim, in nonnullis libris haud raro interpunxisse, sine 
ulla dubitatione asseverandum est." (N. T. Vat. p. xx.; comp. p. xxi.) 
The later hand, of the tenth or eleventh century, has but rarely supplied 
points. (Ibid.) The original scribe indicates a pause, sometimes by a 
small space simply; sometimes by such a space with a point, and some
times by a point with a very small space between the letters or none at 
all. Of the latter there are two unquestionable examples by the first 
hand in Tischendorf's facsimiles, made from parts of the MS. which, 
having been accidentally repeated, were wholly untouched by the cor
rector and freshener of the ink, namely, after the word ()(pttAYjfJ.(J. in 
Rom. iv. 4 (cod. p. 1448), where there is no space, and after x:c•ac in 2 

Cor. iii. I 5 (cod. p. 1479), where the space is exceedingly small. Tisch
endorf was unable to examine carefully the punctuation of the MS. 
beyond the end of the Gospel of Luke; but he observed that punctua
tion was much more frequent in the Epistles than in the Gospels. I 
notice that in the Roman edition there are 12 points on the page (p. · 
I453) that contains Rom. ix. 5, extending from Rom. viii. 23 (tzull)u~ 
to fJ.'fji':W r(/.P ix. I 1, inclusive. There is no extra space after aripx(J., but 
perhaps that does not diminish the probability that the point is by the 
tirst hand. There is no extra space, as we have seen, after ()(ptc).'1)!J.a in 
Rom. iv. 4; and Tischendorf observes (Nov, Test. Sin. p. xix.) that there . 
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this does not determine the construction of what follows . The Sinaitic 
MS. has only a single point (after ou7w; Rom. ix. 20) in the whole page 

containing the passage, 4 cols. of 4S lines each, from Rom. ,·iii. 38 ou7; 

e'Jea7w':'a to ar'Joou'J':'e; x. 3, inclusi\·e. It is t~erefore neutral. The same 
is true for a different reason of F and G, in which the numerous points 
are distributed in the most arbitrary manner, so that, although they 
each have a point after tnipxa, it counts for nothing. \Ve have no report 
of K, collated by Matthaei, who does not record the punctuation of MSS. 
L, the remaining uncial, has a point alter (j(Jpxa according to Tischen· 

dorf. There is no break between o w'J and tJ.,'lYj'J in A B C. 
As to the cursive )ISS., their punctuation has been very rarely noted 

by collators. The sweeping statement of Mr. Burgon is made entirely 
at random. But a point after atipxa is found in at least six cursives, viz. 
No. 5 (collated by Scholz), 47 (by Griesbach), 7I, 77, So, and 89 (by 
Birch) ; also in the beautiful Greek Praxapostolos or Lectionary of the 
twelfth century belonging to the Library of Harvard College (pp. I ;o, 
I5I ), and the fine Lectionary in the Astor Library (p. II7). assigned to 
the eleventh century (?), formerly in the possession of the Duke of 
Sussex. In the Harvard Lectionary there is also a point after Oetl;, 

which is not the case in the Astor Library manuscript.* A point has 
also_ been noted after Oeu; in I7 (Gries b.), and after ::a ;~ ':'w'J in 7I (Birch). 

Incorrect statements are often made in regard to the extreme rarity of 
punctuation in our oldest N. T. MSS. I therefore note the fact, that on 
the page of the Alexandrian :MS. (A) which contains our passage, 
extending from Rom. viii. 2 I ai.i.a u!a ':'II 'J u ::o':'a;a'J':'a to ;:puO;a!; ':'OU Ou 

fU'J •• ix. I I, there are 64 points in \Voide's edition; in the Ephrem 
MS. (C) from Rom. viii. 27 o ue e,ow'JW'J to a,'l"'J'I ix. 5 in Tischen
dorf's edition there are 45 points; for B see above. In the three pages 
of Paul's Epistles in B published by Tischendorf line for line in his 

are points with no space in the Sinaitic .l\IS. after the words ::m~," !fJ. • 

xaxw • deme;w · Rom. i. 29. On the page of B (1453) which contains 
Rom. ix. 5 there is no extra space in the printed edition with the point 
after a::exvezo:.LeOa, col. 1, I. I2, or after ':'£7.'1a, col. 3, I. 28. It will be 
observed that all the words which have been mentioned end with the 
letter A, which on account of its peculiar form in the uncial MSS. did not 
need any extra space for the insertion of a point after it at the top of the 
line, the shape of the letter necessarily leaving a space there. But the 
absence of extra space after the letter would render it less likely that 
the late corrector would insert a point after it. 

It is expressly stated by a gentleman who recently examined the :\IS., 
and whose letter from Rome I have been permitted to see, that the point 
after adpxa " is of lighter color than the adjoining letters," and that it 
was certainly much fainter than a point in the space after Yj flW'J on the 
same page, "which was as black as the touched letters." 

*For a careful copy of that part of the Astor Library manuscript 
which contains Rom. ix. 4, 5, I am indebted to the kindness of the Rev. 
S.M. Jackson. 
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Appmdix codd. celeb. Sin. Vat. Alex. (1867), p. I445 (Rom. i. I- 26) has 
I 5 points which he regards as a prima manu,/ p. I46o (Rom. xv. 24-
xvi. I 7) has 35; p. I 506 (Col. iv. 8-1 )'hess. i. 8, with more than half a 
column blank, has 17. These pages, however, were selected partly on 
account of their exceptional frequency of punctuation. 

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

All that I have argued from the point after mipw. in A B C L, &c., is 
that a pause after that word was felt by ancient scribes to be natural. 

~OTE B. (See p. 1 I 2.) 

On tlzc Distinction bchuan :.0i.or~-:o; and :.0i.or~tJ.il.lo;. 

The distinction between ;.ui.on-:u; and s.iii.on:1.ho; is d\velt upon by 
Philo, De liiigr. Abrah. c. 19, Opp. i. 453, in his remarks on Gen. xii. 
2. The former word, according to him, describes one who by nature or 
character is worthy of praise or blessing, s.vJ.or{a; ll;w;; the latter one 
who is in fact praised or blessed, whether rightfully or otherwise. In 
other words, o:uJ.orFtl;, in doxologies, would be laudandus or laude 
digmts./ s.ui.on:J.bo; laudatus. So Theodore of Mopsuestia on Eph. i. 
3 explains o:UJ.on7u; as -:ou ba!'lti60a.! .we Oau:J.ri';.o:60ae a;w;. (Migne, 
Putrol. Gr. lxvi. 912.) It is true that in cla~sical Greek verbals in -7tl;, 
like the Latin participles in -Ius, have generally a simply passive sig
nification; but we find exceptions, particularly in the later Greek, and 
especially in the case of words analogous in meaning to o:u).orr;-:cl;, 

See in the Lexicons a!'l;.:-u;, bwn:-u;, u-:::pw'1£7tl;, lrx.wp.wadl;, 

0rJ.UfJ.a6:-u:;, :wx.aperT:-tl-; (2 Mace. vii. 24), fJ.£fJ.-:::-u;, c/•s.x.:-t1-;, fl.UT7J7u;, 

f17'Ur7j7tJ;, U,'J.'.I7j7 tJ;, u-::s.pUfl.'.I"'J7'1l;, On i -::t.un-:ti; and c/•s.x.:-u; see Philo, 
ubi supra. (See also Kuhner, Ausfiihrl. Gram., 2te Aufl., i. 716.) 
This view is confirmed by the fact that we never find o:2).or"1J7u; used 
like o:ui.on:1.ho; with s.!7j or za-:w; wherever the verb is expressed with 
s.,)J.on-:tl; it is always in the indicative. For example, in Rom. i. 25, 
:-u'l x.:-iaa:~:-a, o: irT:-!'1 s.vi.or"'J-:u; s.!; :-uu:; a!'iina:, it is surely more natural 
to take o:vi.on-:,i: as signifying 11 to be praised," laudandus, than actually 
11 praised," laudatus. See Fritzsche and Van Hengel ilt loc., the 
latter of whom cites the passage of Philo referred to above. So in other 
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doxologies we find the indicative, c:uJ.of!rru~ c:I, Ps. cxvm. (cxix.) I2; 
Judith xiii. I7; Tob. iii. II; viii. 5, IS, I6, I7; xi. 13; Orat. Azar.2; Cant. 
trium puer. (Fritzsche), 28, 30, JI, 32, 33; I Esdr. iv. 6o; I Mace. iv. 20; 
Const. Apost. vii. 34, 49; Act. Phil. c. 26; Lit. S. Jac. in Hammond's 
Antient Liturgies (Oxford, I878), pp. 25, 26, 28, 31, 33, 38, 39, 53, 54; 
Lit. Const. (Anaph. S. Chrys.), p. I I9; (Anaph. S. Basil.) p. I28; Lit. S. 
Marci, p. I79; and so 6 itll c:M.urrrror;, 2 Cor. xi. 3I; Lit. S. Marci, pp. 
I76, I92. This is the view of many excellent scholars besides Fritzsche 
and Van Hengel; as Erasmus, Beza (on Mark xiv. 6I), Crell on Rom. 
ix. 5, Tholuck, RUckert, and the lexicographers Schleusner, Wahl, Bret.
schneider, and Robinson. On the other side there are indeed very emi
nent names, as Grimm in his Lex., Meyer, De W:ette and Philippi on 
Rom. i. 25, and Harless on Eph. i. 3, but I find no argument in any of 
them except Harless, and his arguments seem to me of little weight. 
They rest mainly on the assumption that c:uJ.orr;•u;- is taken to mean 
"one who must be praised" instead "one to whom praise is due." That 
the latter conception of God may naturally be expressed in a doxology 
is shown by Rev. iv. I I, ll~w~ c:I, 0 xupwr; xa£ Oc:or; ~p.iin, J.a{jc:ill 'l'~ll 

ot1~a'.l, x . .... J..; comp. Rev. v. I2. See also Ruinart, Acta JJ[artyrum, 
ed. Galura, ii. I86 (S. Bonifatius, ~ I2), 8-:, ao' r:phrc:' 7'£fJ.~ x • .... J.., and 
iii. 62 (SS. Tarachus, Probus, etc.~ II), Cn au-:-tjj r:plr:c:' ou~a x . .... J..; 
Const. Ap. vii. 48; Act. Barn. c. 26; Act. Joh. c. 22; Protev. Jac. c. 25, 
~ 2, MSS.; Act. Pil. A. c. I6, ~ 8, MSS.; Narr. Jos. c. 5, ~ 4· I accord
ingly agree with Buttmann, N. T. Gram. p. I20,(I37 Thayer), that in dox
ologies with. c:uJ.orr;n1-; we are to supply ~ad'.l rather than c:'tr; or la-:w. 
The sentence is therefore, in these ca~es, grammatically considered, 
declarative, not optative, though the whole effect of the original is per
haps better gi:ven by rendering "be blessed" than "is to be praised." 
Compare further I Pet. iv. II; Matt. vi. I3 (text. rec.); Clem. Rom. Ep. 
ad Cor. c. 58 (new addit.; contra, c. 32); and see Lightfoot's note on 
Gal. i. 5· 

We must notice the difference in meaning, not affecting however the 
position of the words, between c:uJ.orr;rur; in the Septuagint when applied 

· to men, as in Gen. (xii. 2, variante lectione) xxiv. JI (v. 1.); x.xvi. 29 (v. 1.); 
Deut. vii. 14; (xxviii. 6, v. 1.; xxxiii. 24, v. 1.); Judg. xvii. 2 (v. 1.); I Sam. 
xv. IJ (v. 1.); Judith xiii. I8 (v. 1.); Tob. xi. I6 (in one text), and when 

. applied to God. In the former case it is used in the sense of "pros
pered," "blessed" (viz. by God), and is to be taken, probably, in a simply 
passive sense; c:uJ.orr;tJ.bor; often occurs as a various reading. As ap
plied to God, I believe Philo's distinction holds good. In the particular 
case, however, to which he refers, Gen. xii. 2, where he reads c:uJ.orr;rur; 
(so many other authorities, see Holmes), applied to Abraham, his expo
sition is fanciful. In several cases the terms may seem to be intention
ally distinguished; see Gen. xiv. I9, 20; I Sam. xxv. 32, 33; Tob. xi. I6 
Sin.; contra, Judith ~iii. I8. 
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One other remark may be made. In speaking of €ulonn1~ and similar 
words in "exclamatory doxologies" (see above, pp. 31-39), we must 
guard against a fallacy. "Exclamatory" as applied to sentences denotes 
a characteristic which exists in very different degrees in different case~; 
where one printer would use a mark of exclamation, another would 
often put a period. Because the placing of such a predicate as €vlorrrn1~ 
first in the sentence gives or tends to give it an exclamatory character, 
we cannot straightway draw the inference that in all doxologies · in 
which the verb is omitted €vJ.onn1~, if used, must have the first place. 
8ne may admit that in exclamatory doxologi~s tu).orF·,}~ always stands 
first, and deny that the doxology in Rom. ix. 5 is exclamatory. The 
elliptical word I suppose to be ~~.r, as in most at least of the clauses 
immediately preceding. 

CORRECTION. 

The statement on p. 108 about the reading of the ancient versions 
in Gen. xxvi. 29 lacks precision. The versions made directly from 
the Hebrew, of course, do not come under consideration. Of those 
made from the Septuagint, the Armenian, the Georgian, and the Old 
Slavic (Cod. Ostrog.) support ~u €uJ.or.; the Ethiopic, €uJ.or. ~u; the 
Old Latin has perished; ·and the Coptic, as I am informed by Prof. 
T. 0. Paine, omits the last clause of the verse. 


