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Introduction
Chapter 4 
The apostle had said in the end of the last chapter that those who are Christ's are Abraham's seed, heirs according to promise. The idea suggested by a κληρονόμος who is so not through right, but by promise, dwells in his mind, and he now illustrates some of its peculiarities. These he notices, and then works round again to the conclusion- εἰ δὲ υἱὸς καὶ κληρονόμος—“but if a son, an heir also,” through God. The illustration is parallel in some points to that of the previous section. 

Verse 1
Galatians 4:1. λέγω δέ, ἐφ᾿ ὅσον χρόνον ὁ κληρονόμος νήπιός ἐστιν, οὐδὲν διαφέρει δούλου, κύριος πάντων ὤν—“Now I say, That the heir, as long as he is a child, differeth nothing from a servant (bond-servant), though he be lord of all.” This formula introduces a continued explanatory statement: Galatians 4:16; Romans 15:8. Otherwise the apostle writes as at Galatians 3:17, τοῦτο δὲ λέγω; or as in 1 Corinthians 1:12, λέγω δὲ τοῦτο; or in 1 Corinthians 7:29, τοῦτο δέ φημι. These cases are analogous, but somewhat different in emphasis. The train of thought which he has been pursuing suggests the following illustration. “Now I say,” carrying out yet another point of illustration, and by a different figure. The sense is not, “my meaning is this;” but a new phase of argument, connected closely, however, with what goes before, is introduced. For the phrase ἐφ᾿ ὅσον χρόνον, see Romans 7:1, 1 Corinthians 7:39; and this period is parallel to that of the paedagogy. The apostle states the simple proposition, and does not use the accusative with the infinitive as in Romans 15:8, or ὅτι as in 1 Corinthians 1:12. νήπιος is an infant or minor, and this term or ἄνηβος stands opposed to ἔφηβος ( παῖς- ἀνήρ), one who had attained to his majority. In Athens ἐφηβεία began at the age of eighteen, and two years elapsed before complete emancipation. In Rome infancy ended at the seventh year, puberty began at the fourteenth, but tutelage lasted till the twenty-fifth. In Scottish law pupillarity extends to fourteen in males, and minority to twenty-one. Among the Hebrews the period of nonage was thirteen years and a day for males, and twelve years and a day for females. Selden, de Successionibus, ix., Works, vol. ii. p. 25. It disturbs and enfeebles the analogy to attach to νήπιος any ethical meaning, as if “it implied imperfection of understanding as well as of age” (Bagge after Chrysostom). Doubtless it is because the heir is a child that tutors are appointed over him, and youth implies inability; but the apostle refers simply to the fact of childhood in its legal aspect-not to infancy in any physical sense, as might be suggested by the composition of the word. We must not put more into the figure than is warranted by the apostle's own deductions from it. The phrase ὁ κληρονόμος is like ὁ μεσίτης in Galatians 3:20—“the heir,” any or every heir as the case may be. Winer, § 18, 1; Dionys. Halic. Galatians 4:9, p. 13, vol. ii. ed. Kiessling. “The heir” is not the possessor, but only the expectant possessor. The inheritance is in reserve for him, Matthew 21:38; but he differs nothing from a servant. The genitive δούλου is used as in Matthew 6:26. See on Galatians 2:6. The heir is nothing different from a bond-servant-the idea being that he has no real possession, no power of independent action-even though he be lord of all: κύριος πάντων ὤν—“being all the while, or though he be lord of all.” This concessive use of the participle is common. Jelf, § 697, d; Donaldson, § 621. The κυριότης is his de jure, not de facto-the πάντα being his by right even now from his birth and position. It is not in eventum, as Meyer gives it, but now, at the present moment, he is lord of all, though not the actual possessor; yet, though lord of all, he is in dependence and discipline nothing different from a servant who has no right in the inheritance at all. 

Verse 2
Galatians 4:2. ᾿αλλὰ ὑπὸ ἐπιτρόπους ἐστὶ καὶ οἰκονόμους, ἄχρι τῆς προθεσμίας τοῦ πατρός—“But is under guardians and stewards, until the term appointed of the father.” The Vulgate has sub tutoribus et actoribus; Augustine, procuratores et actores; Wycliffe, “kepers and tutores,”-actores = to “doers” in old Scottish statute. The ἐπίτροπος literally is one on whom charge is devolved, or he might be the guardian of orphan children- ὀρφανῶν ἐπίτροπος, Plato, Leg. p. 766, C Plutarch, Lycurgus, § 3, p. 66, Vitae, vol. i. ed. Bekker. He is not to be identified with the παιδαγωγός (Elsner), but the heir is under his charge-he has the control of his person. On the other hand, the οἰκονόμος is entrusted with his property, as indeed the name implies-who provides for him and manages his possessions. Luke 16:1; Genesis 15:2; Xen. Mem. 2.10, 4. The word has been disguised into a rabbinical one. Schoettgen, in loc. et in Luke 8:3; Selden as above. In ordinary New Testament use it means overseer, as in Matthew 20:8, Luke 8:3; Herod. 1.108; Joseph. Antiq. 18.6, 6. But it is here employed in a more restricted meaning as a guardian or legal representative, called in Attic process κύριος. Xen. Mem. 1.2, 40; Ael. Var. Hist. 3.26. Compare what is said of Moses in Hebrews 3:5. Neither the person nor property of the heir are therefore at his own disposal during his minority-the first is under guardians, and the second under stewards. But the period of subjection is limited, yea, defined- 

῎αχρι τῆς προθεσμίας τοῦ πατρός—“until the term appointed of the father.” The term προθεσμία, meaning “appointed before”- προ-prearranged, occurs only here in the New Testament. It is used substantively, though ἡμέρας may be supplied. The word is a legal term found often in classical writers, as meaning the time defined for bringing actions or prosecutions (“Statute of limitations”), and it also denotes the period allowed to a defendant for paying damages. Sometimes it signifies any time pre-fixed- τῆς προθεσμίας ἐνισταμένης, Joseph. Antiq. 12.4, 7; but here it denotes the period fixed when the tutorship comes to an end. See Wetstein, in loc. 
The general meaning of the apostle is quite plain; but some points in the analogy, though they are not essential to the argument, are involved in difficulty. The apostle is not to be supposed to treat the subject with forensic accuracy in minutiae, but only to bring out the general conception, so that his meaning could be easily apprehended. One question is, “Is the father of the heir described supposed to be dead or alive?” Commentators are divided. That the father is supposed to be dead is the opinion of Theodoret, Rückert, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hilgenfeld, Windischmann, and Hofmann. The other opinion, that the father is supposed to be alive, is held by Cameron, Neubour, Wolf, Winer, Schott, Wieseler, Matthies, and Meyer. The question is of little importance in itself, and the settlement of it is not essential to the illustration. It may be argued, on the one hand, that the father is supposed to be dead, because the word ἐπίτροπος so often refers to a guardian of orphans, and the present participle ὤν describes a claim or right scarce compatible with the idea of the father's being alive. There is little force in the opposite argument, urged by Dr. Brown and others, that the supposition of a dead father would not be in harmony with the antitype, the living God of Israel; for the supposed death of the father would only symbolize some change of relation on the part of His children to God. On the other hand, it is in favour of the supposition that the father is alive, that the termination of the minority is said to be fore-appointed by him, whereas were he deceased the interval of minority would be regulated by statute. It may, however, be replied, that the father might fix the period which the law itself had ordained, or that there might be exceptional cases of power granted to a father, or that in Galatia the will of the father was more prominent in such arrangements than in other provinces. To decide either way dogmatically is impossible, though the second view has some probability. The ingenuity of Grotius in saying that the father is supposed to be absent, is parallel to that of Jatho in saying that the child-heir is an adopted child. The apostle simply states a common case-states it as it must have often occurred, and as it was best suited to illustrate his argument, in which the sovereign will of the father has a prominent place. He does not say-and it was not essential to his illustration to say-why the heir was thus placed under tutors and stewards. He merely records the common custom, that the heir for a definite period limited by the father's will, was usually so placed, and the occurrence was no rare or abnormal arrangement. Nor, in speaking of the spiritual truth so pictured out under a form of domestic administration, need we be curious or careful to distinguish the respective spheres of the tutors and trustees, as if the first referred to the Jews and the second to the Gentiles (Baumgarten-Crusius), or to inquire who they were, as if the ἐπίτροπος were the law and the οἰκονόμος the Aaronic priesthood (Windischmann). It is needless to track out points of analogy so minutely, for the apostle himself gives his meaning in the following verse- 

Verse 3
Galatians 4:3. οὕτω καὶ ἡμεῖς, ὅτε ἦμεν νήπιοι—“Even so we also, when we were children”-not individually or in our own previous personal lives, but the reference is to the church in its past immature state. καί is used in the comparison-the heir was for a time νήπιος, and we too are νήπιοι-in pointed parallel. Klotz-Devarius, vol. 2.635; Winer, § 53, 5. 

Who are meant by ἡμεῖς has been disputed. The previous illustration as to spiritual relationship to Abraham and the spheres of law and faith leads naturally to the conclusion that the ἡμεῖς are Jewish Christians, especially as the Son of God is declared in the next verse to have been born under law-that is, Jewish law-to redeem them who were under it. Such is the view of Chrysostom, Theodoret, Theophylact, Grotius, Estius, Usteri, Schott, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Wieseler. Others suppose that, while the special reference is to Jewish Christians, Gentiles are not excluded-as Koppe, Rückert, Matthies, Olshausen, and Ellicott. But it is difficult to see on what principle the subordinate reference to the Gentiles at this point is proved. The language is not in its favour, the spirit of the context does not imply it, and the direct address to Gentiles is postponed till Galatians 4:8. The Jewish believers were children while the law was over them, and the Son of God was born under that law to redeem them who were under it. A third party take ἡμεῖς in a general sense-we Christians: so Winer, Borger, Trana, Meyer, Bagge, Ewald, and Webster and Wilkinson. The heir while a minor is under tutors and stewards, and differs nothing from a servant; and we too, as long as we were in nonage, were in a similar condition- 

῾υπὸ τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου ἦμεν δεδουλωμένοι—“were under the rudiments of the world kept in bondage.” For the “elements” of the Authorized Version, Tyndale and Cranmer have “ordinaunces,” and the Genevan “rudiments.” The heir was in all respects as a δοῦλος; so we have been and are δεδουλωμένοι-perfect participle. Winer, § 45, 1. He is under tutors and guardians; οὕτως, so we were ἦμεν under ὑπὸ τὰ στοιχεῖα τοῦ κόσμου. The verb and participle may thus be taken separately- ἐστίν- ἦμεν; δοῦλος- δεδουλωμένοι. The term στοιχεῖα, elementa, is used in reference to physical elements in 2 Peter 3:10-12, Wisdom of Solomon 7:17; especially the heavenly bodies- οὐράνια στοιχεῖα (Justin, Apolog. 2.5, p. 294, Op. vol. i. ed. Otto; and the term by itself has probably the same meaning, as it is said they “never rest or keep Sabbath” in Dial. c. Tryph. p. 78, vol. ii. do.). They are defined as “sun, moon, stars, earth, sea, and all in them” in Clement. Hom. 10.9, p. 218, ed. Dressel. The common numeration, τέσσαρα στοιχεῖα, occurs in Hermas, Vis. 3.13, p. 29, Nov. Test. extra Canonem receptum, ed. Hilgenfeld, 1866; Plato, Timaeus, p. 48, B Theophilus, ad Autol. 1.4, p. 14, ed. Otto. In this sense the word was regarded by many of the fathers (Chrysostom, Theodore Mops., and Pelagius) as referring to new moons, Sabbaths, and festivals ruled by the seasons, etc.; Augustine taking it to describe the Gentile worship of the physical elements-a thought excluded by the ἡμεῖς; Hilgenfeld, Schneckenburger, and Caspari, regarding the phrase as denoting the adoration of the stars as living powers-a form of nature-worship with which the Mosaic cultus cannot certainly be identified. But the term στοιχεῖα means also in the New Testament rudiments or elementary teaching-primas legis literas (Tertullian)-as in Hebrews 5:12, where it is opposed to τελειότης; in Colossians 2:8 it has much the same meaning as in this place, for there it is opposed to “traditions of men,” and in Galatians 2:20, where it is viewed as connected with “ordinances.” The noun also denotes letters, alphabetical symbols, what is suited to the tuition of infancy. The genitive τοῦ κόσμου, subjective in meaning, may not have a gross materialistic sense (Hofmann), nor that of humanity (Wieseler), but a sense similar to that of its adjective in the phrase ἅγιον κοσμικόν—“a worldly sanctuary,” Hebrews 9:1. The words may thus mean “elementary lessons of outward things” (Conybeare). The Jewish economy was of the world as it was sensuous, made up of types appealing to the senses, and giving only but the first principles of a spiritual system. See under Colossians 2:8; Colossians 2:17. Cremer, sub voce. Bondage and pupillarity appear to be combined in the illustration-the στοιχεῖα are fitted to the νήπιοι, and necessary to them. The child-heir, when he was a child, was taught only faint outlines of spiritual truth suited to his capacity, and taught them to some extent by worldly symbols-the fire, the altar, and the shedding of blood, δικαιώματα σαρκός, Hebrews 9:10 -a state of dependence and subjection compared with the freedom and the fulness of enlightenment and privilege under the gospel, or after the fulness of the time. While the “we” seems to refer so distinctly to Jewish believers as under the law, it may be said, that as in the previous paragraphs the Mosaic law in its want of power to justify represents on this point all law, so this state of bondage under the elements of the world represented also the condition of the Gentile races as somewhat similar in servitude and discipline. 

Verse 4
Galatians 4:4. ῞οτε δὲ ἦλθεν τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ χρόνου—“But when the fulness of the time was come;” δέ introducing the opposite condition. For πλήρωμα, see under Ephesians 1:23. It is the time regarded as having filled up the allotted space, or itself filled up with the inflow of all the periods contained in the προθεσμία of the father. The one clause is parallel to the other. The δουλεία of the heir lasts till the προθεσμία of the father arrives; our spiritual bondage expires with the advent of the fulness of the time-God's set time. The nonage of the church was the duration of the Mosaic covenant. But not till the last moment of its existence, when its time was filled like a reservoir with the last drop, was it set aside, and the ripe or full age of the church commenced- πεπλήρωται ὁ καιρός, Mark 1:15. The fulness of the time was also the fittest time in the world's history. See under Ephesians 1:10. 

᾿εξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ—“God sent forth His Son,” that is, from Himself. Many passages of Scripture assert this truth of the mission of Christ from the Father. The verb is a double compound. He sent forth “His Son,” so named here with a reference to the subsequent υἱοί: through His Son they pass from servants into sons. Christ came not without a commission: the Father sent Him; and He undertook the mission, came in love, did His Father's will, “became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross.” He was with the Father as His Son prior to His mission-His pre-existence at least is clearly implied, but not impersonal, as Baur (Paulus, p. 628), or only ideal, according to the representation of Philo (Leg. Allegor. p. 139, Opera, vol. i. ed. Pfeiffer). 

γενόμενον ἐκ γυναικός—“born of a woman.” The reading γεννώμενον, defended by Rinck, has only a very slender support, and is found in no uncial MS. (Reiche). The preposition ἐκ indicates origin: Matthew 1:18; John 3:6; Winer, § 47. No specialty is expressed in ἐκ γυναικός, for the reference is not to the virgin birth of our Lord. The meaning is not de virgine sponsa (Schott). Nor are Theophylact and OEcumenius justified in regarding the phrase as formally directed against Docetism- ἐκ τῆς οὐσίας αὐτῆς σῶμα λάβοντα. 

The clause, while it contains the profound mystery of the miraculous conception, does not give it prominence. It says nothing of the supernatural, save the fact of the divine mission and the incarnation, for it had no immediate connection with the apostle's argument. It is the phrase employed to describe human birth in Hebrew: Job 14:1, Matthew 11:11; as Augustine says, Mulieris nomine non virgineum decus negatur, sed femineus sexus ostenditur. But there is an implied exclusion of human fatherhood, though not a formal expression of it as Calvin maintains; but he adopted the reading factum ex muliere of the Vulgate,-factum being by many of the Latin fathers, as Tertullian (De Carne Christi xv.), regarded as in contrast with natum, and ex with per. So Estius, Calovius, Perkins. But the phrase “born of a woman” ( ἐκ, not διά), though not intended for the purpose, furnished a fair argument against Docetism,-the ἐκ implying τὴν κοινωνίαν τῆς φύσεως, as Basil says, De Spiritu Sancto 5.12, p. 13, Opera, tom. iii., Gaume, Paris. While the previous clause assumes His pre-existence, this asserts His genuine humanity. But Hegel's philosophy ventures a transcendental commentary: God sent His Son-Das heisst nicht Anderes als, das Selbst-bewusstseyn hatte sich zu denjenigen Momenten erhoben, welche zum Begriff des Geistes gehören, und zum Bedürfniss, diese Momente auf eine absolute Weise zu fassen. See Mansel's Bampton Lectures, v. Schelling philosophizes away the fulness of the time thus: Die Menschenwerdung Gottes ist also eine Menschenwerdung von Ewigkeit; apparently identifying the incarnation with what divines call the eternal generation. 

γενόμενον ὑπὸ νόμον—“born under the law.” 1 Maccabees 10:38. The phrase is more common with the simple verb of existence-ch. Galatians 3:25, Galatians 4:21, Galatians 5:18. In classic usage a dative is often employed. Rost u. Palm, sub voce. It would be forced to change the meaning of this second γενόμενον, and render it with Scholefield, “made subject to the law;” or with Luther, unter das Gesetz gethan. So also Calvin, Winer, Usteri, Wieseler. For to change the meaning would lose the emphasis involved in the repetition. Christ was not only born a man, but He was born a Jew-one of the seed of Abraham. He was a member of the Hebrew commonwealth by birth, and by the fact of that birth was under the law; so that He was circumcised, presented in the temple by Mary, and baptized by John; and He worshipped in the synagogue, kept the Sabbath, regarded ceremonial distinctions, observed the great feasts, and paid the tax of the half-shekel. The apostle does not mean that after becoming man He did, by a distinct and additional voluntary act, place Himself under the law, but that by His very birth He became subject to the law whose claims upon Him He willingly allowed. 

According to promise and prophecy, salvation was to be of the Jews. The woman's Seed was to be specially the Seed of Abraham, through the line of Isaac and Jacob, of the tribe of Judah, and the family of David. He was a “minister of the circumcision,” being sent only “to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” And the purpose is then described- 

Verse 5
Galatians 4:5. ῞ινα τοὺς ὑπὸ νόμον ἐξαγοράσῃ—“In order that He might redeem those under the law.” See under Galatians 3:13. Those under the law are certainly the Jews; and He was born of a woman, born under the law, in order that He might redeem them. As their representative in blood, and in position under the law, He obeyed its precepts and He bore its penalty, so that they were freed from its curse and from its yoke, and became disciples of a more spiritual system, which taught truth in its realities and not in obscure symbols, whose sacrifice was not “the blood of bulls and of goats, and the ashes of a heifer,” but “the precious blood of Christ;” which gave them the privilege of kneeling, not toward a mercy-seat of gold, but before the “throne of grace,” and whose High Priest had gone into a holiest place beyond the skies. We enter not into the question of the active and passive obedience so often discussed under reference to this verse, but only say that obedience and suffering were ever combined, so that in obeying He suffered, while His suffering was His last and highest act of obedience: “He became obedient unto death.” 

They were no longer under bondage to a law which Christ had obeyed alike in its requirements and penalty. To the bondage of the law, as we may learn from the second verse, the apostle has special allusion. God's own children living under that law differed little from slaves. Spiritual freedom was denied them. Minute prescriptions were given for diet, dress, travel, labour, for home and for field, for farm and orchard, for private piety and public worship, for ceremonial purity and ethical relations, for birth and marriage, for each day and for the Sabbath-day, for trade and for war, for child and for parent, for tax and for tithe. The entire and multifarious code lay a heavy burden upon them,-nothing was left as a matter of choice to them,-almost in nothing were they masters of themselves; so that the national life must have been to a great extent mechanical-a routine of obedience into which they were so solemnly drilled-the service of δοῦλοι. Law cannot save; it has no means of deliverance within itself. Nor could they throw the burden off. They durst not dismiss the tutors and guardians, nor proclaim of their own power that their minority had ceased and that they henceforth assumed the position of men. They had to wait the fore-fixed time of the father. But now from the burden of the law they are delivered, as they had been redeemed from its curse, though certainly the curse was also an element of the burden. See under Galatians 3:10-14. 

῞ινα τὴν υἱοθεσίαν ἀπολάβωμεν—“in order that we might receive the adoption of sons.” Romans 8:15; Romans 8:23; Ephesians 1:5. The apostle again uses the first person plural, and the use of it may resemble Galatians 3:14. The redemption of those who were under the law was necessary to the adoption both of Jews and Gentiles. So that the second ἵνα is scarcely co-ordinate with the first, but introduces a higher ulterior purpose common in its realization both to Jew and Gentile. Compare Galatians 3:15, Ephesians 5:25. Both clauses are connected with the one finite verb, but the lines of connection are not parallel, the first clause—“that He might redeem those under the law”-specially linked with the one nearest to it—“born under the law,” and the second with the more remote one—“born of a woman.” Jelf, § 904, 3. The blessing is υἱοθεσία, not simply υἱότης-not sonship natural, but sonship conferred. Rückert, Usteri, Schott, and Brown deny this, and refer it to the change by which the heir who had been under tutelage passes to his majority, and is recognised as a son. That is straining the analogy. Hesychius rightly defines the term- ὅταν τὶς θετὸν υἱὸν λαμβάνῃ. Diodor. Sic. 4.39; Herod. 6:57. They had been in bondage; but they were freed from it now, and adopted into the household. By no other process could they enter into the family-they were not of it, but were brought into it. And they are freed from legal burden before they are adopted; nay, their emancipation from servitude is virtually their adoption. Both are gifts-Christ died to redeem them, and they receive the other from God. The idea of receiving “back” or recovering is not in the verb, though Augustine argues, non dixit, accipiamus sed recipiamus, and Jowett paraphrases, “receive back our intended blessing.” The ἀπο- may sometimes signify “again,” Luke 15:27; Liddell and Scott. Adam had a υἱότης before his fall-he was υἱὸς θεοῦ; and in this sense our adoption is reinstating us in the family. But the new sonship is so different, that it can scarce be termed a recovery, since it is far more-it is a higher relation than man originally possessed. For it is the image of the second Adam to which we are to be conformed, and the inheritance is in heaven, and no mere paradise restored on earth. Nor, as Meyer remarks, was the υἱοθεσία which belonged to the Jews really lost. Exodus 4:22; Hosea 11:9. The nation was still in theocratic covenant with God. Chrysostom gives the verb another meaning-to receive as one's due, for the promise was made of old (Theophylact, Bengel). Such a sense may sometimes be inferred from the context, as in Luke 6:34; in the other passages- Luke 23:41; Romans 1:27; Colossians 3:24 -a distinct term is found which formally conveys this sense. But the idea is here foreign to the train of thought. Nor can the notion of Schott and Rückert be sustained, that ἀπο- means inde, or as the fruit of the redemption; the notion is implied in the context, but not directly expressed by the verb. The verb is used simply as elsewhere- Luke 16:25; Colossians 3:24 —“to receive into possession from,” pointing ideally to the source. Through faith, the apostle had said, believers are Abraham's seed, and children according to promise; and how faith confers adoption upon us is told us in these verses. Christ's incarnation and death intervening-the curse and yoke of the law being taken away-by faith in Him he who was a servant is gifted with the position and privileges of a son. See under Galatians 3:26. That sonship is now enjoyed, but its fulness of blessing and fellowship waits the coming of the Lord Jesus. For it is added- 

Verse 6
Galatians 4:6. ῞οτι δέ ἐστε υἱοί. It is difficult to say whether ὅτι be demonstrative or causal-whether it mean “that”-as a proof that, or “because”-quoniam in the Vulgate and Claromontane Latin. The question then is, Is the sending forth of the Spirit of His Son regarded by the apostle as the proof or as the result of sonship? The conjunction will bear either meaning; the causal meaning is the simpler syntax, but the demonstrative meaning is more in unison with the argument. To render “because ye are sons” seems to interfere with the formal conclusion of the following verse- ὥστε—“wherefore thou art no more a servant, but a son.” He would be taking for granted their sonship before he had proved it as his conclusion-there would be an assumed result, and then a formal conclusion. But with the other rendering, “that,” or “in proof that ye are sons,” the apostle is only adding another argument-forging a last link in the demonstration. Christ was born a man, and born under the law, to redeem such as were under the law, that we from being servants might be adopted as sons; and that this is your position is proved by your possession of His Spirit. 

Critics are divided. The causal meaning is held by Luther, Bengel, Olshausen, De Wette, Hilgenfeld, Alford, Windischmann, Lightfoot, Trana, Bisping, and Meyer in his third edition, having maintained the other view in his first and second editions. The demonstrative meaning is held by the Greek fathers, who found no difficulty in the construction, by Ambrosiaster, Koppe, Flatt, Borger, Rückert, Schott, Jatho, Brown, Ellicott, and Wieseler who renders somewhat differently by quod attinet ad id, quod- εἰς ἐκεῖνο,- ὅτι. 

In adopting the demonstrative meaning we admit a breviloquence, which, however, can be well defended. Winer, § 66, 1; Demosthenes, contra Pantaen. p. 110, vol. ii. Opera, ed. Schaefer. In confirmation of the same view the ἐστε speaks, for it has the emphasis and not υἱοί, and the verb is that of actual present state. In such a case, too, one would expect ὑμῶν, which, however, is a correction, probably for this reason, of the better supported ἡμῶν. 

“And that ye are sons.” The δέ introduces the statement, not, however, as opposed to what precedes, but as something yet different-a step in advance. The words τοῦ θεοῦ found in D, F, and in the Latin fathers (Augustine, however, excepted), are an unwarranted exegetical supplement. 

᾿εξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ εἰς τὰς καρδίας ἡμῶν—“God sent forth the Spirit of His Son into our hearts.” The authorities for the ὑμῶν of the Received Text are D3, E, K, L, Chrysostom, Theodoret, Augustine, the Vulgate, Coptic, and Syriac; while ἡμῶν has in its favour A, B, C, D1, F, א, with many of the fathers, such as Basil, Tertullian, Jerome, and Hilary. The reading ὑμῶν might have been a conformation to the previous ἐστε. But the change of person is as in Romans 7:4. The appeal is to them directly in the previous ἐστε; but the apostle at once and now includes himself with them, when he adds a clause descriptive of spiritual experience. The τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ is the Holy Spirit, in no sense “spirit” meaning disposition or temper-sensus christianus-or a filial nature (Gwynne); ὁ θεὸς ἐξαπέστειλεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ, and similarly ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. The mission is first of the Son and then of the Spirit on the part of the Father, implying by the parallel language the personality of the Spirit. And He is the Spirit of His Son, who dwelt in Him, as He has secured His gracious influences, and as it is His “things” which the Spirit shows, one of His special functions being to deepen in all the sons their resemblance to the elder brother-the Son of God. Romans 8:9. In the fulness of the time God sent forth His Son, and no doubt in the fulness of the time, too, God sent His Spirit into their hearts-the time fore-appointed for their ingathering and conversion-in that crisis of their history which Himself had set apart, Galatians 3:2. The aorist does not represent the fulness of the Spirit's outflow upon them, but the fact that the Spirit was sent into their hearts when they believed and were adopted. The Spirit of His Son is a token of its adoption to every child, for it is the bond of union with Him who is “the first-born among many brethren.” That Spirit is sent into the “heart,” the central seat or organ of the inner life and power, which the Spirit of God's Son inhabits, and out of which He cries through us, Abba, Father. The ἐστέ υἱοί seems to have suggested the correlative appellation τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτοῦ. There is thus triune operation-Father, Son, and Spirit-in providing, securing, and enjoying this adoption. And that Spirit in their hearts is represented as- 

κράζον, ᾿αββᾶ ὁ πατήρ—“crying, Abba, Father.” Mark 14:36. In Romans 8:15 the aspect of thought is, ἐν ᾧ κράζομεν ᾿αββᾶ, ὁ πατήρ; and in Galatians 4:26 of the same chapter it is said of the Spirit, ὑπερεντυγχάνει ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν. The Spirit in our hearts cries-no Hebraism meaning “making to cry.” But the Divine Agent Himself, as the Spirit of adoption, is represented as crying. For the impulse is His, the realized sonship is of Him, the deepened sense of want is of His creation, in the heart whence rises the tender and earnest address, Abba, Father. The nominative is used as the vocative. Matthew 11:26; Bernhardy, p. 67; Krüger, § 45, 2, 6, 7. But why the double appellation, first in Aramaic and then in Greek, as in Mark 14:36, Romans 8:15? The childlike lisp in the word Abba, and its easy labial pronunciation, may account for its origin, but not for its use here (Olshausen); nor can Dr. Gill be listened to in his dream that “the word being the same pronounced backwards or forwards, shows that God is the Father of His people in adversity as well as in prosperity.” It is a superficial explanation of the formula to allege, with Beza, Schott, Usteri, and Conybeare, that ὁ πατήρ is merely, like the Abaddon-Apollyon of Revelation 9:11, explanatory of the Aramaic Abba. For why should such a translation be made by Jesus in the garden, where no human ear heard Him, and by Paul when writing to the Romans of the Spirit of adoption? Nor is it more likely that the double appellation is meant to convey what the elder interpreters find in it-to wit, that it was uttered to point out the spiritual brotherhood of all men in all languages. This opinion, so naturally suggested, cannot certainly apply to the individual address of the Saviour in Mark 14:36. But one may say, in the first place, that endeared repetition characterizes a true child, as it clings to the idea of fatherhood, and loves to dwell upon it. In the second place, the use of the Aramaic term must have arisen in the Jewish portion of the church, with whom it seems to have been a common form of tender address. And then, as believing Jews used another tongue in foreign countries, they appear to have felt the ὁ πατήρ to be cold and distant, so that, as to the Lord in His agony, the vernacular term impressed on the ear and heart of childhood instinctively recurred. ῾ο πατήρ is what the apostle wishes to say; but in a mood of extreme tenderness, speaking of God's children and of their yearning filial prayerfulness and confidence in approaching and naming Him, he prefixes the old familiar term ᾿αββᾶ. It was no absolute term at first, like some other names, but ever a relative one. So Jesus, realizing His Sonship with unspeakable intenseness, in that awful prayer names His Father ᾿αββᾶ ὁ πατήρ. The double appellation could only arise among a bilingual people, where certain native words were hallowed, and in moments of strong emotion were used along with their foreign equivalent. And soon the phrase became a species of proper name, so that in heathen countries ᾿αββᾶ ὁ πατήρ passed into an authorized formula. As this formula commences prayer, so we have a similar concluding one, but in reverse order, ναὶ ᾿αμήν, Revelation 1:7. Similar expressions are found in the rabbinical books. Schoettgen, vol. i. p. 252. Selden's explanation is, that the use of the name implies the change of a slave to a freeman; but the apostle is proving a different point-that of sonship or adoption. Works, vol. ii. p. 14. Lightfoot affirms that the form אָבִי signifies a master as well as a father, but the form אַבָּא denotes only a natural father (Hebrew and Talmudic Exercitations on Mark, Works, vol. xi. p. 438). In Chaldee with a single ב it is said to mean a natural father, with a double בּ a father in a spiritual sense. The Syriac renders simply “Father, our Father.” 

The apostle now comes to the conclusion or application to which he has been working in the three preceding verses, connected as they are so closely with the illustration which begins the chapter. 

Verse 7
Galatians 4:7. ῞ωστε οὐκέτι εἶ δοῦλος, ἀλλὰ υἱός—“Wherefore thou art no longer a slave, but a son.” The first term introduces the statement as a result from what precedes, and it is followed here by the indicative, as often at the commencement of a sentence. Winer, § 41, 5; Klotz-Devarius, ii. p. 771. See under Galatians 2:13. The comparative term οὐκέτι refers back to the δουλεία in Galatians 4:3. The address is narrowed down in this pointed appeal from the first person plural in Galatians 4:5, through the second person plural in Galatians 4:6, to the second person singular. Compare Romans 11:17; Romans 12:20, 1 Corinthians 4:7; 1 Corinthians 10:29, for a similar form of individualizing appeal. 

εἰ δὲ υἱός, καὶ κληρονόμος—“but if a son, also an heir.” The two positions are identical-the one is bound up in the other. The slave is no heir, but he who is a son is also an heir by the fact of his being a son. Romans 8:17, εἰ δὲ τέκνα, καὶ κληρονόμοι. If thou art a son, in addition to such sonship thou art an heir-an heir of the promise made by God to Abraham and his seed. See under Ephesians 1:11. That thou art a son is proved from thy possession of the Spirit; no longer a slave-thou canst say, Abba; and if a son, then also an heir. 

The Received Text reads, κληρονόμος θεοῦ διὰ χριστοῦ—“an heir of God through Christ”-a reading quite in harmony with the context. This reading is found in C3, D, K, L, א 3, the Claromontane which reads et haeres Dei per Christum, and the Gothic version. Chrysostom and Theodoret follow the same reading, and there are other smaller variations. The simpler and shorter reading- διὰ θεοῦ-is supported by A, B, C1, א 1, the Vulgate which has haeres per Deum, Ambrosiaster, Augustine, Pelagius, with Clement, Basil, Athanasius, Cyril, Didymus among the Greek fathers. F reads διὰ θεόν, and some MSS. have διὰ ᾿ιησοῦ χριστοῦ. Some versions seem made from a text which read simply θεοῦ, while others must have read θεοῦ διὰ τοῦ πνεύματος. This variety of reading shows that emendation has been at work, and that the similar phrase in Romans 8:17 - κληρονόμοι μὲν θεοῦ συγκληρονόμοι δὲ χριστοῦ-has suggested the different readings. Some indeed-as Rückert and De Wette, and as Griesbach thinks probable-suppose that all the words after κληρονόμος are spurious additions, as in Galatians 3:29. But the MSS. all declare, with one exception (C at first hand), for some addition. Rinck and Usteri maintain the reading διὰ χριστοῦ, as if θεοῦ from Romans 8:17 were first written above χριστοῦ and then exchanged for it. Lachmann and Tischendorf adopt the shorter reading. It is needless to object with Matthaei that the orthodox wrote διὰ θεοῦ for διὰ χριστοῦ, for the reading διὰ θεοῦ is as old as Clement of Alexandria; nor could the hostility to Arianism suggest such a change. Reiche, Fritzsche, and Hahn defend the Received Text. Fritzsche supposes that the copyists first confounded θεοῦ with χριστοῦ per oculorum errorem, then omitted διὰ χριστοῦ, and then wrote διὰ θεοῦ-a critical hypothesis not very credible. If we accept διὰ θεοῦ, the curter reading, all the others can be, by a series of natural emendations, easily accounted for, and by the desire to express the mediation of Christ. But διὰ θεοῦ is in harmony with the whole passage. The agency of God in the process of adoption has special prominence. The time “appointed of the father” is the express terminus of the δουλεία in the figure. Then it is ἐξαπέστειλεν τὸν υἱὸν αὐτοῦ, then ἐξαπέστειλεν ὁ θεὸς τὸ πνεῦμα-that Spirit which cries ὁ πατήρ; and the clear and undeniable conclusion is, we are brought into the position of sons διὰ θεοῦ-through God's agency. Thus there is no occasion to adopt the view of Windischmann which takes θεοῦ in its widest sense of God-Father, Son, and Spirit,-the Father sending the Son and the Spirit, the Son redeeming us, and the Spirit completing our sonship. The noun is anarthrous, as it often is after prepositions. Winer, § xix. It would seem, too, that God the Father is directly referred to; for He adopts, sends His Son to provide for it, and His Spirit as the proof of it, so that we become sons, also heirs, “through Him.” No genitive follows κληρονόμος in this clause, but it has θεοῦ in Romans 8:17; τῆς βασιλείας, James 2:5. The inheritance is also referred to in Galatians 3:18; Galatians 3:29. 

The declaration, “if a son, then an heir,” is based on a general law or instinct—“The parents lay up for the children.” Perhaps this common practice is enough for the apostle's argument. But if the statement is regarded as a special declaration based on legal enactment, the reference cannot be to the Hebrew law which gave the first-born a double portion and excluded daughters; for there is in Christ neither male nor female, and each one is an heir. The allusion is rather to Roman law, under which all the children inherited equally. Thus Gaius: sui autem et necessarii heredes sunt velut filius filiave.-Sui autem heredes existimantur liberi qui in potestate morientis fuerint, veluti filius, filiave, nepos neptisve ex filio . . . nec interest utrum naturales sint an adoptivi, suorum heredum numero sunt.-Institut. 2.156, Galatians 3:2, ed. Böcking. Sui et necessarii heredes were quite in this position-if children, then heirs. The Athenian law, which, however, made no distinction between real and personal estate, was not so precise: it gave sons an equal right, the son being merely bound to give his sisters a marriage-portion. 

The apostle now turns to the Gentile portion of the church, and impresses on them the folly of placing themselves under bondage to the Mosaic law. 

Verse 8
Galatians 4:8. ᾿αλλὰ τότε μὲν, οὐκ εἰδότες θεόν—“Howbeit at that time indeed, not knowing God.” The ἀλλά introduces the statement of their condition, and throws it into striking contrast with the conclusion arrived at in the preceding verse. Sons you are now, but the time was when it was different with you. In the adverb τότε the allusion is not formally to Galatians 4:3 (Winer), but generally to their previous state-to the ἔτι in οὐκέτι. It does not signify vaguely πάλαι, as Koppe and Flatt take it, and the stress is on the μέν—“indeed,” “truly.” The οὐκ εἰδότες, as Meyer remarks, forms one conceptus-ignorantes. Winer, § 55, 5; Gayler, p. 287. This ignorance of God was a characterizing fact-no mere opinion of the writer. 1 Thessalonians 4:5; 2 Thessalonians 1:8. See under Ephesians 2:12 - ἄθεοι. 

᾿εδουλεύσατε τοῖς φύσει μὴ οὖσι θεοῖς—“ye were in bondage to them which by nature are not gods,” or, “to gods which by nature are not.” The former negative is historic- οὐ; but this is subjective- μή. The order of the words in the Received Text is τοῖς μὴ φύσει οὖσι θεοῖς, which is found in D3, F, G, K, L, some minuscules, and in Chrysostom, Theodoret, and the Philoxenian Syriac. The other arrangement is found in A, B, C, D & sup1, 3;, E, א, and in the Vulgate, Gothic, Coptic, etc. The last order, which is also best substantiated, is the more emphatic-it denies them in the apostle's estimation to be gods in any sense; whereas the other order would say less strongly that they were gods-not so indeed by nature, but converted against their nature into gods by human superstition. By the use of μή the apostle gives in his own judgment a denial of the divinity of those objects of worship (Winer, § 55, 5), 1 Corinthians 8:4-6, called by him δαιμόνια in 1 Corinthians 10:20. The dative φύσει is that of characterization (Madvig, § 40), and means “by nature,” or essentially, in opposition to what is accidental or derived from circumstance. See under Ephesians 2:3. The aorist ἐδουλεύσατε refers simply to the past period of their ignorance. During this period, and confined to that period over and gone, they were servants (Kühner, § 401)-in slavery to gods which in no sense were gods, and had no real right to be so named. Idolatry characterized them. “Gods and lords many” were worshipped and served among them in their state of ignorance, or because of it, as the participle may have a quasi-causal sense. The Galatians probably inherited the “abominable idolatries” of their Gallic ancestors. “Natio est omnis Gallorum admodum dedita religionibus.”-Caesar, de Bello Gall. 6.16. Diodorus speaks of the Galatian δεισιδαιμονία, which led them to lavish gold on their gods and temples, though they were fond of money to excess,5:27. The native Phrygian idolatry may have been partially adopted on the Gallic occupation of the province-the worship of Cybele; and there may have been combined with it some elements of Hellenic superstition. Wernsdorff, De Republica Galat. § 32; Pausanias, Descrips. Graec. 7.17, 10, vol. ii. p. 584, ed. Schubart et Walz. The apostle does not enter into particulars, as there may have been variations among the three leading tribes,-the general fact suffices for his purpose. These words cannot be addressed to Jewish believers, as Theodoret seems to imagine. The scholiast quoted in Usteri says that the keeping of times marked by sun and moon is to be in slavery to those heavenly bodies-a species of idolatry. 

Verse 9
Galatians 4:9. νῦν δὲ γνόντες θεόν, μᾶλλον δὲ γνωσθέντες ὑπὸ θεοῦ—“But now having known God, or rather being known by God.” The νῦν δέ stands in contrast to the τότε μέν. There seems no true ground for making any distinction here between εἰδότες and γνόντες, as is done by Olshausen, as if the former meant rather external knowledge-mehr blos ausserliche Wissen, and the second inner knowledge. There is more truth in Professor Lightfoot's distinction, that the first refers to absolute and the second to relative knowledge-the difference between “to know” and “to come to the knowledge of.” 1 John 2:29. At least the following verses do not warrant Olshausen's distinction, for John 7:27 -especially John 8:55 -would seem to reverse it, where Jesus says of His Father: καὶ οὐκ ἐγνώκατε αὐτόν· ἐγὼ δὲ οἶδα αὐτόν. In 2 Corinthians 5:16, the words εἰ δὲ καὶ ἐγνώκαμεν κατὰ σάρκα χριστόν do not certainly imply an inner or active knowledge. The Galatians had come to the knowledge of God-of God in Christ, the one living and true God-the only object of genuine worship and trust. And this knowledge had been carried to them by the gospel, and by the preaching of Christ. “No man knoweth the Father but the Son, and he to whomsoever the Son shall reveal Him.” The apostle, however, at once corrects himself, and adds- 

΄ᾶλλον δὲ γνωσθέντες ὑπὸ θεοῦ—“but rather were known of God.” Compare for a similar change of voice, Philippians 3:12. In μᾶλλον δέ lies the notion of a climactic correction of the previous clause. Raphelius, in loc.; hic est corrigentis ut saepissime alibi, Stallbaum, Plato, Sym. 173, E Bornemann, Xen. Cyrop. p. 354. Romans 8:34; Ephesians 5:11. The phrase has been variously understood. 

1. The most improbable interpretation is that of Beza, a Lapide, Koppe, and others, who give the participle the sense of the Hophal conjugation in Hebrew-scire facti, “being made to know.” It is forced and unnecessary. Winer, § 39, 3, n. 2. 

2. Some, as Grotius, give the simple sense of approbati, which the usage does not warrant. 

3. Others, as Borger, Winer, Rückert, Usteri, Schott, and virtually Trana and Ewald, attach the meaning anerkannt seid-acknowledged by. But this direct meaning does not seem proved by any distinct instance in the New Testament. Matthew 25:12; Philippians 3:12; 2 Timothy 2:19. The sense, then, seems to be that of the Greek fathers, that they had not so much known God, as they had been taken into knowledge by God. 1 Corinthians 8:2; 1 Corinthians 13:12 - προσληφθέντες ὑπὸ θεοῦ (Theophylact). It was not that by any intuition or argument they had arrived at the knowledge of God; but the apostle glorifies the divine agency in their enlightenment, and refers to their condition, rather than their actual knowledge. God knew them ere they knew Him, and His knowing them was the cause of their knowing Him. See many examples from the Old Testament in Webster and Wilkinson. Nostrum cognoscere est cognosci a Deo (Luther). Matthies understands the clause as referring “to the Spirit of God knowing Himself again in them;” but Kimmel justly calls this exegesis ein Hegel'scher dem Paulus fremder Sinn. Jowett's statement is not unlike that of Matthies. Compare for another form of putting the same truth, 1 John 4:10, Isaiah 65:1. Recognition, conversion, and other blessings are implied, though not expressed in the clause. That He did not know them before the gospel came among them argues no defect in His omniscience. The language is warranted by usage. But brought into His knowledge, they saw light in His light. The gospel, he who preached it, and the Spirit who accompanied it, were alike of Him, and given to them. Their privilege thus began with His gracious knowledge of them, not their apprehension of Him. The apostle feels that this is the truer way of stating the case-giving the grace of God the glory, and putting their apostasy in a yet more awful light, it being an ungrateful rebellion against God's kindness, as well as a relapse into what was unsatisfying and obsolete. 

And the startling question then comes- 

πῶς ἐπιστρέφετε πάλιν ἐπὶ τὰ ἀσθενῆ καὶ πτωχὰ στοιχεῖα;—“how is it that ye are returning again to the weak and beggarly elements?” In the question begun by πῶς that surprising inconsistency is rebuked. Their going back is something amazing—“Who bewitched you?” After your high privilege conferred on you, your emancipation from the servitude of idols, your pure theology, yea, and your being taken into the knowledge of God, how comes it that you, so preciously blessed, are turning, and that without any tempting bribe, or any plausible benefit-turning “to the weak and beggarly elements?” The adverb πάλιν does not mean “back”-retro-as in Homer, but as usually in the New Testament, “again”-iterum. Damm. Lex. Homer. sub voce. Ellicott says that the notion of back is involved in the verb; but ἐπι does not necessarily imply it, for ὀπίσω and εἰς τὰ ὀπίσω are often connected with it. Comp. also Acts 14:15; Acts 15:19, 1 Thessalonians 1:9. The present tense shows the act to be going on-the apostasy to be proceeding. See under Galatians 1:6. 

For στοιχεῖα, see under Galatians 4:3. 

These elements are stigmatized as ἀσθενῆ—“weak,” wholly inadequate to secure justification or provide spiritual deliverance (Romans 8:3); and πτωχά—“beggarly,”-an epithet often used in its literal sense as applied to persons, and here signifying that they were endowed with no clusters of spiritual blessing, and were not fraught with “the unsearchable riches of Christ.” Hebrews 7:18. 

οἷς πάλιν ἄνωθεν δουλεύειν θέλετε—“to which ye are desiring again afresh to be in bondage.” Wisdom of Solomon 19:6. The English version, the Syriac, and Vulgate omit the translation of one of the two adverbs, probably regarding them as synonymous-an opinion adopted by Borger. The emphasis lies on πάλιν ἄνωθεν-once in bondage, and again anew placing themselves under it, as if the first slavery had been forgotten. “Ye desire” to be in it again, and are anew beginning to place yourselves beneath it. Strange to say, of their own accord they were wishing to be in this servitude “afresh.” As their condition struck him-their divine deliverance, their spiritual freedom, and their willing relapse into servitude-he naturally asks πῶς, is it possible? One difficulty lies in πάλιν, if the στοιχεῖα as in Galatians 4:3 be restricted to the Mosaic ritual. Were the Gentiles under στοιχεῖα previously as well as the Jews? There is no sure historical ground for alleging that the persons so addressed had been proselytes (Olshausen, Credner), though in all probability many of the class existed in the churches of Galatia and in all the early churches, as if the meaning were-ye are going again into bondage to the Mosaic ritual, since in some sense they had been in it, and afresh they were recurring to its στοιχεῖα. This notion cannot be sustained, and therefore it is probable that the heathen cultus receives by implication the same name from the apostle as do the Jewish ordinances. While there was not identity, there was such similarity between them that they may be both comprehended under the same epithet, though such a comparison as that of Grotius between castratio and circumcisio is simply absurd. The system into which they were relapsing was of a like character to that under which they had been originally enslaved. For it was ritualistic in a high degree, with its orgies and mutilations. Such a ceremonial institute, hedging in a man with its rigid minutiae, and binding him to the punctilious observance of them, was an intolerable yoke like Judaism. Besides, even in paganism, with all its follies and falsehoods, there were rudiments of truth. The worship of many gods proved the felt need of some god, the altar with its victims implied convictions of sin, and the lustrations betokened the conscious want of purity. Thus under such systems, and not wholly overlaid by them, were some “elements” of religious verities, in harmony with irrepressible spiritual instincts and yearnings, educated by such discipline into an intensity which must in many instances have prepared for the reception of that gospel which meets all wants and satisfies all awakened longings-verifying what Tertullian calls testimonium animae naturaliter christianae. Augustine also gives another aspect of the same opinion. He had said in his treatise De Vera Religione, written by him when a young man (A.D. 390), that Christianity belonged to later times-nostris temporibus; but in his Retractationes, composed towards the close of his life, he explains the assertion, and distinguishes between the res and the nomen, the latter having originated at Antioch; but of the former he uses the following words: nam res ipsa, quae nunc christiana religio nuncupatur, erat apud antiquos, nec defuit ab initio generis humani, quousque ipse Christus veniret in carne, unde vera religio quae jam erat, caepit appellari christiana. Compare Acts 10:34-35. The Retractationes and the De Vera Religione are in the first volume of Augustine's Opera, pp. 20, 1202, Gaume, Paris. Other fathers had similar views. Clement and Origen speak of the dark night of paganism as having had its stars which called to the morning star which stood over Bethlehem; Justin Martyr describes a ray of divine light shining in the soul, and turning toward the divine light as a plant to the sun. “Obey your philosophers,” says Theodoret to the heathen, “for they fore-announced our doctrines.” Graecarum affectionum Curatio, p. 483, vol. iv. Opera, ed. Sirmondi, Lutetiae 1642. Clement also asserts of the Greek philosophy that it led to Christ- ἐπαιδαγώγει . . . εἰς χριστόν. Strom. 1.5, 28. The apostle himself on Mars' hill, penetrating to the instinctive feeling which underlies idolatry, and recognising that inner necessity under which man must worship, uttered a kindred statement when he virtually identified the God who had the altar wanting a name with the object of his preaching: “What therefore, not knowing it, ye worship, that proclaim I unto you.” Not that the “unknown God” was really Jehovah, but the inscription implied that He was not found in their lists, and was beyond the circuit of their recognition; and taking up this idea of a divinity above and beyond their pantheon, he expanded and applied it. Acts 17:23. See also Pressensé's Religions before Christ: Clark, Edinburgh; Max Müller's Chips from a German Workshop, Preface, and Essays in first volume, London 1867. It may be said, too, the apostle argues that the abrogation of the Mosaic law in the death of Christ was essential to the adoption of the Gentiles-to their becoming the seed of Abraham, or free children; so that the Mosaic institute-this thing of weak and beggarly elements-prior to Christ's death really held Gentiles in bondage, and why should they now relapse into servitude under it? They differed nothing from servants, as truly as the Jews while the Jewish law was in force; how was it, then, that they were desiring to go back to that law, and be in subjection to it over again? 

The apostle now adduces a specimen of the bondage into which they were so willing to fall-the ritualistic observance of certain portions of the Jewish sacred kalendar- 

Verse 10
Galatians 4:10. ῾ημέρας παρατηρεῖσθε, καὶ μῆνας, καὶ καιροὺς, καὶ ἐνιαυτούς—“Ye are observing days, and months, and seasons, and years.” The force of the middle voice cannot be expressed in English, but it deepens the sense = religious assiduity. Many give this verse an interrogative form, as Koppe, De Wette, Hilgenfeld, Meyer, Bisping, and Trana; as also the editors Griesbach, Knapp, Tischendorf, and Lachmann. But the form of solemn statement is in better harmony with the context. The question had been put already, πῶς-how comes it? It may appear incredible, but alas it is true—“Ye are observing days,” etc. And the statement lays foundation for the mournful declaration of the following verse- φοβοῦμαι ὑμᾶς. The compound verb παρατηρεῖν in its original sense is “to watch carefully,” as being παρα, near to, Acts 9:24; next “to watch closely,” Psalms 129:3, and with evil purpose, Mark 3:2, Luke 6:7; and then, as here, “to observe carefully,” to keep in a religious spirit,-not however superstitiously, as Sardinoux, Winer, and Olshausen assert, for the verb is applied to the keeping of the seventh day or Sabbath by Josephus, Antiq. 3.3, 5. The observance may appear superstitious to the onlooker, but the idea is not contained in the verb, nor that of praeter fidem (Bengel, Wessel, Wordsworth). “Days ye are observing,” the moment being on ἡμέρας, as their observance would of course be more characteristic in its frequency. The “days” were the Jewish Sabbath, with other times of religious observance appointed by the law. The “months” were probably the new moons-days indeed, but observed with periodical exactness: Isaiah 66:23. The seventh month had a sacredness attached to it like the seventh day. The καιροί were the seasons of festival, as the passover, pentecost, and feast of tabernacles: Leviticus 23:4; 2 Chronicles 8:13. The ἐνιαυτοί, years, may be the seventh or sabbatic year and the year of jubilee. Compare Judith 8:6; Philo, De Septen. p. 286. The two last terms do not stand for καιροὺς ἐνιαυτοῦ (Borger, Wahl). 

The order of the terms is progressive-days, months, seasons, years. The last, supposing it to refer to the sabbatic year, they could not have observed more than once; and to infer from the present tense of the verb that they were then in the act of observing such a year, is in the highest degree precarious. Wieseler so calculates it, that from autumn 54 to autumn 55 there was a sabbatic year, within which period the epistle was written during the apostle's sojourn at Ephesus. Chronologie des Apostolischen Zeitalters, p. 287. But the epistle may have been written from Macedonia two or three years later. Michaelis, from the allusion to a sabbatic year in 1 Maccabees 6:53, which he places 162 years B.C., finds that the 49th year after Christ was the thirtieth sabbatic year from that period, and therefore he dates this epistle in 49. But he admits his ignorance as to the Jewish mode of calculation, whether they uniformly adhered to the seventh year on its recurrence, or began a new reckoning from the year of jubilee; as in the former case the 56th year would be the sacred year, and in the other it would be the 57th. “Introduction” by Marsh, vol. iv. p. 11. The sabbatic year and that of jubilee applied only to Canaan, its soil and the people on it; and it is not easy to see how it could be kept in other countries where Jews might own no land, nor engage in its cultivation. The reconstitution of society every fiftieth or jubilee year belongs also to the promised land, as really as the sacrifices to the central altar in Jerusalem, and its arrangements could not have been to any extent carried out among foreigners. If the statement in 2 Chronicles 36:21, “Until the land enjoyed her sabbaths, for as long as she remained desolate she kept sabbath to fulfil threescore and ten years,” mean that those years of desolation are a penalty chronologically parallel to a series of neglected sabbatic years, then the neglect must have extended backward 490 years, dating from the time of Solomon. These sabbatic years might be early neglected; for a nation that could subsist without cultivation of the soil for a year must either store up with cautious forethought, or enjoy a signal blessing from the God of the seasons. Such storing was not enjoined, as direct fulness of blessing was promised; but during so many periods of apostasy the promise of temporal abundance would be suspended, and the observance of the sabbatic year fall into desuetude. Leviticus 25:18-22. But the year of jubilee, fraught with so many kind provisions to the slave, the debtor, and the poor, and involving so many changes of social relation to rural property, was more likely to be partially observed, for those to be especially benefited by it would naturally clamour for it. The prophets do not upbraid the nation for neglecting it; Josephus asserts that it was kept; and there is no ground for Michaelis and Winer to question its observance, or for Kranold and Hupfeld to deny it. Diodorus also makes allusion to the strict entail of Jewish property, and the testimony of Jewish tradition is unanimous on the point. Saalschütz, Das Mosaische Recht, xiii.; Keil, Handbuch d. Bib. Archäol. vol. i. p. 374. No such stress can be laid, as Ginsburg does, on Ezekiel 46:17 as to the uniform keeping of the jubilee; for the chapter is an ideal sketch of a re-distribution of the territory, and the re-organization of the national worship. Art. Jubilee, Kitto, Bib. Cyclop. 3d edition. 

It is going too far on the part of Bullinger and Olshausen to affirm, that in this verse by synecdoche a part is put for the whole, i.e. the customs mentioned stand for all the customs. Nor can it be, as Rückert says, that only such customs are mentioned as were common to Jews and Gentiles; for, as Olshausen remarks, no relapse to Gentilism is apprehended. The apostle does not certainly speak of two of the Jewish “elements”-distinction of meats and drinks, and circumcision. There is no substantial evidence for saying that, as proselytes, those Galatians had been circumcised already; for it may be, as Meyer observes, that they had not yet relapsed so far as to be circumcised:5:2, 3, 12, Galatians 6:12-13. The accumulation of terms of time, not meant to be exhaustive, may denote generally sacred periods, or it may be “a rhetorical description of those who observed times and seasons” (Alford). Dean Alford adds, “Notice how utterly such a verse is at variance with any and every theory of a Christian Sabbath, cutting at the root, as it does, of ALL obligatory observance of times as such.” This generalization is far too sweeping; for, 

1. It makes assertion on a subject which is not before the mind of the apostle at all. Nothing is further from his thoughts, or his course of rebuke and expostulation, than the Christian Sabbath and its theme-the resurrection of Christ. 

2. The apostle is not condemning the obligatory observances “of times as such,” but he is condemning the observance only of the times which the Galatians, in their relapse into Judaism, kept as sacred; for their keeping of such Jewish festivals was the proof and result of their partial apostasy. 

3. Nor is it even Jewish festivals as such which he condemns, for both before and after this period he observed some of them himself. 

But, first, he condemns the Galatian Gentiles for observing sacred Jewish seasons, which, not being intended for them, had therefore no authority over them. The Gentile keeping of Jewish sabbaths, or of passovers, pentecosts, new moons, and jubilees, was in itself a wrong thing-a perilous blunder then as it would be a wretched anachronism now. And secondly, he condemns the observance of these “times,” because the Galatians regarded such observance as essential to salvation, and as supplementing faith in the atoning work of Christ. These limitations are plainly supplied by the context, and the true theory of a Christian Sabbath, or rather Lord's day, is not in the least involved in the discussion. 

The apostle having described their perilous and unsatisfactory condition, adds in sorrowful tone- 

Verse 11
Galatians 4:11. φοβοῦμαι ὑμᾶς, μή πως εἰκῆ κεκοπίακα εἰς ὑμᾶς—“I am afraid of you, lest perhaps I have in vain bestowed labour on you.” Winer, in his Commentary and in his Gram. § 66, 5, a, regards this construction as a species of attraction-that in which the principal clause attracts something from the dependent one; and he is followed by Usteri, Wieseler, Hilgenfeld, and Jatho. But the supposition is not necessary. In such cases the object of the one clause is the subject of the other; but the pronoun is object here in both clauses, and the repetition of it intensifies the meaning, or gives distinct emphasis to the declaration. I am afraid of you is a definite idea, and the reason of the φόβος is then stated. The κατά suggested by Turner is not needed, as in such a sense the verb governs the simple accusative-the accusative of equivalent notion. Jelf, § 550, b; Kühner, § 857. Compare Plato, De Leg. x. p. 886, A Diodor. Sic. 4.10; Soph. OEd. Tyr. 767. 

In the perfect κεκοπίακα, and after μή πως, is the idea of enduring labour, and the indicative means that the apprehension expressed by φοβοῦμαι (Winer, § 56) is realized-the fear has become a matter of fact. Gayler, p. 317; Klotz-Devarius, vol. 1.129. See under Galatians 2:2. So Theodoret, but not Chrysostom, who gives it a different turn—“the wreck has not happened, but I see the storm travailing with it.” Comp. under Philippians 1:16, Colossians 4:17. 

In the phrase εἰς ὑμᾶς the preposition implies direction, Romans 16:6, not in vobis as the Vulgate, nor propter vos even, but in vos, upon you, as having been directed to them. Bernhardy, p. 217. His labours had them for their special aim and object. 

It must have been a sad thought to the large-hearted apostle that his toils, anxieties, and prayers were proving themselves so far in vain. Surprised was he at the speedy revolution of sentiment, and indignant also toward the false teachers who had been seducing them. It cannot, however, be inferred from ὑμᾶς after φοβοῦμαι that the apostle is blaming them as if the Judaizers could not have done it without their assistance. However true the sentiment may be, that they were a willing prey to the false teachers, these simple words will not bear it; and the passage in Acts 5:26 adduced by Storr in defence is quite different in structure. 

Verse 12
Galatians 4:12. γίνεσθε ὡς ἐγὼ, ὅτι κᾀγὼ ὡς ὑμεῖς—“Become ye as I am, for I also am become as you are.” For somewhat similar phraseology, כָּמוֹנִיכָמוֹכַ, compare 1 Kings 22:4, 2 Kings 3:7 . These brief and terse words can only be explained from the context. He has been speaking of their returning to Judaism-to the weak and beggarly elements, and of the anxiety which their dangerous state caused him. As a personal argument and illustration he refers now to himself and the position he sustained toward the same weak and beggarly elements. “Become ye as I am, for I too am become as you,”-become free from Judaism as I, for I also am free from it like you-as if I too were a Gentile. Or, become ye as I- εἰμί or γέγονα being supplied-free from the law, in no sense recognising its obligation upon you,-for I have become as you; a Jew though I be, I am as regards the law quite like you Gentiles; or, Reciprocate my feeling and relation to Judaism: Galatians 2:14; 1 Corinthians 9:20-21;-me imitamini gentiliter viventem, quia et ego gentiliter vivo, as Pelagius gives it. Such generally is the view of Usteri, Winer, Hilgenfeld, Fritzsche, De Wette, Meyer, and Wieseler. The appeal is direct: I am afraid of you, lest my labour upon you be in vain. It will not be in vain if ye will become as I am in reference to the law; for toward that law I have become as you Gentiles to whom that law was not given, and over whom therefore it has, and was meant to have, no jurisdiction. 

Another view has been given by the Greek fathers. “Become as I am, for I was once a very zealot for Judaism, as you are.” Thus Chrysostom: τοῦτον εἶχον πάλαι τὸν ζῆλον· σφοδρὰ τὸν νόμον ἐπόθουν. Vatablus, Semler, and Matthies hold this view: “I once thought as you do, but I have changed my opinion; so do ye:” ye will not be the first who renounced the Mosaic law; or, ye can do what I wish you to do, since I have done it. But the words will not bear this interpretation. For, first, the appeal is not to Jews, but to those who had been Gentiles; and secondly, ἤμην, the word to be supplied, in that case must have been written, as the emphasis would be on it: so, as has been remarked, Justin, Orat. ad Graecos, writes, γίνεσθε ὡς ἐγὼ ὅτι κἀγὼ ἤμην ὡς ὑμεῖς, p. 12, vol. i. Opera, ed. Otto. The context would only warrant the supplement of ἐγενόμην, which would not bear the sense assumed. Others, as Jerome, a Lapide, Rückert, and Olshausen, take another view. Thus Olshausen: “I always sought to look at matters from the same point of view as you did; so do ye act now also in the same spirit toward me.” But this is too vague, and puts the two clauses out of unison. 

Different is the interpretation of a fourth party, who suppose the words to refer to a reciprocation of love: Love me as I love you. This view is held by Luther, Beza, Calvin, Grotius, Cramer, Gwynne, Bagge, and Brown. 1 Kings 22:4. But the Greek phrase γίνεσθε ὡς certainly will not bear such fulness of meaning. It is true, at the same time, that the apostle's under-current of appeal is to his love to them and their former attachment to him. Afraid of them he was, yet he would have them act in love to him, so as to imitate him; and he goes on to refer to that affection which once subsisted between them. This interpretation has been thought by some to derive some countenance from the following clause, as they understand it: “I love you still, I do not feel toward you as an injured man.” But the next clause begins apparently a new declaration, and is indeed a motive for them to become as he was. The apostle adds, however- 

᾿αδελφοί, δέομαι ὑμῶν—“Brethren, I beseech you.” These words have been taken to refer to the following statement by Chrysostom and his followers, with Rückert, Koppe, and others. But there is no request contained in the following clauses at all, so that the phrase cannot be a preface to them. The request lies in the previous part of the verse. 

The paragraph now commencing extends to the sixteenth verse. It is an appeal to their previous conduct and attachment, and it is adduced as a motive why they should follow the earnest counsel, γίνεσθε ὡς ἐγώ. The succession of aorists shows that the apostle writes of a previous point of time, probably his first visit to them. So that he says generally- 

οὐδέν με ἠδικήσατε—“in nothing did ye wrong me;” on the contrary, they did treat him with extreme kindness. But, 1. Beza, Bengel, and Rückert give by a meiosis this turn to the words, that “he forgave the anxiety and sorrow which they had occasioned him;” that “he would forgive and forget all” (Ewald). 2. The clause is not a mitigation of the previous rebuke, or something said in contrast to soothe them (Chrysostom, Estius, Winer). 3. Some, as Ambrosiaster, a Lapide, and Schott, put the emphasis wrongly on μέ, and bring out this contrast: “ye did not wrong me, but ye wronged yourselves.” 4. Grotius and Rettig give it another point: “you have done nothing against me, but against God and Christ.” These four forms of evolved contrast are alike to be rejected. They do not give the aorist its proper past signification which it must have, as is indicated by the following series of verbs in the same tense. 

Verse 13
Galatians 4:13. οἴδατε δέ—“But ye know.” So far from doing me any injury, your treatment of me was the very opposite-ye wronged me in nothing; on the other hand, δέ, ye know that. δέ is wanting in D1, F, but found in A, B, C, and it is supported by the Vulgate. The demonstrative ὅτι introduces the series of clauses describing the facts of his first reception, which were matter of knowledge to them. He does not say, Ye remember, as if an act of reminiscence were needed, but, Ye know. And first he says- 

῞οτι δἰ ἀσθένειαν τῆς σαρκὸς εὐαγγελισάμην ὑμῖν τὸ πρότερον—“that on account of weakness of my flesh I preached the gospel unto you the first time.” The phrase τὸ πρότερον-Vulgate, jam prius-might point to an early time, or formerly: John 6:62; John 7:51; John 9:8; Sept. Deuteronomy 2:12, Joshua 10:9 (Usteri). But it here refers to the apostle's first visit. Hebrews 4:6; Hebrews 7:27. Had he been once only in Galatia, the phrase would have been superfluous. The article gives emphasis to the expression. Some indeed affirm that Paul paid only one visit to the Galatian province. Thus Grotius interprets against the true construction-nempe cum praesens essem, nam et absens eos docet; but a simple docet falls short of that oral teaching which is expressed by the verb εὐαγγελισάμην. The phrase δἰ ἀσθένειαν τῆς σαρκός, literally rendered, can have only one meaning—“on account of infirmity of the flesh,” that is, on account of bodily weakness. Winer, § 49, c. This meaning of σάρξ is found in Acts 2:26; Acts 2:31, Colossians 1:22, and such is the regular sense of διά with the accusative. On account of bodily infirmity the apostle preached during his first visit to Galatia. We cannot explain it. Either, travelling through the country, he was seized with sickness, and being unable to prosecute his journey, he employed his leisure in preaching; or, some malady detaining him longer in the province than he had intended or expected, he devoted what strength he had, or what strength was returning to him, to a hearty and successful proclamation of the good tidings. This strictly grammatical sense given to the clause is in complete harmony with the context, as the exegesis of the following verse will show; and to suppose a change of case is contrary to any real example in the New Testament. It is wrong, therefore, to evade this literal and only admissible meaning by giving the preposition the meaning of “under,” as is done by not a few commentators. Thus Chrysostom: “While I preached to you, I was scourged, I suffered a thousand deaths; yet ye thought no scorn of me.” OEcumenius and Theophylact explain it as μετ᾿ ἀσθενείας, and the Vulgate, per infirmitatem. Luther, too, Olshausen, Matthies, follow this exegesis; and Brown says it is equivalent to ἐν ἀσθενείᾳ. Jowett's explanation is similar, and also that of Turner. In such a case διά would require the genitive, for such a phrase as διὰ νύκτα belongs to poetry. Bernhardy, p. 236. Some dilute the meaning, as Calvin: abjectus et in hominum conspectu nullius pretii; and similarly Rosenmüller, Koppe, and Borger. Others understand the phrase of persecutions. Thus Grotius: per varios casus, per mille pericula rerum perrexi, ut vos instituerem. Jatho, going still beyond this, and taking σάρξ as denoting sinful humanity, gives the weakness of humanity to save itself as the ground of all Paul's preaching. Bengel gets clear of the supposed difficulty by the allegation that sickness was not the cause of the preaching, sed adjumentum cur Paulus efficacius praedicaret. Similarly Schott-that the apostle continuing to preach assidue et alacriter, notwithstanding his sickness, had a great effect on the minds of the Galatians. Semler thinks that the phrase refers to timidity, which kept the apostle from openly withstanding the supporters of Judaism! Baumgarten-Crusius takes the allusion to be to some Befangenheit und Verlegenheit-perplexity and dilemma-occasioned by the antipathy to him of the Jewish element in those communities. Lastly, Jerome propounds this strange explanation: Per infirmitatem autem non suae sed audientium, qui non poterant carnem subjicere verbo Dei. Estius, Hug, and Rettig follow him. But there wants some qualifying particle to bring out such a meaning, and the μοῦ of the following verse seems to decide that the reference is to himself. Gwynne denies that the grammatical sense suits the context, and suggests that it would have fitted the apostle, instead of saying “on account of,” to say “in spite of, my weakness in the flesh.” Peile also calls the proper translation “utterly irreconcilable” with the context, adding, “we would gladly read δἰ ἀσθενείας.” Jowett thus defends his view: “In the interpretation of διά we have to choose between ordinary Greek usage and the sense of the passage;” but how, except through the Greek usage, can the sense of this or any Greek passage be ascertained? Nor have the prepositions such “uncertainty of usage” as he ascribes to Paul. Classical precision may not be uniformly predicated of them, but their generic sense is always preserved even in rhetorical accumulations. The plain meaning then, without resort to grammatical torture, undue dilution, or remote reference, is, that in some way or other unknown to us, but quite known to the Galatians, bodily weakness led the apostle to preach, or to continue to preach, in Galatia at his first visit; and he goes on to say, that in spite of this, he met with a most cordial welcome, and with great success. It is needless to allege that if he had been sick or ill, he could not have preached. For what know we of the real nature of the malady? It might be so severe or of such a character as to prevent him from travelling, but not from preaching. What know we of his bodily infirmities, caught by infection or brought on by persecution?-for “he was in stripes above measure, in prisons more frequent,”-or created by numerous causes, for he was “in weariness and painfulness, in hunger and thirst, in fastings often, in cold and nakedness.” What know we of the maladies and sudden attacks incident to a constitution which had been so tried and enfeebled, and into which had been sent also a thorn in the flesh? (Suicer, sub voce ἀσθένεια.) 

Verse 14
Galatians 4:14. καὶ τὸν πειρασμὸν ὑμῶν ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου οὐκ ἐξουθενήσατε οὐδὲ ἐξεπτύσατε—“And your temptation in my flesh ye despised not nor loathed”—“abhorred,” Tyndale and the Genevan. The reading of the first part of this clause is involved in difficulty, whether it should be τὸν πειρασμὸν ὑμῶν, or τὸν πειρασμόν μου τόν of the Received Text. The first reading, ὑμῶν, is found in A, B, C2, D, F, א 1, 17, 39, 672 (C2 having ὑμῶν τόν, א 3 τόν). It is also found in the Coptic and Latin versions, and among the fathers in Jerome, Augustine, Ambrosiaster, Sedulius. Mill in his appendix adopts it, and so does Lachmann. On the other hand, the received reading μου τόν is found in D & sup2, 3;, E, K, L, the great majority of MSS., in the Syriac and Gothic versions, and in Chrysostom, Theodoret, OEcumenius, Basil, etc. It is adopted by Tischendorf, Griesback, Hahn, and Reiche. Diplomatic or uncial authority and that of versions is in favour of ὑμῶν. This pronoun ὑμῶν, in the interpretation of the Greek fathers, would appear to them unintelligible; for they understand the trial of dangers and persecutions, and there was thus a temptation to omit it or change it. Lachmann wrongly places a colon after ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου. The reading with ὑμῶν is the more difficult, and was therefore more liable to be altered. There is no occasion to render καί, et tamen, as Winer does; it simply connects the clauses. The two compound verbs rise in emphasis. The first verb ἐξουθενέω ( οὐθέν being a later form of οὐδέν, Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 181) is “to set at nought,” “to despise.” The second verb ἐκπτύω means “to spit out,” as in Homer- στόματος δ᾿ ἐξέπτυσεν ἅλμην πικρήν, Od. 5.322; and this, as well as the compound with ἐν, is used only in the natural sense. Then it means to spit as if in disgust-to loathe. Some of the other compounds are treated in Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, p. 17. The simple verb is used in the earlier Greek, Soph. Antig. 649, and ἀποπτύειν would have been the more correct form here; but apparently the preposition of the first verb is repeated in the alliteration. The absolute οὐ is followed by the relative οὐδέ, the second clause not being intended when the first was formed in the mind of the writer. Jelf, § 776, 1, b. The verb describes a feeling excited by what is revolting. See Kypke in loc. The Vulgate has non reprobastis aut respuistis. By πειρασμός the apostle characterizes something which had a distinct tendency to produce those feelings - something in the physical malady or in his appearance under it which subjected the Galatians to the temptation of contemning and loathing him. Either the disease of itself had a tendency to produce this disgust and revulsion, or it may be that there was a temptation to set at nought and nauseate a professed teacher of a new religion so afflicted and disabled, reject his claims, and turn a deaf ear to his teaching. The words ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου define the seat of the πειρασμός, and being without the article, form with it one conception. Winer, § 20, 2. It has also been shown that πειράζειν ἐν occurs, as in Plato, Phil. p. 21, A. The expression is elliptical. “Your trial you did not reject” = that which originated or caused the trial. For nouns in μος, see Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 511. So far from his weakness in the flesh tempting them to cherish any such feeling toward him, he adds in very graphic phrase- 

᾿αλλ᾿ ὡς ἄγγελον θεοῦ ἐδέξασθέ με, ὡς χριστὸν ᾿ιησοῦν—“but ye received me as an angel of God, as Christ Jesus.” The vivid contrast in ἀλλά is, that so far from in any sense contemning him, they honoured him with an eager and intense welcome-they received him as an angel of God. Of course, in both clauses the apostle speaks in accordance with their present knowledge of divine revelation, not according to any knowledge they had possessed before he preached to them, for that would imply that he found them in possession of the gospel on his first visit to them. He therefore speaks of angels and Christ, as they understood them now, since their conversion. They received him as an angel, 1 Samuel 29:9; 2 Samuel 14:17; 2 Samuel 19:27. The angel is the highest and most glorious among creatures, and many appearances and visits of angels are recorded in the Old Testament. They received him not only as a “legate of the skies,” but as Christ Jesus, the Lord of the angels. As you would receive an angel, nay, as you would receive Christ Jesus, did you receive me. Compare Luke 10:16, 2 Corinthians 2:10; 2 Corinthians 5:10-11. The apostle, in spite of bodily malady, was most enthusiastically welcomed and revered. He says this to their credit, and he affectionately recalls it. How lovingly they greeted him, and how studiously they consulted his welfare, untempted by what might have produced a very opposite result! 

Verse 15
Galatians 4:15. Mournfully but sharply does he now turn round and ask- 

τίς οὖν ὁ μακαρισμὸς ὑμῶν; This reading has D, K, L in its favour, with the majority of MSS. and fathers. Another reading- ποῦ οὖν ὁ μακαρισμός-is found in A, B, C, F, G, א, and in the Vulgate and Syriac versions. The Greek fathers refer to the various reading. Theodoret says, ὁ γὰρ τίς ἀντὶ τοῦ ποῦ τέθηκε, and he and Theodore Mops. and Severianus explain τίς by ποῦ. The particle ποῦ, though well supported, has the aspect of an emendation in that it appears to simplify the question-Where has it all gone to? “Where is the blessedness ye spake of?” With τίς, ἦν must be supplied, as it is written in D, E, K F (G having η): “Of what sort or nature was your boasted blessedness?” The adjective refers to quality, as it usually does, not to quantity, though this last sense is given to it by Luther, Beza, Borger, Hilgenfeld, Reiche, Wieseler, and Brown. The question has more point if τίς bear its common significance. The οὖν is simply retrospective, implying here no logical inference. Donaldson, § 548, 31. The noun μακαρισμός-not μακαριότης, blessedness-means pronouncing blessed, as does the allied verb μακαρίζω. Romans 4:6; Romans 4:9; Luke 1:48; James 5:11; Sept. Genesis 30:13; Ast, Lexicon Platon. sub voce. Bengel gives another meaning to τίς: quae causa-what was the ground of this gratulation?-and he is followed by Jatho, Matthies, Schott, and to some extent Alford—“worth what?” “of what weight or value?” That the μακαρισμός was by Paul on the Galatians, is on the one hand the opinion of Jerome, who says, vos eo tempore quo evangelium juxta carnem susceperatis- beatos dicerem,-of Theodoret and the Greek fathers. On the other hand, Estius, Locke, and Wordsworth understand that the apostle himself is the object of the congratulation on the part of the Galatians. Locke's paraphrase is, “What benedictions did you then pour out upon me!” and his note is, “The context makes this sense of the words so necessary and visible, that it is to be wondered how any one could overlook it.” If the apostle had meant felicitation upon himself, he would have stated it in some distinct way, but ὑμῶν stands without any addition. They had felicitated themselves on the apostle's ministry among them, even though they knew that it was what might be called an accident of illness which kept him so long in their province, apparently in opposition to his original plan of travel. Amidst their earnest self-congratulations, they forgot not the instrument of the blessedness which they boasted of. They pronounced themselves happy in enjoying such a ministry, and they vied with one another in kindness to the minister; for in proof he says- 

΄αρτυρῶ γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι εἰ δυνατὸν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ὑμῶν ἐξορύξαντες ἐδώκατέ μοι—“for I bear you record, that if it had been possible, ye would have plucked out your eyes and have given them to me.” The verb μαρτυρῶ is here followed by the dative of person in favour of whom the μαρτυρία is given, and also, as frequently, by the demonstrative ὅτι, equivalent to an accusative with the infinitive. 

The participle ἐξορύξαντες is often employed in this idiom-perhaps more frequently than other terms. The imperative ἔξελε is used in Matthew 5:29, and ἔκβαλε in Mark 9:47. Compare Judges 16:21; 1 Samuel 11:2; Joseph. Antiq. 6.5, 1; Herod. 8.116. The phrase τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ὑμῶν is not “your own eyes,” as Ellicott remarks, but simply “your eyes.” No emphasis is intended. Compare John 4:35. “Ye would have given them to me.” The ἄν before ἐδώκατε in the Received Text is rejected on the authority of A, B, C, D1, F, G, א . The use of ἄν would have indicated hypothetical reality, but without ἄν it is more rhetorically emphatic, and means that the act would have been done if the restriction in εἰ δυνατόν had not intervened. John 9:33; John 15:22. Hermann, de Particula ἄν, Opuscula, vol. iv. cap. xi. p. 57; Jelf, § 858, 1. The phrase εἰ δυνατόν is not to be pressed as meaning an absolute impossibility, but in a popular sense that such a token of love was impracticable-pro evangelico lumine sua lumina tradidissent. What higher expression of self-denied and ardent attachment to himself could the apostle describe? As Alford remarks, “The position of the words τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ὑμῶν strongly supports the idea that the apostle uses the clause proverbially.” And the expression is a common one based on nature, and found in a great variety of authors. Compare Deuteronomy 32:10, Psalms 17:8, Proverbs 7:2, Zechariah 2:8; Callim. in Dian. p. 21, ed. Blomfield; in Latin, Horace, Sat. 2.5, 33; Terence, Adelph. 5.7-5; Catullus, iii. xiv. See Wetstein in loc. The meaning then is, that they would have parted with anything, even the most precious-have endured no common self-torment-in the depth of their professed attachment to him. 

But some give the phrase a more literal significance, or rather suppose a more literal reason for the use of the figure. They suppose that the ἀσθένεια was some kind of ophthalmic disorder. The meaning in that case is, the Galatians would have parted with their eyes to him, could the gift have relieved the apostle. Lomler, Rückert, Schott, and others advocate this view, which is favoured also by Conybeare. We would not, however, call it with Schmoller abgeschmackt, nor say with Bisping fast lächerlich ist es; for some form of it may have been mixed up with his malady. But, as has been remarked, the emphasis is neither on ὑμῶν nor μοί. Nor is there any distinct proof in the apostle's language at any time, or in the record of his life, that he was vexed with any eye-illness. See Essay at end of this section. 

Verse 16
Galatians 4:16. ῞ωστε ἐχθρὸς ὑμῶν γέγονα ἀληθεύων ὑμῖν;—“So then, have I become your enemy because I tell you the truth?” By ὥστε an interrogative inference is made—“so then,” or “as matters now are.” Ergo is so used in the Latin versions. Plato, Phaedrus, 231, B Klotz-Devarius, vol. 2.776. Meyer connects ὥστε directly with τίς οὖν ὁ μακαρισμὸς ὑμῶν, but the connection is better taken with the entire verse or paragraph-not a direct conclusion, as the result of the previous statement. The term ἐχθρός is taken in a passive sense by Estius, Koppe, Rosenmüller, Trana, and Meyer in his second edition. The context agrees with such a sense. Their feeling toward him had been that of extreme kindness and indulgence, and he might ask, Have I, who once was the object of your intense affection, become the object of your hatred? the two states being brought into distinct contrast. The genitive is probably used because ἐχθρός is a virtual substantive-Am I become the hated of you? But we prefer the active sense, with many of the ancient versions, and with Bengel, Beza, Grotius, Rückert, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Meyer, and Ellicott. Such is the prevailing meaning of the word, adjective and substantive, in the New Testament; and it is followed here, as usually, by the genitive of person (Sophocles, Ajax, 500; Demosthenes, de Legat. 439, 19, p. 279, vol. i. Opera, ed. Schaefer), whereas in the passive sense it takes the dative. The perfect γέγονα expresses the change as over, and as resulting in a permanent state-Am I become your enemy? Nor is this meaning out of harmony with the context. There had been mutual ascriptions of blessedness because they enjoyed the labours of such a benefactor. Have I then, from being esteemed and welcomed as your best benefactor, come to be regarded as your enemy? There is no ground for Olshausen's supplement, “and can those be your friends?” as there is no ἐγώ expressed. At a later period, as we have seen, the Judaizers called him ὁ ἐχθρὸς ἄνθρωπος. Clement. Hom. p. 4, ed. Dressel. The participle ἀληθεύων has a causal force—“because I tell the truth to you;” the use of the present not confining it to the moment of writing; nor is it “because I have told you the truth,” though the idea of the past is not excluded. The state is expressed in its whole duration. Winer, § 40, 2, c, § 45, 1; Schmalfeld, pp. 91, 92, 405; Acts 19:24; 1 Peter 3:5. The participle probably means simply “speaking the truth”-referring to oral address, and not to upright conduct. Matthias, as his wont is, would alter the punctuation, and connect ἀληθεύων with the next verse. 

To what period, then, does the apostle refer? Not (1) to the letter he is writing, as he could not know of its result, though this is the view of Jerome, Luther, Koppe, and others;-nor (2) to his first visit, for they received him then as an angel, nay, as Christ Jesus Himself; nor then could the Judaizing teachers have had any scope for labour. Some time had elapsed before they made their appearance, as is implied in Galatians 3:2-5, and expressly stated in Galatians 5:7 : “Ye did run well.” So that (3) the probability is that he refers to what took place on his second visit, when the evil was fermenting which speedily developed into such pernicious results. That the speaking of unwelcome truth creates enmity has passed into a proverb. Terent. Andr. 1.1, 40. While the apostle could go far in the way of accommodation to prejudice, and in matters indifferent, he would on no account sacrifice any element of truth. Whatever on any pretence or to any degree endangered truth met at once from him with vehement and persistent opposition, no matter what hostility, misapprehension, or prejudice his fidelity might create against himself. The truth was Christ's, and he dares not compromise it; himself was Christ's, and in Christ's spirit he “endures all things for the elect's sake.” And as the truth endangered in Galatia was truth alike precious and prominent in the gospel-truth resting on the perfection of Christ's work, and involving the freeness of His salvation-it must be upheld at all hazards. Still the apostle must have keenly felt this revulsion of sentiment toward himself; for his was not an impassible nature, with nerves that never tingled and a surface that no weapon could pierce. On the contrary, with a woman's tenderness, his sympathies were acute, profound, and ever active: “Who is weak, and I am not weak? who is offended, and I burn not?” Had the change of feeling toward him been only characteristic caprice, he would have cared less; but it involved a departure from the gospel which he had proclaimed, and which was divine alike in origin, substance, and results. 

Note on Paul’s “Infirmity in the Flesh”—“The Thorn in the Flesh.” 
Galatians 4:13-15. οἴδατε δὲ ὅτι δἰ ἀσθένειαν τῆς σαρκὸς εὐηγγελισάμην ὑμῖν τὸ πρότερον, καὶ τὸν πειρασμὸν ὑμῶν ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου οὐκ ἐξουθενήσατε οὐδὲ ἐξεπτύσατε· ἀλλ᾿ ὡς ἄγγελον θεοῦ ἐδεξασθέ με, ὡς χριστὸν ᾿ιησοῦν. τίς οὖν ἦν ὁ μακαρισμὸς ὑμῶν; μαρτυρῶ γὰρ ὑμῖν ὅτι εἰ δυνατὸν τοὺς ὀφθαλμοὺς ὑμῶν ἐξορύξαντες ἐδώκατέ μοι—“Ye know how, on account of infirmity of the flesh, I preached the gospel unto you at the first. And your temptation which was in my flesh ye despised not, nor loathed; but received me as an angel of God, even as Christ Jesus. What then was the blessedness ye spake of? for I bear you record, that, if it had been possible, ye would have plucked out your eyes, and have given them to me.” 

2 Corinthians 12:7. καὶ τῇ ὑπερβολῇ τῶν ἀποκαλύψεων ἵνα μὴ ὑπεραίρωμαι, ἐδόθη μοι σκόλοψ τῇ σαρκί, ἄγγελος σατᾶν ἵνα με κολαφίζῃ, ἵνα μὴ ὑπεραίρωμαι—“And lest I should be exalted above measure through the abundance of the revelations, there was given to me a thorn in the flesh, the messenger of Satan to buffet me, lest I should be exalted above measure.” 

According to one probable hypothesis, the Epistle to the Galatians and the second Epistle to the Corinthians were written about the same period, and it is a natural conclusion that the reference in the two preceding paragraphs is to the same sharp distressing visitation. But surmises as to the nature of the malady so referred to in both epistles in these strong and significant terms, have been numerous and conflicting. Plainly it was no merely inner disease, the effects or concomitants of which were either not visible, or, if perceptible, affected no one with disgust- ἐξεπτύσατε. But it was an infirmity which could not be concealed, which obtruded itself on all with whom the apostle came into contact, and was so revolting in its nature as to excite nausea in spectators, and tempt them to reject his preaching. The apostle does not disguise its tendency, though he does not unfold its nature or give it any specific name. The Galatians knew it so well that the merest allusion was sufficient for them. Their perfect knowledge of it is thus the cause of our ignorance of it. But there are allusions to some sickness or other peculiar malady in other portions of the second Epistle to the Corinthians so striking and peculiar, that there is every probability of their identity with this ἀσθένεια. Thus 2 Corinthians 1:8-10 —“For we would not, brethren, have you ignorant of our trouble which came to us in Asia, that we were pressed out of measure, above strength, insomuch that we despaired even of life: but we had the sentence of death in ourselves, that we should not trust in ourselves, but in God which raiseth the dead; who delivered us from so great a death, and doth deliver; in whom we trust that He will yet deliver us.” These remarkable words have been referred by many, as Neander and Wieseler, to the tumult at Ephesus, as told in Acts 19. The objection, that Paul would have written “in Ephesus,” and not vaguely “in Asia,” if he had alluded to that city, is without real force, though he generally so names it, as in the first epistle, 1 Corinthians 15:32; 1 Corinthians 16:8. But the life of the apostle does not seem to have been in peril at Ephesus; the tumult was stupid and aimless, and did not last long; and if he had been martyred, it would have been in the sudden confusion and excitement. Hours of dreadful anticipation would in that case have been spared him. Nay, so far as the record tells, it could not be said of him, that during the riot he was in anguish or felt himself in danger. But in the verses quoted he speaks of being “weighed down beyond strength, so that we despaired even of life.” These terms certainly are inapplicable to such a sudden or momentary terror as the swift gathering of a mob might produce; they rather describe the result of sore personal sickness, so long, heavy, oppressive, and continuous, that “we utterly despaired even of life.” That sickness was καθ᾿ ὑπερβολήν in itself grievous, and on this account ὑπὲρ δύναμιν, beyond our power of endurance. The visitation so characterized must have a load of unwonted pressure, for the apostle is of all men least prone to exaggerate in personal matters. To “despair even of life,” implies a period of suffering so tedious and heavy that it gradually extinguished all hope of recovery. The expression, to “have the sentence of death in ourselves,” inclines us again to the same view: the malady was felt to be a deadly one; the prospect of restoration to health was so wholly gone, that his trust was not in God for it, but for a blessed resurrection - “in God which raiseth the dead;” and his unexpected recovery was signally due to Him “who rescued us from so great a death.” Such is a probable meaning of the paragraph. In Galatians 4:4 the apostle speaks generally of tribulations, and, viewed in a special aspect, they are called “the sufferings of Christ,” as He still endures them in His members. But in Galatians 4:8 he passes from the general reference to a specific instance, which indeed might be aggravated by surrounding persecution, and by his deepening anxiety for the welfare of the churches—“affliction, anguish of heart, and many tears,” 2 Corinthians 2:4. In 2 Corinthians 10:10 the apostle quotes a bitter criticism of his opponents on himself and his writings, in which occurs the phrase, ἡ δὲ παρουσία τοῦ σώματος ἀσθενής-a sentence referring not to stature or physical constitution, but to the impressions of frailty and sickness which his appearance indicated. Nay, he had said to the same church, 1 Corinthians 2:3, “I was with you in weakness, and in fear, and in much trembling:” the weakness was probably physical weakness, nervous susceptibility increased by his intense anxiety as to the results of his preaching. He could not indeed be what Jowett calls him, “a poor decrepid being afflicted with palsy;” for surely in such a case he could not have done the work which so few could have done, or borne the trials which so few could have faced. One may remark, too, the specialty of emphasis in the phrase, “Luke the beloved physician,” as if he had endeared himself to the apostle, who stood in need so often of his medical sympathy and skill. He might not be unlike what Luther calls him, ein armes dürres Mannlein wie Magister Philippus (Melancthon); for there is throughout his epistles a deep current of allusion to weakness, to mental depression, to nervous apprehension, to hindrances in his labours which distressed him, and a consequent sense of humiliation which always chastened him. These were mortifying drawbacks to his eagerness and success. 

Still farther, there is a very strong probability that in the apostle's malady there was some prominent characteristic, to which passing allusions are thus made, and of which a more formal account is given by himself in 2 Corinthians 12:1. Even there the result is dwelt upon, but the nature of the infliction is not clearly described. He had been describing many of his outer sufferings, and the last of them, referred to so solemnly and under an adjuration, must have made an indelible impression on him-the kind of ignominy and humiliation attaching to his undignified mode of escape from Damascus—“through a window, in a basket was I let down by the wall.” He almost shrinks from telling the adventure: such is its nature that he is afraid that his sober statement may not be credited, and therefore it is prefaced, “The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, which is blessed for evermore, knoweth that I lie not.” Perhaps, however, these words belong to the previous catalogue of sufferings, or they form a preface to some other statements, which after all have been withheld. He then comes at length to his inner experiences, connected with his highest glory and with his deepest and most trying weaknesses. In these infirmities would he glory, as they were either coincident with or resulted from the noblest privilege which he had enjoyed. He proposes to give them-for he was forced to it-a specimen of his glories and his infirmities, his enjoyments of visions and revelations-those states of spiritual ecstasy in which, with a partial or total cessation of self-consciousness, he was brought into immediate communing with the Master, beheld His glory, and listened to His voice; in which truth in its beauty and power was flashed upon him, and glimpses into the glories and mysteries of the spiritual world were suddenly vouchsafed to him. Both forms of ecstasy combined (for the vision included the revelation) had already been enjoyed by him. The person of Christ was usually the object of the vision, and the disclosure of His will the theme of the revelation. And the amazing incident is told by him as of a third person while he unfolds the exalted and perilous honour, but he resumes the first person when he comes to speak of the resulting infirmity. “I know a man in Christ, fourteen years before, whether in the body I know not, or out of the body I know not, God knoweth,-(I know) such an one snatched up as far as the third heaven. And I know such a man, whether in the body or without the body I cannot tell, God knoweth, that was caught up to paradise, and heard unutterable utterances, which it is not lawful for a man to speak.” This repetition with a difference refers apparently to two raptures; and we may almost infer from the construction, broken and resumed, asserted and repeated, that the remembrance of the indescribable glory, and his untraceable translation into it, produced a momentary maze or mental bewilderment like that which preceded or followed the mysterious ascensions. The “third heaven” is evidently the highest heaven-it was no common honour; and paradise may not be a distinct, loftier, or remoter region, but perhaps a portion of the same glorious abode. Probably, as this name was given to the garden of Eden, the scene of original innocence, it was transferred to that peculiar sphere of the third heaven where human spirits are gathered together in restored purity and felicity, in the immediate presence of God on His throne-that paradise where the Saviour unveils His glory, and admission into which He promised to the penitent thief on the cross. That the apostle saw the divine essence is maintained by Augustine, Anselm, Aquinas; but what he saw he tells not, what he heard could not be disclosed. If we were even allowed to repeat the songs and voices, still language would be wholly inadequate as a vehicle, for words want power to bear on them a description of the “far more exceeding and eternal weight of glory.” But how he reached the third heaven he knew not, only it was under a swift and sudden spell-he was snatched away, and by no self-analysis could he unravel the psychological mystery. So contrary was it to all experience, so little was he under the guidance of ordinary consciousness, and of the common influences of space and time, that he could not tell whether he was in the body or out of the body. Yet he speaks of himself as a man caught up, of passing from one region to another, and of hearing words. His whole inner nature was under the influence of the divine charm, in whatever way it was effected, though hearing in the ordinary sense implies organs of sensation. “Of such a one will I glory”-one so strangely honoured as to be for a season among the blessed in their exalted sphere,-of such an one so singled out would he glory, but he would not glory of himself; not denying the identity of “such an one” with himself, but drawing probably this distinction, that in enjoying the translation he was not himself, but in some way beyond himself. Still he would boast of his infirmities, for these were himself, elements of continuous consciousness, struggle, and depression. Nay more, if he did glory, he should not be “a fool;” for in referring to visions and revelations he was only speaking the truth without exaggeration; but he forbears, for this reason, that he does not wish to be judged by such an abnormal standard-this enjoyment of ecstasies which they could not comprehend. He would not be the object of any idolatrous veneration because access had been given to the light inaccessible; but he would be judged by the common criterion-what they saw him to be, what they heard of him, that is, by their own experience of him, in his daily life, and by his work which was ever patent and palpable to them. He would glory in his infirmities; and he adds, “And for this purpose, that through the excessive abundance of the revelations I might not be unduly exalted, there was given unto me a thorn in the flesh, a messenger of Satan, that he may buffet me, that I might not be unduly exalted.” The language implies that the σκόλοψ τῇ σαρκί was produced by the excess of the revelations, or it was so connected with them in time and circumstance that it was felt to have resulted from their excess- τῇ ὑπερβολῇ,-they were so many and so grand, that while the spirit might enjoy them, the flesh was so weak that it was worn out by them. This conscious link between the thorn and the revelation was the appointed means of keeping the apostle humble: what he had enjoyed might have elated him, but it had a sting left behind it which ever abased and tortured him. That the visitation had wrought out its purpose is apparent from many allusions, and from this late record of his unprecedented honours, for he does not seem to have told them before. The words imply that there might have been undue elation, but that it was most surely prevented. It may be added that Lucian sneers at the apostle's rapture, calling him ἀναφαλαντίας, ἐπίῤῥινος, ἀεροβατήσας, Philopat. 12, p. 249, Opera, vol. ix. Bipont. The visions are also mocked in the Clementines, 17.19. 

The term σκόλοψ occurs only here in the New Testament, and originally signifies a pointed stake, defined by Hesychius ξύλον ὀξύ, for fixing heads on; as in Homer, Il. 18.177, κεφαλὴν . . . πῇξαι ἀνὰ σκολόππεσσι,-or for impaling a person, Eurip. Bacchae, 983; ἢ σκόλοψι πήξωμεν δέμας, Iph. in Taur. 1431. Lucian calls Jesus τὸν ἐν τῇ παλαιστίνῃ ἀνασκολοπισθέντα, De Morte Peregrini, 12, p. 279, vol. viii. Bipont. In the Septuagint it seems to be employed to denote a sharp-pointed stake, but one not so large as that a head could be set on it or a body impaled on it-a stake in miniature, virtually a thorn: σκόλοπες ἐν τοῖς ὀφθαλμοῖς ὑμῶν, “thorns in your eyes,” Numbers 33:55; similarly Ezekiel 28:24, and in Hosea 2:6, where it represents the Hebrew סִיר, spina. ῎ακανθαι καὶ σκόλοπες ὀδύνας σημαίνουσι διὰ τὸ ὀξύ, Artemidorus, Oneirocritica, 3.33, p. 280, vol. i. Opera, ed. Reiff. The Syriac renders by שׁפָיוֹאלבֶסרי, “a thorn in my flesh.” It is therefore extreme in Dean Stanley to take the image as that of impaling or crucifying, or at all analogous to the phrase, “I am crucified with Christ.” Impalement would scarcely be a congruous image for physical suffering in one who travelled and laboured like the apostle. The references to crucifixion and its agonies are of a different nature. But he might bear about a sharp-pointed stake in his flesh which no power could extract, and which was producing a rankling festering wound and torture. Now the τῇ σαρκί here appears to be parallel to the ἐν τῇ σαρκί μου of Galatians 4:13 -something which had its origin in those superabundant revelations, which vexed and humiliated the apostle, and was of a nature so visibly painful, and withal so offensive, that it became a trial to spectators and listeners. The thorn was “given him” by God, and was also “an angel of Satan that he may buffet me”-the last clause describing the action not of the thorn, but of the angel of Satan. It is a superficial and unbiblical supposition of Turner, that this clause may have no more real meaning in it than the popular expressions, “St. Vitus' dance” or “St. Anthony's fire,” in which there is not the least idea of supernatural agency. Scripture does not so sport with the awful names and agencies of the fallen spirit-world. “The devil and his angels” is a phrase found in Matthew 25:41. The thorn was employed by this evil spirit as a means of buffeting him. That he might be humble was God's purpose; that he might be humiliated was the purpose of Satan's angel,-that is, brought into contempt, and restrained in his work, his influence lessened, and himself harassed and agonized. May not this help to explain the allusion in 1 Thessalonians 2:18, “We would have come unto you, but Satan hindered us?” This buffeting might produce nervous tremors, apprehensions, and a chronic lowness of spirits. Amid all his enthusiasm and chivalry, he needed frequent comfort and assurance; so that we find the voice saying to him at Corinth, “Be not afraid;” in his confinement in Jerusalem, “Be of good cheer;” and during the voyage to Rome, “Fear not.” Acts 18:9; Acts 23:11; Acts 27:24. Another result in such circumstances might be, that strong craving for human sympathy which is often manifested by him. See Howson, Lectures on St. Paul, p. 72, 2d edition. 

It is difficult to say at what period these revelations were given. It was fourteen years before he wrote his second epistle to the Corinthians. The period could not therefore be that of his conversion, as is thought by Damasus, Thomas Aquinas, OEder, Keil, and Reiche, for considerably more than fourteen years must have elapsed since that turning-point in his life. Others identify the rapture with the trance in the temple, and the vision and commission connected with it, which himself describes in Acts 22:17-20, as Spanheim, Lightfoot, Rinck, Schrader, Osiander, Wieseler. If this vision took place at his first visit to Jerusalem three years after his conversion, the dates are more in harmony, though the chronology of the apostle's life is very uncertain. The year of his conversion cannot be definitely fixed, opinions varying from the years 33 to 42 A.D. But if it happened, as there is strong probability for believing, in the end of 37 or in 38, and the 2d Epistle to the Corinthians was written in 57 or 58, then the “three years after” of Galatians 1:18, the date of his first visit to Jerusalem, would be in 40 or 41-more than fourteen years before this allusion in 2 Corinthians 12:2. There are other ways, however, of manipulating these dates: Wieseler, for example, places the conversion in the year 40. Still, though on such a computation the dates might thus be brought to correspond, the two accounts are by no means in unison; for the apostle “utters” what he saw in the temple, and recounts also what he “heard.” Wieseler argues, indeed, that as the description of the rapture follows close on the reference to the escape from Damascus, its date must naturally be assigned to the first visit to Jerusalem: Galatians 1:18. But, as Meyer remarks, the apostle in the beginning of 2 Corinthians 12 goes on to tell something distinctly new, and quite different from the incidents of previous rehearsal. Wieseler also labours hard to prove against Ebrard and Meyer, that the ἄῤῥητα ῥήματα are not things impossible, but only unlawful for a man to utter: die nicht gesagt werden dürfen,-quae non licet homini loqui. But ἄῤῥητα ῥήματα is a phrase not to be identified with ἀλάλητοι στεναγμοί, Romans 8:26, for those groanings are often inarticulate suspiria de profundis. Nor does this interpretation much help him; for certainly the apostle felt at liberty to record what was said to him in the temple ecstasy, though it is possible that some other portion of that revelation may come under the category of “unutterable utterances.” At all events, the two accounts do not present any palpable data for their identification; so that the period and place of the “visions and revelations” are unmarked as an epoch in the history of the Acts of the Apostles. He did not so glory in the honour as to be often alluding to it; it had left him a broken and shattered man. 

We can only form an inferential judgment as to the nature of this stake in the flesh, and can more easily assert what it was not than define what it really was. But- 

I. The reference in Galatians cannot be to the carnal style of his preaching, the first of four interpretations given by Jerome-Quasi parvulis vobis atque lactentibus per infirmitatem carnis vestrae jam pridem evangelizavi . . . apud vos pene balbutiens. This notion is wholly unwarranted by the pointed words. 

II. Nor can the thorn be anything external to him, such as persecution, or any form of fierce and malignant opposition on the part of enemies, or of one singled out as ἄγγελος σατᾶν, like Alexander the coppersmith, or Hymenaeus, or Philetus, who are instanced by Chrysostom. Thus Chrysostom explains “my temptation in the flesh:” “While I preached unto you, I was driven about, I was scourged, I suffered a thousand deaths, yet ye thought no scorn of me.” Similarly Eusebius of Emesa, Theodore of Mopsuestia, Theodoret, OEcumenius, Theophylact, Ambrosiast.; and also Calvin, Beza, Fritzsche, Schrader, Hammond, Reiche. Augustine, on the verse in Galatians, says, Neque respuistis, ut non susciperetis communionem periculi mei. It was very natural in those days, when the gospel everywhere encountered fanatical opposition and numbered its martyrs by hundreds, to suppose that the eager apostle, so often thwarted and maligned, so often suffering and maltreated, summed up all elements of antagonism into the figure of a thorn in the flesh, and personified them as a messenger of Satan buffeting him. The Canaanites, the ancient and irritating enemies of the chosen, are called “thorns.” But this opinion is baseless. For, 1. His weakness is identified with himself: it clung to him, and he could not part with it; it was a stake in his flesh. But he might occasionally avoid persecution, as when he escaped from Damascus and when he left Ephesus. 2. Such persecution could not load him with a sense of humiliation in presence of others, or produce that loathing to which he refers. 3. These persecutions, whether from Judaizers or other foes, were so bound up with his work, that he could scarcely seek in this special and conclusive form to be delivered from them, Galatians 4:8-10. 

III. A third theory refers the thorn to some inner temptation which fretted and distracted him. And, 

1. Some describe those trials as temptations to unbelief, the stirring up of remaining sin, or as pangs of sorrow on account of his own past persecuting life. So generally Gerson, Luther, Calvin, Osiander, Calovius. Gerson describes it as consisting de horrendis cogitationibus per solam suggestionem inimici phantasiam turbantis obtingentibus. Luther supposed them to be blasphemous suggestions of the devil, as if they had been a parallel to his past experience and conflicts. Calvin says, more distinctly, Ego sub hoc vocabulo comprehendi arbitror omne genus tentationis quo Paulus exercebatur. Nam caro hic, meo judicio, non corpus, sed partem animae nondum regeneratam significat. Now no statement of such a nature occurs in any other part of the apostle's letters; and though the second descriptive clause, “a messenger of Satan,” may correspond so far with the hypothesis, the first phrase, “thorn in the flesh,” indicates something not in his mind, but acting from without or from his physical organism upon it. And it is called ἀσθένεια- ἀσθένεια σαρκός. 

2. Not a few, perhaps led by the stimulus carnis of the Vulgate, take the phrase to mean temptation to incontinence. It is not to be wondered at that such should be the opinion of celibates and of monks who fled from the world and from duty, but felt to their vexation that they could not flee from themselves. There seems to have been an early impulse to this view. Augustine's words tend in that direction-accepit stimulum carnis. Quis nostrum hoc dicere auderet, nisi ille confiteri non erubesceret?-Enarrat. in Psalms 58 p. 816, vol. v. Opera, Gaume. Jerome, too, says: Si apostolus . . . ob carnis aculeos et incentiva vitiorum reprimit corpus suum.-Epist. ad Eustoch. p. 91, vol. i. Opera, ed. Vallars. Primasius gives it as an alternative, alii dicunt titillatione carnis stimulatum. Gregory the Great describes the apostle after his rapture thus: Ad semetipsum rediens contra carnis bellum laborat.-Moral. lib. viii. c. 29, p. 832, vol. i. Opera, ed. Migne. In mediaeval times this was the current opinion, as of Salvian, Thomas Aquinas, Bede, Lyra, Bellarmine, and the Catholic Estius, a Lapide, and Bisping. Cardinal Hugo condescended to the time of the temptation, viz. after the apostle's intercourse with the charming Thecla, as related in the legendary Acts. Zeschius de stimulo carnis, in the Sylloge Dissertationum of Hasaeus and Ikenius, vol. 2.895. See Acta Apost. Apocrypha, Tischendorf's edition, p. 40. Thecla's heathen mother complains of her as wholly absorbed in Paul's preaching, and waiting on it “like a cobweb fastened to the window” in which she sat; and it is in this legend, so old that Tertullian refers to it, that the apostle's appearance is described- ἄνδρα μικρὸν τῇ μεγέθει, ψιλὸν τῇ κεφαλῇ, ἀγκύλον ταῖς κνήμαις, εὐεκτικόν, σύνοφρυν, μικρῶς ἐπίρινον, χάριτος πλήρη.-Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, p. 41, ed. Tischendorf. The words of Estius are: Apostolum per carnis stimulum indicare voluisse incentivum libidinis quod in carne patiebatur, adducing in proof 1 Corinthians 9:27 and Romans 7:23, neither of which places refers to sensuality. And a Lapide claims something like infallibility for this opinion, insisting on it as an instance of the vox populi, vox Dei. 
The objections to this view are many and convincing. For, 

(1.) Such a stimulus could not be said to be given him by God as a special means of humbling him, and in coincidence with superabundant visions and revelations. 

(2.) Nor could the apostle have gloried in this temptation, Galatians 4:9. 

(3.) Nor would it have exposed him to scorn or aversion; the struggle would have been within, and could not have been described as in this passage of Galatians. 

(4.) And lastly, the apostle declares his perfect freedom from all such temptations. “I would,” he affirms, referring to incontinency and to marriage,—“I would that all men were even as I.” 1 Corinthians 7:7. “Ah! no, dear Paul,” Luther says, “it was no such trial that afflicted thee.” 

IV. The trial and the thorn in the flesh seem to be rightly referred to some painful and acute corporeal malady which could not be concealed, but had a tendency to induce loathing in those with whom he had intercourse, which he felt to be humbling and mortifying to him as a minister of Christ, and which seems to have been connected with the many visions and revelations having a tendency to elate him. Generally, that is the view of Flatt, Billroth, Emmerling, Rückert, Meyer, De Wette, Professor Lightfoot, Alford, Howson, Chandler. Böttger, who regards Galatia as comprising Lystra and Derbe, thinks that the illness was caused by the stoning in the former of those places. But from that stoning there was an immediate recovery, and it could scarcely be the “thorn in the flesh.” See Introduction. 

One hypothesis on this point, viz. that feeble or defective utterance is meant, has been suggested by the statement of the apostle, when he says that, in the judgment of his opponents, his “speech was contemptible.” This adverse criticism, however, does not refer to articulation, but to argument; for he “came not with the enticing words of man's wisdom.” Still the words may imply that his oratory had some drawbacks, which made it inferior in power to his epistolary compositions. 

Others, again, take the malady to be defective vision, and the opinion is based to a large extent on what he says in the verses prefixed to this Essay: “I bear you record, that if it had been possible, ye would have plucked out your eyes and have given them to me.” The theory is plausible, but it wholly wants proof, unless some unauthorized additions be made to the inspired statements. For- 

1. The translation of the verse on which such stress is laid is wrong: it is not “your own eyes,” but simply your eyes, unemphatic. See on the verse. 

2. The mere defect of vision could not of itself induce that contempt and loathing which his trial implies, as in Galatians 4:14. 

3. The thorn in the flesh was given him fourteen years before he wrote his second Epistle to the Corinthians; but his conversion, accompanied by the blinding glory of Christ's appearance, to which his ophthalmic weakness has been traced, happened at a considerably earlier period. 

4. The arguments adduced to prove that the apostle's eyesight was permanently injured by the light “which shone from heaven above the brightness of the sun” at mid-day are not trustworthy. That he was blinded at the moment is true, but he recovered his sight when there “fell from his eyes as it were scales.” All miracles appear to be perfect healings, and restorations of vision are surely no exceptions. The verb ἀτενίζω, which is referred to in proof, will not bear out this conjecture. For in Acts 23:1 ἀτενίσας characterizes the apostle's act before he began his address, and describes naturally a sweeping and attentive scrutiny, but with no implied defect of vision. In Luke 4:20 the same verb describes the eager gaze of the synagogue of Nazareth upon Jesus about to address them- οἱ ὀφθαλμοὶ ἦσαν ἀτενίζοντες αὐτῷ. In Luke 22:56 it depicts the searching survey of the damsel in the act of detecting Peter as one of the twelve- καὶ ἀτενίσασα αὐτῷ. In Acts 1:10 it paints the long and wondering look of the eleven after their ascending Lord- ὡς ἀτενίζοντες ἦσαν. In Acts 3:4 it marks the fixed vision of Peter on the man whom he was about to heal; in Acts 6:15 it represents the rapt stare of the audience on Stephen, “when his face shone as the face of an angel;” in Acts 7:55, the intense vision of Stephen himself, when he “looked up and saw the glory of God, and Jesus standing at the right hand of God;” and in Acts 10:4, the awestruck look of Cornelius at the angel. See also Acts 14:9. In these examples from Luke-and twice the reference is to Paul, Luke 13:9, Luke 23:1 -the look is one of earnest and strong vision, and therefore the occurrence of the same verb in Luke 23:1 cannot form any ground for the opinion which we are controverting; for in making a virtual apology the apostle does not say, “Pardon me, I did not see,” but “I wist not”-perhaps = I forgot at the moment—“that he was the high priest.” The allusion also to the “large letters” in which he wrote the Galatian Epistle, and to the marks of the Lord Jesus which he bore, admit of a different and satisfactory interpretation. 

5. Nor can the interpretation of δἰ ἀσθένειαν in the paper referred to be sustained. The writer gives it this sense: “By the infirmity of my flesh I proclaimed to you the good news;” that is, his defective vision was a lasting proof of his conversion and of the truth of Christ's resurrection and glory, and such evidence so adduced they did not despise nor reject. But “reject” is not the rendering of the last verb, and δἰ ἀσθένειαν can only mean “on account of”-certainly not “by means of.” See on the verse. 

6. Lastly, if the thorn in the flesh be identified with defective vision produced by the light which blinded him at his conversion, then, as we have said, the proposed identification is contradicted by the apostle's own chronology in 2 Corinthians 12:2. 

The hypothesis of some severe physical malady was among the earliest started on the subject. The language of Irenaeus is vague indeed, yet it seems to refer to corporeal ailment; for in illustrating the infirmities of the apostle, he adds, as given in the Latin version, homo, quoniam ipse infirmus et natura mortalis, 5.3,1. 

But of the precise form of the malady there are very various opinions. Hypochondriacal melancholy is supposed by some (Bartholinus, Wedel). Haemorrhoids is the conjecture of Bertholdt. Thomas Aquinas gives as one opinion, not his own, morbus Iliacus, seu viscerum dolor.Basil held the opinion that the thorn was some disease; for, treating of the use of medicine, he speaks of it in connection with, or under the same category as, the healing of the impotent man at Bethesda, Job's affliction, and the ulcered beggar Lazarus. Regulae Fusius Tractatae, Opera, vol. 2.564, Gaume, Paris 1839. Gregory of Nazianzus, at the end of his twentieth Oration, solemnly appeals to his departed brother- ὦ θεῖα καὶ ἱερὰ κεφαλή-to arrest some malady in him which he calls by Paul's words, σκόλοπα τῆς σαρκός. His annotator Nicetas describes it as a disease of the kidneys or of the joints- ποδάγρα, adding that some explained Paul's thorn in the same way. Greg. Naz. Opera, ii. p. 785, ed. Paris 1630. Baxter thought the disease may have been stone-his own torment; his tormentor is preserved in the British Museum. An old and prevailing opinion refers it to some affection of the head. This opinion is alluded to by Chrysostom- τινὲς μὲν οὖν κεφαλαλγίαν τινὰ ἔφασαν. Primasius gives as an alternative: Quidam enim dicunt eum frequenti dolore capitis laborasse: ad 2 Corinthians 12 Patrolog. vol. lxxviii. p. 581, Migne. Tertullian says: Sed et ipse datum sibi ait sudem . . . per dolorem, ut aiunt, auriculae vel capitis (De Pud. cap. v.), and his editor Rigalt wonders at the opinion. In another allusion, in a passage where he is discussing the power of Satan, he simply says: In sanctos humiliandos per carnis vexationem. De Fuga in Persecutione, cap. ii. Pelagius, while recording the opinion that persecutions are meant-persecutiones aut dolores-adds: Quidam enim dicunt eum frequenter dolore capitis laborasse: ad 2 Corinthians 12 Jerome, too, in giving other conjectures, speaks in general terms: Aut certe suspicari possumus, apostolum eo tempore quo primum venit ad Galatas aegrotasse . . . nam tradunt eum gravissimum capitis dolorem saepe perpessum. This ancient and traditionary notion of some physical ailment is the correct one, though of its special character we are necessarily ignorant. But mere headache, grievous and overpowering, could scarcely have produced such an effect as is implied in the verbs “despised not nor loathed.” Its accompaniments or results might, however, have this tendency. Ewald makes it fallende Sucht, or something similar, and also Ziegler, Holsten, and Professor Lightfoot. This opinion has several points in its favour. If mental excitement, intense or prolonged, produces instant and overpowering effect on the body, how much more the ecstasy which accompanies visions and revelations! An “horror of great darkness” fell upon Abraham when a vision was disclosed to him (Genesis 15:13). The prophet Daniel “fainted, and was sick many days,” after a revelation from the angel Gabriel; and after a “great vision,” he says, “There remained no strength in me: for my comeliness was turned in me into corruption, and I retained no strength”—“straightway there remained no strength in me, neither is there breath left in me.” Daniel 8:27; Daniel 10:8; Daniel 10:17. The beloved disciple who had lain in His bosom says, “When I saw Him, I fell at His feet as dead.” Revelation 1:17. If communications of the more common kind, like those vouchsafed to Daniel, produced such debility and reaction, what would be the result of such a bewildering rapture into paradise, and the visions which followed it? If his nervous system had been weakened by previous manifestations, might not this last and grandest honour bring on cerebral exhaustion, paralysis, or epileptic seizure, with all those results on eye, feature, tongue, and limb which are so often and so shockingly associated with it? And the infliction was a chronic one, as may be inferred; it was a stake in his flesh, hindering his work as directly as Satan might wish, exposing him to the contemptuous taunts of Jews and Judaists, and to loathing on the part of his friends. This theory appears to suit all the conditions of this mysterious malady. Its paroxysms seem to have recurred at intervals, the first attack being fourteen years before the writing of the second Epistle to the Corinthians-that is, perhaps, about the year 44; another at his first visit to Galatia, probably in 52; and then when he was writing the second Epistle to the Corinthians and this to the Galatians, perhaps about 58, according to the view we have given in the commencement of this paper. 

One is amazed at the work which men with a strong will can brace themselves up to do in the midst of extreme suffering and weakness. Chrysostom, King Alfred, William the Third, Pascal, Richard Baxter, Robert Hall, and Robertson of Brighton are examples of “strength made perfect in weakness.” 

Verse 17
Galatians 4:17. ζηλοῦσιν ὑμᾶς οὐ καλῶς—“They are paying court to you, not honestly.” I may be reckoned your enemy because I have told you the truth; but these men, who so zealously court you, and profess such intense regard for you, are not actuated by honourable motives,-their purpose is selfish and sinister. Hofmann connects this verse with the preceding one, as if it were the result- ζηλοῦσιν ὑμᾶς. But the connection is unnatural, and ὥστε in such a case would probably be followed by an accusative with the infinite. A. Buttmann, p. 210. The verb, like others in οω, seems to have a factitive sense-to show or display ζῆλος; but it may be shown in various ways, and from a variety of motives-for one or against one. Matthias translates it eifern machen sie euch-they create zeal in you-a meaning unproved. Followed by an accusative of person or thing, it may mean to desire him or it ardently, to be eager for: 1 Corinthians 12:31, Soph. Ajax, 552; and sometimes in a bad sense it denotes to be jealous or envious of: Acts 7:9, James 4:2, Sept. 2 Samuel 21:2. Calvin, Beza, and others give the meaning, “they are jealous of you;” but the same verb in the next clause cannot bear this signification. Some of the fathers assume the sense of envy or emulation; Chrysostom explaining it thus: “They wish that they may occupy the rank of teachers, and degrade you who now stand higher than they to the position of disciples.” See Plutarch, Mor. p. 831, vol. iv. Opera, ed. Wittenbach. Their obsequious attentions were οὐ καλῶς-in no honourable way, but insincerely, and for their own unworthy ends: James 2:3; and ἔφθιθ᾿ οὐ καλῶς describes the manner of Agamemnon's death, AEschylus, Eumenides, 461. The apostle gives no formal nominative to the verb: who the persons so stigmatized were, all parties knew in the Galatian churches, and he does not condescend even to name them. This wooing of their converts is one of the elements of that witchery referred to in Galatians 3:1. The word “affect” in the Authorized Version, from the Latin affectare, is used in its older sense, as in Shakspeare- 

“In brief, sir, study what you most affect;” 

And in Blair's Grave- 

“While some affect the sun, and some the shade.” 

The apostle explains οὐ καλῶς in the next clause, or rather gives one illustration of it- 

᾿αλλὰ ἐκκλεῖσαι ὑμᾶς θέλουσιν—“nay, they desire to exclude you.” ᾿αλλά here has a limiting or corrective power. Kühner, § 322, 6. It introduces a different idea, yet not one directly opposite. Klotz-Devarius, 2:23. Instead of ὑμᾶς, Beza conjectured ἡμᾶς; but the reading has no support. De Wette, however, advocates it on account of the easy sense which it suggests—“they wish to exclude us from all fellowship with you and influence over you.” For the same reason Macknight says, “I suppose it to be the true reading.” Beza suggested it ex ingenio. The Syriac translator seems to have read ἐγκλεῖσαι, as the rendering is למֶחָבָשׁכוּן הוּצוֹבֶין —“they wish to include” or “shut you up.” 

The reference in ἐκκλεῖσαι has been understood in various ways-they desire to exclude you, from what or whom? 

1. Erasmus, followed by a Lapide, supposes the exclusion to be from Christian liberty,-the former giving it as a libertate Christi, and the latter a Christo et christiana libertate. So Estius, and Bagge who explains “from gospel truth and liberty.” Prof. Lightfoot has “from Christ.” This does not tally, however, with the design alleged in the next clause. 

2. Wieseler and Ewald suppose the exclusion to be from salvation-aus dem Himmelreiche, from the kingdom of heaven, according to the former,-vom ächten Christenthume according to the latter; and the notion of Borger, Flatt, and Jatho is not dissimilar—“from the Christian community.” But though such might be the feared result, it is not alleged. The Judaists made it their distinctive dogma that salvation was to be had through faith in Christ, but only on compliance with the Mosaic law, so that a church of circumcised believers would be to them a true object of desire. The next clause suggests also a separation of persons. 

3. Chrysostom, Theophylact, and OEcumenius suppose the exclusion to be “from perfect knowledge, having had imparted to them what is mutilated and spurious.” Thus Theophylact: ἐκβαλλεῖν τῆς τελειοτάτης ἐν χριστῷ καταστάσεως καὶ γνώσεως. 

4. Some take it to mean exclusion from the apostle himself, as Luther, Calvin, Bengel, Olshausen, Winer, Gwynne, and Trana. Reiche has ab apostolo ejusque communione. But with a meaning so definite, pointed, and personal, one would have expected the genitive pronoun to be expressed. 

5. Some suppose the exclusion to be from the sounder portion of the church. Hilgenfeld writes: aus dem Paulinischen Gemeindeverbande. Meyer includes the apostle also. This generally seems to be the idea. Their desire was to remove these Galatian converts from the sounder portion of the church, adhering of course to the apostle in person and doctrine, and form them into a separate clique. The emphasis from position lies on the verb, and the αὐτούς of the next clause suggests a personal contrast. The allusion is thus left general; the antithesis to the αὐτούς is only understood—“they” as a party naturally stand opposed to the party who hold the Pauline doctrine, and bear no altered relation to the apostle. The idea of compulsion found in the verb by Raphelius, Wolf, and Zachariae, does not belong to it; the examples quoted for the purpose fail to prove it (Meyer). And their design was- 

῞ινα αὐτοὺς ζηλοῦτε—“in order that ye may zealously affect them.” They attach themselves to you, that by drawing you off from those who are of sound opinion, ye may attach yourselves to them. The verb must have the same sense in the last clause as in the first. The syntax is somewhat solecistic. The verb ζηλοῦτε, though preceded by ἵνα, is in the present indicative-not the Attic future, as Jatho says; for the instances adduced by him from Thucydides are presents, and not futures. There is no difference worthy of the name among the MSS., though Fritzsche lays stress on MS. 2192, which reads ζηλῶτε. So also in 1 Corinthians 4:6 ἵνα is followed by the present indicative. The connection is illogical in thought-design implying something future, possible, etc. Some therefore are disposed to take ἵνα as an adverb; Meyer, followed by Matthias, rendering it ubi, quo in statu, and he rests his interpretation on grammatical necessity. There is no instance, however, of such an adverbial usage in the New Testament, for the passages sometimes adduced will not support the conjecture. Mullach, Grammatik der Griechischen Vulgar-sprache, p. 373. The idiom is English, however: “now is the hour come that”- ἵνα-or “when,” “the Son of man should be glorified;” but ἵνα has its usual telic significance in the original text. Far rather may it be admitted that the construction is one of the negligences of the later Greek, or it may be traced to some peculiarity in the conception of the apostle. Winer, § 41, 5, 1. In both instances found in the New Testament the verbs end in οω. A. Buttmann, p. 202. The usage of ἵνα with the indicative present is found in later Greek, of which Winer has given instances-as from the apocryphal books: Acta Petri et Pauli 15, but Tischendorf's text reads ἀπόληται; Acta Pauli et Theclae 11, and there too various readings are noted by Tischendorf, Acta Apocrypha, Lipsiae 1851. An additional clause, ζηλοῦτε δὲ τὰ κρείττω χαρίσματα, taken from 1 Corinthians 12:3, is here inserted by D1, F, and is found in Victorinus, the Ambrosian Hilary, and in Sedulius. 

Verses 17-31
Chapter Galatians 4:17-31 
Aware by what means this alienation of feeling had been produced, he now reverts to those by whose seductive arts and errors it had been occasioned- 

Verse 18
Galatians 4:18. καλὸν δὲ ζηλοῦσθαι ἐν καλῷ πάντοτε—“But it is good to be courted fairly at all times.” The reading τὸ ζηλοῦσθαι is found in D, F, G, K, L, and almost all MSS. A, B, C omit τό; B and א read ζηλοῦσθε (with the Vulgate-aemulamini-and Jerome), which from the Itacism was the same in sound with ζηλοῦσθαι; ζηλοῦσθαι without τό is the reading of A, C, D, F, K, L, and is preferable. The δέ is, as usual, adversative. The interpretation given of the previous verse rules that of the present one. They display zealous attentions toward you, and desire to form you into a clique that you may display zealous attentions toward them. It is not the mere zealousness I object to. To have zealous attentions shown toward one in a good cause always is a good thing. Such seems the natural order of thought: the words are repeated from the previous verse. Such paronomasia, or rather annominations, are not unfrequent, and are very common in the Old Testament. Winer, § 68, 2; Lobeck, Paralip. p. 501. The previous καλῶς suggests καλόν and ἐν καλῷ … ζηλοῦσιν and ζηλοῦτε suggest ζηλοῦσθαι. This last word is to be taken in a passive sense, for no instance of a middle voice sense has been adduced. The infinitive has more force with the article. Winer, § 44, 2, a. The use of ἐν καλῷ for καλῶς is suggestive: the exchange implies a difference of meaning; and we agree with Meyer, that it refers not to manner, like the adverb, but to sphere—“in a good thing.” Nor does this, as Ellicott objects, alter the meaning of the verb from “ambiri” to admirari; for surely one may say it is good to be courted in a good way, or to be courted in a good cause, though we do not hold to the sense of the Greek fathers, as if the phrase pointed out that which excited the ζηλοῦν. The reference is not to that which draws forth the ζηλοῦν, but to that in which it operates, implying also the motives of those who feel it. Such seems the most natural construction of the words. The goodness of the ζῆλος depends upon its sphere, the emphasis being on καλόν-good it is to be courted in a good thing, as when the gospel in its simple truth is earnestly urged upon you. The apostle does not object to the mere fact of zealous attention being shown to the Galatians, but first to its way- οὐ καλῶς, that it was dishonourable; and then to the sphere of it, that it was not in a good thing- ἐν καλῷ, for it was pressing on them a subverted gospel, and endangering their soul's salvation. The statement is a general one-a species of maxim; but to the Galatians, as the objects of the verb, the apostle plainly refers. The phrase ἐν καλῷ does not refer to purpose (Reiche), nor is the meaning so vague as bona est ambitio in re bona (Wahl, Schott). πάντοτε, “always,”-a word refused by purists. Phrynichus, p. 105, says, that instead of it ἑκάστοτε and διαπαντός are to be used; similarly Zonaras, Lex. p. 1526. It is added- 

καὶ μὴ μόνον ἐν τῷ παρεῖναί με πρὸς ὑμᾶς—“and not only when I am present along with you.” In πρὸς ὑμᾶς, as in later usage, the idea of direction is almost wholly dropped. John 1:1. The infinitive again has the article, giving it force and vividness. The language plainly implies that the ὑμεῖς are supposed to be the objects of the previous ζηλοῦσθαι, and the meaning is: The being paid court to in a good cause is praiseworthy, not only at all times, but by every one; in my absence from you, in my presence with you: I claim no monopoly of it. I do not wish to have you all to myself. Whoever in my absence shows you zealous attentions, if his zeal be in a good thing, does what I cannot but commend. 

But there are other interpretations which cannot be entertained. Locke gives ἐν καλῷ a personal reference—“it is good to be well and warmly attached to a good man,” that is, himself the apostle—“I am the good man you took me to be.” Estius writes, Ut aemulemini magistros vestros, qualis ego imprimis sum, id enim intelligi vult. He is followed by Chandler, whose words are, “I am still worthy of the same share of your affection, though I am absent from you; therefore it is neither honourable nor decent for you to renounce my friendship,” etc. Macknight's paraphrase is, “Ye should consider that it is comely and commendable for you to be ardently in love with me, a good man, at all times.” But this surely is not the apostle's usual mode of self-reference. 

Some again regard the apostle himself as the object of ζηλοῦσθαι (Reiche, Hofmann); and Usteri gives this sense: “How much was I the object of your ζῆλος when I was with you! As it has so soon ceased in my absence, it must have lost much of its worth.” But this takes off the edge of the statement, and its consecutive harmony with the preceding verse; and in such a case, as Meyer says, you would expect με to have been expressed. 

Others, as Bengel, take ζηλοῦσθαι in the middle-zelare inter se-to be zealous for one another; but we have no example of such a meaning. Others, taking the word in a passive sense, bring out nearly the same meaning, referring to what is said in Galatians 4:13-15 -their warm reception of the apostle and his doctrine when he was present, and their revolution of feeling as soon as he was absent. 

Some adopt the meaning of the middle or active voice. Thus Olshausen generally, but away from the context, “Zeal is good when it arises in a good cause, ζηλοῦσθαι being equivalent to ζηλοῦν;” Luther, Bonum quidem est imitari et aemulari alios, sed hoc praestate in re bona semper. While Beza makes the apostle the subject of the verb-absens absentes vehementissime conplector,-Morus makes him the object: Laudabile autem est sectari praeceptorem in re bona semper. Koppe thus writes: Optem vero ut hanc istorum hominum erga vos invidiam concitetis semper constanter sequendo doctrinam meam. He is virtually followed by Paulus, Rückert, and Brown who thus renders Koppe's thought: “Ye were once the subject of their envy, and I would God ye were the subject of their envy still. I wish your place in their estimation had been the same in my absence that it was when I was present with you.” But this sense, allowing the verb to have the meaning “to envy,” does not tally with the same interpretation of the previous verse; for, as Meyer hints, they had not been the objects of such envy in the apostle's presence, as the last clause of this verse with such an interpretation would plainly intimate. Lastly, Bagge strangely gives this translation: “It is good to call one's self blessed in the truth at all times.” 

The apostle suddenly changes his tone; his mood softens into tenderness, like the mother beginning with rebuke and ending in tears and embraces. 

Verse 19
Galatians 4:19. τεκνία μου—“My little children.” B, D1, F1, א, read τέκνα, a reading which Lachmann adopts, though it is an evident emendation. τεκνία has in its favour A, C, D, K, L, א 3, with Chrysostom and Theodoret among the Greek fathers, and also the Vulgate. The apostle is not in the habit of using the diminutive; its use here is therefore on purpose: 1 Corinthians 4:14; 1 Corinthians 4:17; 2 Corinthians 6:13; 2 Corinthians 12:14; Philippians 2:22. But the Apostle John employs it frequently: John 13:33; 1 John 2:1; 1 John 2:12; 1 John 2:28; 1 John 3:7; 1 John 3:18; 1 John 4:4; 1 John 5:21; though with the genitive θεοῦ he uses τέκνα. This clause is joined, or, as one might say, is tacked on, to the previous one by Bengel, Rückert, Usteri, and Schott; and such is the punctuation in the text of Knapp, Scholz, and Lachmann. See Hofmann. But such a connection is exceedingly unsatisfactory, as there is no direct address. The δέ of the following verse (20) has led some to this mode of division, as if it began a new thought. 

οὓς πάλιν ὠδίνω—“whom I travail in birth with again.” This change of gender according to the sense is frequent. Matthew 28:19; Romans 9:22; Romans 9:24; Winer, § 24, 3. The verb ὠδίνω is spoken of the mother, not of the father-parturio, Vulgate. It does not mean in utero gestare, as is the opinion of Heinsius, Grotius, Koppe, Rückert; but is “to travail,” to be in the throes of parturition. Revelation 12:2. Compare Numbers 11:2; Psalms 7:14; Song of Solomon 8:15; Isaiah 33:4; Isaiah 26:17-18; Isaiah 53:11; Isaiah 66:7-8; Romans 8:22-23. The image of paternity is the usual one with the apostle: 1 Corinthians 4:15; Philemon 1:10. There does not seem to be any foundation for Wieseler's idea, that in πάλιν the allusion is to παλιγγενεσία; it is simply to the previous agonies of spiritual birth when he was present with them. At the first he had travailed in birth with them; and now the process, with all its pain and sorrow, was being repeated. The sense of the verb in such a context is not mere sorrow, but also enduring anxiety and toil. No wonder that those who had cost him so much were so dear to him- τεκνία μου-whom he had begotten in the gospel. See Suicer, Thesaur. sub voce. 
῎αχρις οὗ μορφωθῇ χριστὸς ἐν ὑμῖν—“until Christ be formed in you.” The words ἄχρι and μέχρι are distinguished by Tittmann, as if the first had in prominence the idea of ante, the entire previous time, and the second that of usque ad, the end of the time specially regarded-a hypothesis which Fritzsche on Romans 5:14 has overthrown. Klotz-Devarius, ii. p. 224. The passive μορφωθῇ with the stress upon it, not used elsewhere, expresses the complete development of the μορφή-the form of Christ. Sept. Isaiah 44:13. The metaphor is slightly changed, and the phrase does not probably refer to regeneration (it is not till Christ be born in you), but to its fully formed and visible results. The Galatian churches might be regenerate, for they had enjoyed the Spirit: the apostle's anguish and effort were, that perfect spiritual manhood might be developed in them. The figure is therefore so far changed; for they were not as an embryo waiting for birth,-the child is formed ere the pangs of maternal child-bearing are felt. The apostle's maternal pain was not because a full-formed child was to be born, but because his little children were dwarfing and not rising up to manhood-were still τεκνία. See under Ephesians 4:13. These earlier pangs he had felt already when they became his little children; but, now that they were born, he was in labour a second time, πάλιν, that they might come to manhood, and be Christians so fully matured that indwelling truth should be their complete safeguard against seduction and error. It is no argument against giving πάλιν a reference to his first visit that he describes it as joyful; for his spiritual anxiety was none the less deep, and his agony of earnestness none the less intense, till the truth of the gospel should take hold on them and Christ be formed in them-their life. Besides, the mere pain of parturition is not the only point of comparison. The formation of Christ within them is the purpose of his travail of soul. For “Christ” is the one principle of life and holiness,-not Christ contemplated as without, but Christ dwelling within by His Spirit; not speculation about His person or His doctrine, nor the vehement defence of orthodox belief, not the knowledge of His character and work, nor profession of faith in Him with an external submission to the ordinances of His church. Very different-Christ in them, and abiding in them: His light in their minds, His love in their hearts, His law in their conscience, His Spirit their formative impulse and power, His presence filling and assimilating their entire inner nature, and His image in visible shape and symmetry reproducing itself in their lives. Romans 8:29. What Christian pastor would not toil, and pray, and yearn for such a result, to “present every man perfect in Christ Jesus?” Colossians 1:28; Ephesians 4:13. Calvin says well: “If ministers wish to do any good, let them labour to form Christ, not to form themselves in their hearers.” The figure is virtually reproduced in describing the fruits of martyrdom, as Prof. Lightfoot remarks, in the Epistle of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons; but there is this difference, that in that epistle it is the church, the “virgin mother,” who brings forth. Euseb. Hist. Ecclesiastes 5:1, § 53, etc. The notion of a second conversion urged by Boardman cannot be based on this verse: Higher Christian Life, pt. iii. See Waterland, vol. iv. p. 445. Yet Calvin writes, and Gwynne calls him “drowsy and oblivious” for so writing: Semel prius et concepti et editi fuerant, jam secundo procreandi erant post defectionem; but he adds, Non enim abolet priorem partum, sed dicit iterum fovendos utero esse, tanquam immaturos foetus et informes. Augustine says: Formatur Christus in eo, qui formam accipit Christi. 
Verse 20
Galatians 4:20. ῎ηθελον δὲ παρεῖναι πρὸς ὑμᾶς ἄρτι—“I could wish indeed to be present with you now.” The δέ is not redundant (Scholefield), but is used after an address, as often after questions, and after a vocative with a personal pronoun. Bernhardy; A. Buttmann, p. 331. There is a subadversative idea in the transition. He had spoken of his being present with them; in his memory a chord is struck; it vibrates for a moment while he calls them little children, for whom he is suffering birth-pangs; and then he gives expression to his feeling, “I could wish, yea, to be present with you.” Hilgenfeld's separation of this verse from the one before it, as if it began a new sentence, is unnatural. His absence stands out in contrast to his ideal presence. The imperfect ἤθελον is rightly rendered “I could wish,”-a wish imperfectly realized, but still felt; for there underlies the idea, “if it were possible,” si possim, or wenn die Sache thunlich wäre. Acts 25:22; Romans 9:3. It is the true sense of the imperfect, the act being unfinished, some obstacle having interposed. Bernhardy, p. 373; Kühner, § 438, 3; Hermann, Sophocles, Ajax, p. 140, Lipsiae 1851. The particle ἄν is not understood (Jowett); for the use of ἄν, as Hermann remarks, would have brought in a different thought altogether—“but I will not.” Opuscula, iv. p. 56. See Fritzsche on Romans 9:3. For πρὸς ὑμᾶς, see under Galatians 4:18, and for ἄρτι, see under Galatians 1:9. 

καὶ ἀλλάξαι τὴν φωνήν μου—“and to change my voice.” The tense of the verb is altered, and such an alteration is not infrequent. Winer, § 40, 2. Could we lay any stress upon the alteration here, it might point out that the change of voice was the effect of the realized wish to be present with them. φωνή may refer more to the tone than the contents of speech, for it would still be ἀληθεύων. But of what nature is the change expressed by the verb? 

1. The change seems to be in oral address- φωνή, and not in allusion to anything which he was writing, for he could easily change the tone of the epistle. He supposes himself present, and may allude to strong and indignant declarations and warnings made during his second visit. 2. The change is not from milder to sterner words, as is wrongly held by Wetstein, Michaelis, Rosenmüller, Rückert, Baumgarten-Crusius, Webster and Wilkinson, for hard words are not written by him now, but his soul is filled with love and longing- τεκνία μου. 3. According to Hahn, the change is from argument to accommodation and the allegory of the following paragraph. Biblical Repository, vol. i. p. 133. But such an explanation is artificial and unnatural, 4. The change, as Meyer and others think, is to a milder tone than that which he had just been employing. Such appears to be the dictate of his present mood of mind as he pens this sentence. His soul is softened toward them-molliter scribit, sed mollius loqui vellet (Bengel). 5. A variety of changes are supposed to lurk in the word by many expositors, for they imagine the change to be suited to changing circumstances. Such is the view of Theodoret, Luther, Winer, De Wette, Schott, Brown, Estius, and Bisping. Thus Luther: “That he might temper and change his voice, as he saw it needful.” Thus, too, a Lapide: Ut quasi mater nunc blandirer nunc gemerem nunc obsecrarem nunc objurgarem vos. But the simple verb ἀλλάξαι will not bear such a variety of implied meanings, and, as Meyer suggests, such a clause would have been added as πρὸς τὴν χρείαν, Acts 28:10. Fritzsche's notion is untenable in its extravagant emphasis: Vel severius, vel lenius cum iis agere, prout eorum indoles poposcerit. In the two examples of the phrase cited by Wetstein, the first, referring to the croak of the raven, has πολλάκις qualifying the verb, and the second is precise and simple in meaning. Artemidorus, Oneiro. 2.20, p. 173, vol. i. ed. Reiff; Dio Chrysostom, Orat. 59, p. 662, vol. ii., Opera, ed. Emperius, 1854. Lastly, the meaning assigned by Wieseler to the verb cannot be sustained; for, according to him, ἀλλάσσειν means austauschen, to exchange, not simply to change, as if the apostle longed to exchange words or to converse freely with them. It is true that ἀλλάσσειν and μεταλλάσσειν, both followed by ἐν, are used in Romans 1:23; Romans 1:25 in senses not very different, save that the compound is the more emphatic, and the latter in Galatians 4:26 is followed more distinctly by εἰς, though ἀντί is a common classical usage, or a genitive- τί, τινος. In order to bear out the sense given by Wieseler, some supplementary clause with a preposition is therefore indispensable. The passages quoted from the Septuagint will not bear him out, as there is only the accusative here; in Leviticus 27:3; Leviticus 27:33 there is also a dative, καλὸν πονηρῷ; in Psalms 105:20 the preposition ἐν follows the verb as in Romans; and in Exodus 13:13 there occurs the simple dative. Comp. Jeremiah 2:11; Jeremiah 13:23; Genesis 31:7; Ezra 6:11, etc. 

The apostle adds the reason- 

῞οτι ἀποροῦμαι ἐν ὑμῖν—“for I am perplexed in you.” Hofmann unnaturally connects ἐν ὑμῖν with the previous clause, and Matthias, with as little reason, joins the whole clause to the following verse, as the ground of the question which it contains. The verb ἀπορέω ( ἄπορος, impassable, as applied to hills or rivers) signifies “to be without means,” to be in difficulty or in perplexity. In the New Testament it is construed with εἰς, referring to a thing, Acts 25:20, and also with περί, Luke 24:4, as well as ἐν. The verb is here passive with a deponent sense. Grammatically, in the purely passive sense it might mean, “I am the object of perplexity,” as the passive of an intransitive verb. Bernhardy, p. 341; Jelf, § 367. The meaning would then be that assigned by Fritzsche, Nam haeretis quo me loco habeatis, nam sum vobis suspectus; and this meaning coalesces with his interpretation of the previous clause. But the usage of the New Testament is different, as may be seen in John 13:22, Acts 25:20, 2 Corinthians 4:8. Genesis 32:7; Sirach 18:7; also, Thucydides, Galatians 2:20; Xen. Anab. 7.3, 29; Schoemann, Isaeus, p. 192. The phrase ἐν ὑμῖν points to the sphere of his perplexity. Winer, § 48, a; 2 Corinthians 7:16. The doubts of the apostle were not merely what to think of them or of their condition, but how to reclaim them. How to win them back he was at a loss; and therefore he desired if possible to be present with them, and if possible to adopt a milder tone, if so be they could be recovered from incipient apostasy. The ἐν is not propter (Bagge), but has its usual meaning, denoting the sphere in which the emotion of the verb takes place. Such is apparently the spirit of the verse. 

Verse 21
Galatians 4:21. λέγετέ μοι, οἱ ὑπὸ νόμον θέλοντες εἶναι, τὸν νόμον οὐκ ἀκούετε;—“Tell me, ye who desire to be under the law, do ye not hear the law?” The appeal is abrupt-urget quasi praesens (Bengel). The parties addressed are not persons of heathen birth (Flatt, Rückert), nor specially of Jewish birth (Schott, De Wette), but those who had a strong desire to place themselves under the law, in whom the Judaistic teaching had stirred up this untoward impulse, which Chrysostom says came from their ἀκαίρου φιλονεικίας. The phrase, “Do ye not hear the law?” is supposed by Meyer and others to mean, “Do ye not hear the law read?” But the plain meaning of the terms is the best. The verb ἀκούετε is not to be taken as signifying “do ye understand?” (Jerome, Borger, Olshausen, Küttner, and others), nor as denoting, “Do ye not submit to the law?” (Gwynne), which is utterly wrong, or as having any modification of that sense; but it is, “Ye who would submit to the law, give ear to its statements.” The reading ἀναγινώσκετε is an old gloss found in D, F, found also in the Latin version (legistis) and in several of the fathers, and may have been suggested by the reading of the law in the synagogues, or by a wish to give a more palpable form to the question. The repetition of νόμος is emphatic: in the first clause it is the legal institute; in the second with the article it is the book of the law. Luke 24:44; Romans 3:21. Hofmann needlessly takes the whole verse as one thought—“Tell me ( οἵ relative), ye who desiring to be under the law do not hear the law;” but this view does not harmonize with the beginning of the next verse. The apostle now sets before them a striking lesson of the law, so presented and interpreted as to be specially intelligible to them, as being also quite in harmony with their modes of interpretation- 

Verse 22
Galatians 4:22. γέγραπται γὰρ, ὅτι ᾿αβραὰμ δύο υἱοὺς ἔσχεν· ἕνα ἐκ τῆς παιδίσκης, καὶ ἕνα ἐκ τῆς ἐλευθέρας—“For it is written that Abraham had two sons; one by the bond-woman, and one by the free woman.” The γάρ introduces illustrative proof. It tacitly takes for granted a negative reply to the previous question, and thus vindicates the propriety of putting it: Klotz-Devarius, 2.234; or it may mean profecto-doch wohl: Ellendt, Lex. Soph. 1.332. The two mothers Hagar and Sarah are particularized by the article as well known: Genesis 16, 21. παιδίσκη sometimes, however, means a free-born maiden, as in Ruth 4:12, Xen. Anab. 4.3, 11. But in Genesis 21:10 it represents in the Sept. the Hebrew אָמָה, H563, and in Genesis 16:1 the Hebrew שִׁפְחָה, H9148, and in the New Testament it is used only in the sense of slave. νεᾶνις was the earlier Greek term. Phrynichus, ed. Lobeck, 239; Cremer's Lex. sub voce ἐλεύθερος. 

The apostle refers to some very remarkable points in Abraham's domestic history with which they must all have been well acquainted- 

Verse 23
Galatians 4:23. ᾿αλλ᾿ ὁ μὲν ἐκ τῆς παιδίσκης, κατὰ σάρκα γεγέννηται· ὁ δὲ ἐκ τῆς ἐλευθέρας, διὰ τῆς ἐπαγγελίας—“Howbeit he of the bond-maid was born after the flesh, but he of the free woman by the promise.” ᾿αλλά—“howbeit” (though both were sons of the same father)-introduces the difference between the two sons in their birth, probably with the underlying idea of difference, too, in their character and destiny. κατὰ σάρκα (Romans 9:7-10) means that Ishmael was born in the usual course of nature, and implies that Isaac was not; for he was born “by virtue of the promise,” as is recorded in Genesis 18:10. There was a promise also connected with Ishmael's birth, though that birth in itself implied nothing out of the ordinary course of nature; whereas in Isaac's case there was miracle, when Sarah, “past age,” gave birth to a son in fulfilment of the promise. Genesis 17:15-16; Genesis 18:10-11; Genesis 18:14; Romans 9:9. But for the promise, there would have been no such birth. 

Verse 24
Galatians 4:24. ῞ατινά ἐστιν ἀλληγορούμενα—“which things,” “which class of things,” or “all those things are allegorized”-quae sunt per allegoriam dicta, Vulgate. The meaning of the clause is not, “which things have been allegorized” already-namely, by the prophet Isaiah in the quotation made afterwards from Isaiah 54:1 (Brown after Vitringa, Peirce, and Macknight). For the quotation comes in as part of the illustration, not as an instance or example. A formal reference to an allegory framed by Isaiah, or to one found in his prophecies, would have necessitated a past participle; but the use of the present participle describes the allegory as at the moment under his hand. ῞ατινα brings together not the persons simply, but in their peculiar relations; not the births merely, but their attendant circumstances. The verb ἄλλο- ἀγορεύειν is to express another sense than the words in themselves convey. Wycliffe renders: “the whiche thingis ben seide bi anothir understondinge.” Suidas thus defines ἀλληγορία: ἡ μεταφορά, ἄλλο λέγον τὸ γράμμα καὶ ἄλλο τὸ νόημα. The verb signifies either to speak in an allegory (Joseph. Ant. Introd. iv.), or to interpret an allegory. Plutarch, Op. Mor. p. 489, D, vol. iv. ed. Wittenbach; Clem. Alex. Strom. 5.11, p. 563. An allegory is not, as it has been sometimes defined, a continued metaphor; for a metaphor asserts one thing to be another, whereas an allegory only implies it. To be allegorized, then, is to be interpreted in another than the literal sense. The simple historical facts are not explained away as if they had been portions of a mere allegory, like the persons and events in Bunyan's Pilgrim; but these facts are invested with a new meaning as portraying great spiritual truths, and such truths they were intended and moulded to symbolize. But to say that a portion of early history is allegorized is very different from affirming that it is an allegory, or without any true historical basis. Luther says that Paul was “a marvellous cunning workman in the handling of allegories,” and he admits that “to use allegories is often a very dangerous thing,”-adding: “Allegories do not strongly persuade in divinity; but, like pictures, they beautify and set out the matter. . . . It is a seemly thing to add an allegory when the foundation is well laid and the matter thoroughly proved.” The allegory used by the apostle here is quite distinct from the τύπος in 1 Corinthians 10:11, where certain historical events are adduced as fraught with example and warning to other men and ages which might fall into parallel temptations. Yet Chrysostom says, “Contrary to usage, he calls a type an allegory;” but adds correctly: καταχρηστικῶς τὸν τύπον ἀλληγορίαν ἐκάλεσεν; “This history not only declares what appears on the face of it, but announces somewhat further, whence it is called an allegory.” 

The allegory is here adduced not as a formal or a prominent proof, but as an illustrative argument in favour of what had been already proved, and one fitted to tell upon those whose modes of interpreting Scripture were in harmony with it. “Ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear the law?” Prefaced by this personal appeal, it starts up as a vindication on their own principles, the justness of which would be recognised by the apostle's Judaistic opponents. His early rabbinical education, and some familiarity, too, with the peculiarities of the Alexandrian school of thought and theosophy, may have suggested to him this form of discussion as an argumentum ad hominem; but it would be rash to say that the apostle invented this allegory to suit his purpose. It is not as if he had said, Those things may be turned to good account in a discussion of this nature; but his inspiration being admitted, his meaning is, they were intended to convey those spiritual lessons. Such an allegorical interpretation is therefore warranted, apart from his employment of it in the present instance. It is not wholly the fruit of subjective ingenuity-ein blosses Spiel seiner Phantasie (Baur)-or an accommodation to rabbinical prepossession. The history by itself, indeed, affords no glimpse into such hidden meanings. But Abraham and his household bore a close historical and typical connection with the church of all lands and ages, and God's dealings with them in their various relations foreshadowed His dealings with their successors, as well the children by natural descent and under bondage to the law-Hagar, Ishmael-as those after the Spirit and in the possession of spiritual freedom-believers-blessed in Abraham, along with believing Abraham, and heirs through promise. Faith and not blood is the bond of genetic union; but the natural progeny still hates and persecutes the spiritual seed, as at that time in Galatia. God repeats among the posterity what He did among their ancestors; the earlier divine procedure becomes a picture of the later, and may therefore on this true basis be allegorized. To take out the lasting lessons from the history of Abraham's family, and the divine actings in it and toward it, is to say in the apostle's words, “which things are an allegory.” The migration from Ur is somewhat similarly treated, though not in the same form, in Hebrews 11:14-16. If the outlines of such allegorical treatment were current in the apostle's days,-if it was an acknowledged method of exposition,-then one may conjecture that the favourite allegory among Jewish teachers would be to picture Isaac as the Jewish church, and Ishmael as the Gentiles; but the apostle affirms the reverse, and makes Hagar's child the Jewish representative. 

Philo allegorizes those points in Abraham's history which are selected here for the same purpose by the apostle. But a comparison will show that the process and aim of the two writers are widely different. According to various assertions met with in Philo's Treatises, Abram is the soul in its advance toward divine knowledge; the very name, which means “high father,” being suggestive, for the soul reaches higher and higher, through various spheres of study, to the investigation of God Himself. Salvation implies change of abode; therefore Abraham left his native country, kindred, and father's house,-that country being the symbol of the body, his kindred of the outward senses, and his father's house denoting speech. A somewhat different explanation is given in his De Mut. Nom. Abram signifies high father, but Abraham elect-father of sound,-sound being equivalent to speech, father the same as mind, and elect a special quality of the wise man's soul. Sarai, signifying “my princess,” stands for “the virtue which rules over my soul;” but she does not as yet bring forth for Abraham-divine virtue is barren to him for a time. He must first cohabit with Hagar; there must be a preparatory connection with the handmaiden; and she represents the encyclical knowledge of wisdom and logic, grammar and geography, rhetoric and astronomy, all of which are mastered by an initiatory course of mental discipline. Philo describes at length the various elements of this intermediate instruction. Hagar, in her race, name, and social position, is profoundly symbolic; for she is of Egypt, the land of science, her name means emigration, and she is slave to the princess. The same relation that a mistress has to her handmaidens, or a wife to a concubine, Sarah or wisdom has to Hagar or worldly education. Hagar at once bears a son; that son is Ishmael, who represents sophistry. Abraham then returns to Sarah, and she too at length bears a son: her son is Isaac, who typifies wisdom; and this is happiness, for the name Isaac signifies laughter. That is to say, the mind, after previous initiation and discipline, enters profitably on higher prolific study; or when Sarai, “my authority,” is changed into Sarah, “my princess” = generic and imperishable virtue, then will arise happiness or Isaac. Then, too, the rudimentary branches of instruction, which bear the name of Hagar and her sophistical child called Ishmael, will be cast out. “And they shall suffer eternal exile; God Himself confirming their expulsion, when He orders the wise man to obey the word spoken by Sarah.” “It is good to be guided by virtue when it teaches such lessons as this.”-De Cherub. p. 2, vol. ii. Op. ed. Pfeiffer. Thus Philo and Paul have in their allegory little in common, save the selection of the same historical points. In the hands of Philo the incidents become fantastic, unreal, and shadowy-fragments of a dim and blurred outline of spiritual and intellectual elevation and progress. The allegory of Clement is similar to that of Philo. Strom. p. 284, ed. Sylburg. But the apostle's treatment, on the other hand, is distinct and historical, without any tinge of metaphysical mysticism. In a word, the difference between Paul's allegorizing and that of Philo and of the Christian fathers, such as Clement and Origen, is greatly more than Jowett asserts it to be-is greatly more than a difference “of degree.” For there is on the part of the apostle a difference of style and principle in the structure of it, and there is a cautious and exceptional use of it. It never resembles the מדרשׁ of the Jewish doctors, or the dreamy theosophy of the Cabbala. See Maimonides, Moreh Nevochim, 3.43. See Professor Lightfoot's note. 

The Old Testament has many historical facts which surely involve spiritual lessons, and pre-intimate them as distinctly, though not so uniformly, as the Aaronic ritual typifies the great facts of redemption, it being ἀντίτυπα, ὑπόδειγμα, σκιά. The prospective connection of the old economy with the new is its great characteristic-the connection of what is outer and material with what is inner and spiritual in nature. But this connection must be of divine arrangement and forecast, otherwise it could not furnish such illustrations as are presented in this paragraph. While this is the case, every one knows that allegorization has been a prevailing vice in biblical exposition-that the discovery of occult meanings, and of typical persons and things, has done vast damage to sound commentary. There is scarcely an event, person, or act, that has not been charged with some hidden sense, often obscure and often ludicrous, the analogy being frequently so faint that one wonders how it could ever have been suggested. Amidst such confusion and absurdity which defy hermeneutical canons and apostolical example, it is surely extreme in Dean Alford to characterize as “a shallow and indolent dictum, that no ancient history is to be considered allegorical but that which inspired persons have treated allegorically.” We may at least be content with the unfoldings of the New Testament; and he who “reads, marks, learns, and inwardly digests” the Scriptures will be under little impulse to handle the word of God so fancifully as to be accused of handling it deceitfully. 

The apostle now unfolds the allegory- 

αὗται γάρ εἰσιν δύο διαθῆκαι—“for these women are two covenants.” The article αἱ before the last noun is omitted on the preponderant authority of all the uncials, though it occurs in א 1, but not in א 3. The αὗται are the two mothers Hagar and Sarah, not Ishmael and Isaac (Jowett), nor is αὗται for ταῦτα (Balduin, Schmoller); and in the allegory they represent two covenants, not revelations (Usteri). The construction is as in Matthew 13:39; Matthew 26:26-28, 1 Corinthians 10:4, Revelation 1:20. 

΄ία μὲν ἀπὸ ὄρους σινᾶ, εἰς δουλείαν γεννῶσα, ἥτις ἐστὶν ῎αγαρ—“one indeed from Mount Sinai, bearing children into bondage, which,” or, “and this is Hagar.” The local ἀπό indicates place or origin-this covenant originated or took its rise from Mount Sinai. The particle μέν, solitarium, is followed by no corresponding δέ, as the other point of the comparison is not brought into immediate prominence, but passes away into the general statement. Winer, § 63, 2. For γεννῶσα, see Luke 1:13; Luke 1:57; Xen. De Rep. Lac. 1.3. The last words are “for bondage,” or “into a state of bondage;” the children of the bond-mother according to law inherit her condition. Hofmann connects the words “from Mount Sinai” closely with the participle “bearing children.” The pronoun ἥτις, quippe quaedam, is a contextual reference. The Sinaitic covenant is thus represented by Hagar. 

What the apostle says in the following verse has given rise to numerous differences of opinion, and there is also conflict about its various readings. The Received Text has- 

Verse 25
Galatians 4:25. τὸ γὰρ ῎αγαρ σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστὶν ἐν τῇ ᾿αραβίᾳ—“For Hagar (not the person, but the name) is Mount Sinai in Arabia”-the neuter τό with the feminine ῎αγαρ in its abstract form specifying the thing itself in thought or speech. Kühner, vol. ii. § 492; Winer, § 18; Ephesians 4:9. In the Clementine Homilies, 16.18, occurs τὸ θεός … τὸ δ᾿ ὑμεῖς ὅταν εἴπω τὴν πόλιν λέγω, Dem. Pro Corona, p. 162, vol. i. Op. ed. Schaefer. 

But the reading has been disputed. τὸ δὲ ῎αγαρ has the authority of A, B, D, E, and of one version, the Memphitic; but γάρ has in its favour C, F, K, L, א, the Vulgate, Syriac, and many of the fathers. The first reading given is found in K, L, the great majority of cursives, both Syriac versions, and in the Greek fathers. On the other hand, the reading τὸ γὰρ σινᾶ ὄρος ἐστίν, omitting ῎αγαρ, is found in C, F, G, א, the old Latin, the Vulgate, the Greek fathers Origen (according to the Latin version), Epiphanius, Cyril, Damascenus, in Ambrosiaster or the Ambrosian Hilary, in Augustine, Jerome, Pelagius, and, as Prof. Lightfoot says, probably “all the Latin fathers,”-apud omnes Latinos interpretes, says Estius. Beza omitted ῎αγαρ in his first and second editions, but afterwards inserted it-nolui tamen receptam Graecam lectionem immutare. Now, to account for these variations, it may be said on the one side, that the juxtaposition of γὰρ ῎αγαρ may have led to them, so that the one or other of the like words was omitted, and δέ inserted, either for the connection, or as suggested by the μέν in the previous verse. So Tischendorf, Meyer, Reiche, Winer, Ewald, Ellicott, and Alford. It may be replied, however, on the other side, that the words τὸ γάρ might be easily turned into τὸ ῎αγαρ, ῎αγαρ being found in the immediate context, while δέ or γάρ was inserted for the contextual sequence. With this hypothesis the other variations may also be more easily accounted for. Our reading is adopted by Lachmann, Fritzsche, De Wette, Hofmann, Wieseler, Prof. Lightfoot, and by Bisping and Windischmann who may be supposed to be partial to Latin authority. Bentley adopted the same view, as may be seen in his text, as given in Ellis's Bentleii Critica Sacra, p. 108, London 1862; and in his letter to Mill (p. 45) he supposes that the verse was originally a gloss: ea verba de libri margine in orationem ipsam irrepsisse. Mill was not averse to the same conjecture, as his note indicates, and Kuster adopted the same view. This reading is moreover natural and plausible: “for Sinai is a mountain in Arabia,” not according to the order of the words, “for Mount Sinai is in Arabia.” The moment is on the last words, “in Arabia;” that is, among the descendants of Hagar, or beyond the limits of Canaan in a land of bondmen. The site and origin of the one covenant, which is Hagar bearing children into bondage, is Sinai, and that Sinai is a mountain in the country of Hagar's offspring. The Arabs are named from Hagar ᾿αγαρηνοί in Psalms 83:7, in parallelism with Ishmaelites; ᾿αγαραῖοι, 1 Chronicles 5:10; 1 Chronicles 5:19; Baruch 3:23. The Targumist renders Shur (wilderness of Shur) by Hagar- הגרא -Hagra, as in Genesis 16:7. Compare Ewald, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, vol. 1.452, 3 d ed., and his Nachtrag über den Namen Hagar-Sinai, in his Die Sendschr. d. Apost. Paulus, p. 493. Strabo, on the authority of Eratosthenes, joins with the ᾿αγραῖοι the Nabataeans and Chauloteans, 16:4, 2; Pliny, Hist. Nat. 6.32. The clause then is a parenthetical remark suddenly thrown in, to sustain and illustrate the allegory of Hagar the bond-woman representing the covenant made at Sinai,-for indeed that Sinai is a mountain in Arabia, the country of Hagar's descendants. 

If the common reading be adopted, there are several difficulties in the way of interpretation: “For this Hagar (the object of allegory, not the person) is Mount Sinai in Arabia.” The meaning of the clause is not, the woman Hagar is a type of Mount Sinai (Calvin, Estius); the neuter article forbids it. Others suppose the meaning to be: Hagar is the name of Mount Sinai in Arabia; or, that mountain is so named by the Arabians-apud Arabes (Meyer); is so named in the Arabian tongue: Matthias, offering to supply διαλέκτῳ. But ἐν τῇ ᾿αραβίᾳ is taken most simply and naturally as a topographical notation. The apostle is thus supposed to refer to the meaning of the word Hagar, and to say that in the tongue of the natives it is the name of Mount Sinai, or, as Tyndale renders, “for Mount Sinai is called Hagar in Arabia.” There is, however, no distinct proof of this assertion. It may be true, but there is no proper evidence of its truth. The tribes sprung of Hagar might give the great mountain their own name and that of their famous ancestress; but no instance of this has been adduced by any one. A Bohemian traveller named Harant visited the country in 1598, and he says “that the Arabian and Mauritanian heathens call Mount Sinai Agar or Tur.” His work, named Der Christliche Ulysses, published at Nürnberg in 1678, was translated out of Bohemian into German (see Prof. Lightfoot), and the quotation from it is generally taken from Büsching's Erdebeschreibung. Granting that he reports what he heard with his own ears, it is strange that his statement has been confirmed by no succeeding traveller. His authority is rendered suspicious also by some of Prof. Lightfoot's remarks. 

It has been alleged, too, that the words Hagar and Sinai are the same in sense, and that the apostle meant to assert by the way this identity of meaning. But granting that Sinai, סִינַי, means “rock” or “rock-fissures,” the Hebrew name הָגָר, hajar, in Arabic-cannot bear such a signification, for it denotes “fugitive” or “wanderer,” or, as Jerome gives it, advena vel conversa. It is true that there is an Arabic word of similar sound, , which means “stone,” but it would be represented in Hebrew by חָגָר, hhagar-the words differing distinctly in the initial consonants. Freytag, sub voce. These consonants are indeed sometimes interchanged, but הָגָר and חָגָרbelong to different families of words. It will not do to allege with Meyer that allegory interpretation is easily contented with the mere resemblance of names, as in the case of Nazarene, Matthew 2:23; Siloam, John 9:7; or to allege that yet, with all these objections to the common reading, it may be held that Paul, when he went into Arabia, as he says in Galatians 1:17, may have heard Sinai get the provincial name of Hagar. There was apparently a place of this name not far from Petra, but Petra itself never seems to get the designation of El-hhigr. Hilgenfeld refers for a similar clause to a reference to Ramah in Justin Martyr, Dial. c. Tryph. c. 78. 

συστοιχεῖ δὲ τῇ νῦν ῾ιερουσαλήμ—“and indeed she ranketh with the present Jerusalem.” Tyndale and Cranmer render “bordereth upon;” the Vulgate, conjunctus est; and the Arabic translator gives it as “contiguous to,”-rendering Arabia by El-Belka, which was on the east of the Jordan. Jerome, Chrysostom ( ἅπτεται), and Theophylact hold this view, which is also adopted by Baumgarten-Crusius; but it is geographically wrong, unless you maintain with some that Sinai belongs to the same mountain range with Sion-a very strange conjecture (Genebrardus, ad Psal. cxxxiii.). The erroneous mons qui conjunctus est of the Vulgate is explained away by Thomas Aquinas, as referring not to spatii continuitas but to similitudo. Wycliffe, however, translates it, “whiche hil is ioyned to it,” that is, to Jerusalem. The nominative is either ῎αγαρ or διαθήκη, as in the Claromontane Latin quae, but not τὸ ὄρος, as in the Vulgate mons qui (Jerome, Chrysostom, Hofmann). The verb in military phrase signifies “to be of the same file with,” Polybius, 10.23, Op. Tit. 111, p. 39, ed. Schweighaeuser. The corresponding noun is used of alphabetic letters pronounced by the same organ, or metaphysically of things in the same category. The meaning is not “stands parallel to” (Winer, Rückert), but “corresponds to.” The δέ marks something additional or new in the progress of the statement. The Jerusalem “that now is” is not opposed by this epithet to the earlier Salem (Erasmus, Michaelis), but to the Jerusalem of that day, the Jewish metropolis under the law in contrast with the Jerusalem which is from above; though the first is characterized temporally, and the other from its ideal position. The “Jerusalem that now is” is the symbol of the nation, under the bondage of the law- 

δουλεύει γὰρ μετὰ τῶν τέκνων αὐτῆς—“for she is in bondage with her children.” Matthew 23:37. The reading γάρ has preponderant authority over δέ. The nominative is not Hagar nor διαθήκη (Gwynne), but the “Jerusalem that now is,” as the clause assigns the reason for the correspondence of the ἡ νῦν ῾ιερουσαλήμ with ῎αγαρ or διαθήκη. Jerusalem is in bondage with her children, as Hagar the bond-mother with her son Ishmael. It cannot refer to civil bondage to Rome (Bagge). Augustine, on Psalms 119 (120), expounds this allegory at some length: the word Kedar in the last clause of Galatians 4:5, inhabitavi cum tabernaculis Cedar, naturally suggested Ishmael and the allegory, p. 1954, Opera, vol. iv. Gaume. The apostle has been describing this very bondage—“under the law,” “under paedagogy,” “under tutors and governors,” “in bondage unto the elements of the world.” 

Verse 26
Galatians 4:26. ῾η δὲ ἄνω ῾ιερουσαλὴμ ἐλευθέρα ἐστίν, ἥτις ἐστὶ μήτηρ [ πάντωνb ἡμῶν—“But the Jerusalem above is free, and she is our mother.” The πάντων is doubtful, though received by Lachmann on the authority of A, C3, K, L, א 3; but is rejected by Tischendorf on the authority of B, C1, D, F, א 1, with the Syriac, Latin, and Coptic versions, and the majority of the fathers. The insertion may have come from the parallel clause, Romans 4:16, πατὴρ πάντων ἡμῶν. The phrase with the addition is found, as Prof. Lightfoot quotes, in Polycarp, § 3, and in Irenaeus,5:35, 2, at least in the Latin translation-mater omnium nostrum, p. 815, Op. vol. i. ed. Stieren. The δέ is opposed to the last clause: “on the contrary.” The epithet ἄνω cannot refer in a temporal sense to the Salem of Melchisedec (Michaelis, Paulus), nor in a local sense to the upper city - the city of David, the Acropolis (Vitringa, Elsner, Zachariae),-for it is the new covenant that Sarah symbolizes, and the νῦν of the previous verse is opposed to it. Nor does it mean the New Testament (Grotius, Rollock), based on the meaning of Jerusalem as signifying “vision of peace.” Nor is it directly the church of the New Testament (Sasbout, a Lapide, Bullinger). It is the heavenly- ἄνω-as opposed to the earthly Jerusalem, the ideal metropolis of Christ's kingdom-the church before the second advent and the kingdom of glory after it-the “heavenly Jerusalem,” Hebrews 12:22; but different in conception and symbol from the new Jerusalem, Revelation 21:2. The phrase is also a rabbinical one, for the Rabbins speak of the Jerusalem שֶׁלמַעֲלָה . But their heavenly Jerusalem was merely the counterpart of the earthly one in everything; as the book Sohar says, “Whatever is on earth is also in heaven,”-one argument being that the pattern of the tabernacle in heaven was shown to Moses, so that the one constructed might be a fac-simile; and the tabernacle is called by the apostle “the pattern of things in heaven.” Schoettgen's Horae Heb. vol. i. p. 1205; Wetstein in loc.; Witsius, Miscellanea Sacra, vol. ii. p. 199. Not that the apostle thought of it as the Rabbins did; it was to him the metropolis in which believers are now enfranchised as citizens, Philippians 3:20, not the triumphant church in heaven (Rosenmüller, Winer), nor what Hofmann calls die in der Person Christi schon himmlisch vollendete Gemeine. And she- ἥτις—“is our mother,”-no one of us is excluded; for the Jerusalem is not the visible church with many in it who are not believers, but the invisible or spiritual church, all whose members, whether Jews or Gentiles, are true disciples. The apostle does not develop the contrast with technical fulness. It might have been, δευτέρα δὲ ἀπὸ ὄρους σιὼν εἰς ἐλευθερίαν γεννῶσα, ἥτις ἐστὶ σάῤῥα . . . συστοιχεῖ δὲ τῇ ἄνω ῾ιερουσαλήμ. The parallel is broken in the apostle's haste; he seizes only on the salient points; the doctrine imaged out was of more importance than the formal or rhetorical symmetry of the figure. The apostle, as has been remarked, uses ῾ιερουσαλήμ, the more sacred name, as in the Apocalypse, but in referring to the earthly capital in Galatians 1:18, Galatians 2:1, he uses ῾ιεροσόλυμα, the name found also in the fourth Gospel. 

Verse 27
Galatians 4:27. γέγραπται γάρ, εὐφράνθητι στεῖρα ἡ οὐ τίκτουσα· ῥῆξον καὶ βόησον ἡ οὐκ ὠδίνουσα· ὅτι πολλὰ τὰ τέκνα τῆς ἐρήμου μᾶλλον ἢ τῆς ἐχούσης τὸν ἄνδρα—“For it is written, Rejoice, thou barren that bearest not; break forth and cry, thou that travailest not: because many are the children of the desolate one more than of her who has an husband,” or “the man.” The quotation is according to the Septuagint from Isaiah 54:1, and the idiomatic variations between it and the Hebrew are of no real importance-the Greek using the article and present participle for the Hebrew praeterite. After ῥῆξον, φωνήν may be understood, or βοήν, or εὐφροσύνην, but such an ellipse is common. The term רִנָּה, H8262, “joyous shouting,” is omitted by the Seventy. The Hebrew idiom רַבִּים מִן is correctly imitated in the Greek πολλὰ τὰ τέκνα . . . μᾶλλον ἤ, and is different from πλείονα ἤ, for both are to have many children, but the children of the desolate are far to outnumber the other; and the past participle בּעוּלָה is paraphrased by τῆς ἐχούσης τὸν ἄνδρα—“the man” whom the desolate woman has not. The two women contrasted, in the apostle's use of the quotation, are Sarah, and Hagar who had Abraham- τὸν ἄνδρα-when Sarah gave him up to her, and was the first of the two to have children. 

The address of the prophet is to the ancient Israel, not to Jerusalem simply, or because in it no children were born during the Babylonish exile. Her desolate condition is to be succeeded by a blessed prosperity, and by the possession of Gentile countries. Zion in her youth had been espoused by Jehovah to Himself, but the nuptial covenant had been broken and she had been repudiated, and had suffered the reproach of such widowhood, “forsaken and grieved in spirit.” But re-union is promised on the part of the divine Husband under the claim of a Goel or Redeemer, and by a new and significant title, “God of the whole earth.” In a gush of wrath He had hidden His face a moment, but in everlasting kindness would He have mercy on her (compare 51:2). The result is a numerous progeny. What the precise historic reference of the prophecy is, it is needless to inquire. Under its peculiar figure, so common in the prophets, it portrays, after a dark and sterile period, augmented spiritual blessings, and suddenly enlarged numbers to enjoy them, as the next chapter so vividly describes. In the apostle's use of the quotation, and in accordance with the context, Hagar-she that hath τὸν ἄνδρα-is the symbol of the theocratic church with its children in bondage to the law; and Sarah-she that was desolate-is the symbol of the New Testament church, composed both of Jews and Gentiles, or the Jerusalem above which is our mother. Compare Schöttgen in loc. The prophecy is adduced to prove and illustrate this maternal relation. Some of the fathers took a different view of this prophecy. The Roman Clement, Origen, Chrysostom, and many others, suppose her “that bears not, the barren one,” to be the Gentile church as opposed to the Jewish church or synagogue; but this is against the scope and language of the allegory. The Jerusalem that now is is the Jewish dispensation, the children of the bond-maid Hagar; the Jerusalem above, which prior to the advent was sterile and childless-Sarah-is now a fruitful mother, her children greatly more numerous than those of her rival, for all believers like her son Isaac are the seed of Abraham, children of promise. 

Verse 28
Galatians 4:28. ῾υμεῖς δέ, ἀδελφοί, κατὰ ᾿ισαάκ, ἐπαγγελίας τέκνα ἐστέ—“But ye, brethren, as Isaac was, are children of promise.” The Received Text has ἡμεῖς ἐσμέν, and the reading is well supported, having in its favour A, C, D3, K, L, א, four MSS., the Syriac, Vulgate, Coptic, and Gothic versions, with several of the Greek fathers and Augustine. The other reading has in its favour B, D, F, four MSS., the Claromontane Latin, Origen, Irenaeus, Ambrose. This difference of reading would seem to show that ἐσμέν, supposed to look back to ἡμῶν in Galatians 4:26, has been probably conformed to Galatians 4:31, whereas the other reading is free from any such suspicion. The δέ is more than transitional; it implies a contrast to the children of her who had the husband. The idiomatic phrase κατὰ ᾿ισαάκ is, after the example of Isaac, he being the norm or pattern. Winer, § 49; Ephesians 4:24; Colossians 3:10; 1 Peter 1:15; Kypke in loc. And being not children κατὰ σάρκα, “ye are children of promise,” as Isaac was, as has been stated in Galatians 4:23. The genitive ἐπαγγελίας denotes the source, and is equivalent in sense to διά, as the context shows. It does not mean liberi promissi (Bloomfield, Brown), nor children possessed of the promise, but distinctly children by means of the promise. 

Verse 29
Galatians 4:29. ᾿αλλ᾿ ὥσπερ τότε ὁ κατὰ σάρκα γεννηθεὶς ἐδίωκε τὸν κατὰ πνεῦμα, οὕτω καὶ νῦν—“But as then he who was born after the flesh persecuted him who was born after the Spirit, so it is also now.” The ἀλλά is adversative, warning those who like Isaac are children of promise to anticipate and prepare for persecution. For κατὰ σάρκα, see under Galatians 4:25; κατὰ πνεῦμα is the opposite-the one was born naturally, the other supernaturally, or by promise, realized by the agency of the Holy Spirit. The verb ἐδίωκεν is imperfect-the action in some shape yet ideally continues. Winer, § 40, 3. What the persecution was, it is difficult to decide. The Old Testament implies it, and Jewish legend amplifies it; so that as a fact it was well known at least to one section of the Galatian church. The words in Genesis 21:9 are גר í רה† ֶאתאּבֶּןאּ הָÒ ָ וַŸ ֵתּרֶא שָׂ. ָ . . מְצַ† ֵחק׃, rendered in the Septuagint- ἰδοῦσα δὲ σάῤῥα τὸν υἱὸν ῎αγαρ . . . παίζοντα μετὰ ᾿ισαὰκ τοῦ υἱοῦ αὐτῆς. Lightfoot conjectures that the Hebrew verse may have originally ended בּבְנָהּבְּיצְחָק, and that the words implied in the Greek may have dropped out on account of the homoeoteleuton. The Hebrew then is, “And when Sarah saw the son of Hagar laughing.” Sarah's consequent anger implies that he was laughing at, mocking or jeering, her son Isaac. Isaac's own name was laughter, and Ishmael may have turned it into boyish ridicule. He was laughter to his mother in one sense, but to his brother in a very different sense-the one laughed for him, the other at him. For παίζω, Proverbs 26:19, Jeremiah 15:7 ; Jeremiah 31:4. That the Hebrew word has such a meaning is plain from Genesis 19:14 : “Lot seemed as one that mocked;” Genesis 39:14 : “He hath brought in an Hebrew unto us to mock us;” and in Galatians 4:17. In 2 Samuel 2:14 a word from the kindred root שָׂחַק, H8471 denotes the “combat” which Joab proposes, and which he grimly calls a “play” or sport. These instances dispose of Jowett's statement, that “the word neither in the Hebrew nor the Seventy admits the sense of mocking.” It was natural that Ishmael, now sixteen years of age, and for many years regarded and no doubt courted as the heir of Abraham's wealth, should regard with peculiar jealousy the younger child who had ousted him; and it was natural for him to make mockery of him, or to laugh at or make himself merry over the idea of one so much younger and feebler becoming the ultimate possessor. Some such sense belongs to the Hebrew term, for it must account for Sarah's displeasure, since it was not without cause; so that, as Kalisch says, “the Septuagint and Vulgate translations are inappropriate.” See Keil and Delitzsch, and Tuch in loc. The traditions took two different shapes-one, that of insolence and blows, as Beresch. R. 53: Tulit Ishmael arcum et sagittas, et jaculatus est Isaacum, et prae se tulit ac se luderet. Beer, Leben Abraham, p. 49, and his authorities, p. 169. Lusio illa illusio erat (Augustine). The other shape was that of merriment, as at the weaning feast. The Book of Jubilees (Ewald, Jahrb. 3.13) represents Ishmael as dancing, pleasing Abraham, and creating jealousy in Sarah. The narrative in Genesis thus sustains of itself the use which the apostle makes of it, especially when set in the light of those national legends with which many of his readers must have been well acquainted. The enmity began early as between the representative Ishmael and Isaac; it was continued between their descendants, Hagarites and Israelites (Psalms 83:7; 1 Chronicles 5:10; 1 Chronicles 5:19); and it was still manifested in the enemies of a free spiritual faith-those after the flesh, Jews and Judaists, Abraham's natural progeny-trusting in carnal ordinances, and persecuting those after the Spirit, who are his spiritual children through faith in Christ. As it was then, οὕτω καὶ νῦν, “so is it now.” 1 Thessalonians 2:15. What the nature of the opposition carried on in Galatia was, we know not. But it is alluded to in Galatians 3:4, Galatians 5:11. The Judaizers were keen and unscrupulous opponents, and must have had at command many weapons of insult, raillery, and persecution. Heidegger, Hist. Patriarcharum, ii. p. 205. 

Verse 30
Galatians 4:30. ᾿αλλὰ τί λέγει ἡ γραφή; ῎εκβαλε τὴν παιδίσκην καὶ τὸν υἱὸν αὐτῆς, οὐ γὰρ μὴ κληρονομήσῃ ὁ υἱὸς τῆς παιδίσκης μετὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ τῆς ἐλευθέρας—“Nevertheless what saith the Scripture? Cast out the bond-maid and her son, for the son of the bond-maid shall in nowise inherit with the son of the free woman.” This quotation is from the Septuagint, with a necessary alteration. The words in Genesis 21:10 are those of Sarah: τῆς παιδίσκης ταύτης μετὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ μου ᾿ισαάκ, as D1, F, and some of the fathers read; but her wish became the divine command, and the apostle naturally adapts it as τῆς παιδίσκης μετὰ τοῦ υἱοῦ τῆς ἐλευθέρας. Nothing is said of Sarah as to her jealousy or heartlessness, for it was her premature plot to expedite the promise that led to the birth of Ishmael; and nothing is said of Abraham's natural displeasure at Sarah's request, for those domestic incidents belong not to the allegory, with which alone the apostle is concerned. See Turner, Genesis, p. 283. What saith the Scripture? The ἀλλά introduces a thought in cheering contrast to the previous statement. The significant question leads to a conclusive and definite reply: “Cast out the bond-maid and her son;” their doom was immediate and complete expulsion from the Abrahamic household. There could be no division of the inheritance, no joint heirship. For the son of the bond-maid shall in nowise inherit- οὐ μὴ κληρονομήσῃ, the verb having the emphasis, the future κληρονομήσει being read in B, D, א, as in the Septuagint. As Winer remarks, on account of the various readings, and the use of the subjunctive more than of the future in the New Testament, the rule of Hermann is not to be pressed. Hermann says, Note on Soph. OEdip. Col. 848, that the aorist subjunctive is used aut in re incerti temporis, sed semel vel brevi temporis momento agenda; while the future, ad ea pertinet quae aut diuturniora aliquando eventura indicare volumus, aut non aliquo quocunque, sed remotiore aliquo tempore dicimus futura esse. The application of this canon to the New Testament or the Septuagint has no sure ground. Thiersch, Pent. p. 109. The remark applies to the later Greek also. Gayler, De Part. neg. pp. 433, 440; Baumlein, Griech. Part. p. 308; Winer, § 56, 3. The double negative is intensive, at least in this place, though it had become a familiar unemphatic formula, and it is of frequent occurrence in the Septuagint. An explanation will be found in donaldson, Cratylus, § 394, and Gram. § 544. 

The command is precise and unambiguous. Ishmael must be sent away, that Isaac alone may inherit. Ishmael had no title. The case of Jephthah's disinheritance is not wholly analogous, for he was the son of “an harlot,” “a strange woman,” not of a secondary wife. Selden, De Success. cap. iii., Works, vol. ii. p. 11. The two children, so different in temper and social position, could not have lived together; coheritage was divinely prohibited; the purpose of God necessitated separation. The bond-mother and her son must go out into the wilderness. Isaac, the free woman's child, remains at home, and succeeds to the inheritance. The lesson from this portion of the allegory is, that Judaism is in no sense to be combined with Christianity; that they were intended to be kept asunder, and to no extent to be amalgamated; that they are so opposed in genius and working-flesh and spirit, bondage and freedom-that any compromise between them is impossible. The inheritance belongs alone to Abraham's spiritual seed, and cannot be obtained by mere natural descent from the patriarch. And all this on highest authority, that of Scripture, to whose teachings they professed to yield implicit obedience. Not many at this period could acquiesce in this teaching; for Judaism was still tenaciously clung to by myriads who believed, and who could not so fully emancipate themselves from early bias and national prepossession as did the apostle of the Gentiles. See under Galatians 2:1-10. 

Verse 31
Galatians 4:31. διό, ἀδελφοί, οὐκ ἐσμὲν παιδίσκης τέκνα, ἀλλὰ τῆς ἐλευθέρας—“Wherefore, brethren, we are children not of a bond-woman, but of the free woman.” The ἄρα of the Received Text is not very strongly supported, and there are other minor variations, apparently emendations suggested by some difficulty felt about διό. According to Meyer, followed by Ellicott, this verse begins a short semi-paragraph, which passes on in the next verse to an exhortation. The common interpretation, on the other hand, is to regard the verse as the conclusion from the previous argument. This appears to be the most natural form of connection. Prof. Lightfoot remarks that the particle is chosen “rather with a view to the obligation involved in the statement, than to the statement itself: Wherefore, let us remember that we are, etc.” The apostle's use of διό is so various that no argument can be based on its occurrence here. Donaldson, Cratylus, § 192. He may refer back to κληρονομήσῃ (Alford), but he rather sums up the whole argument. We are children of promise, he had said, persecuted it is true, but the persecution does not prevent or interrupt our heirship; the bond-woman's child is expelled, the free woman's son inherits alone: we inherit by the same title; “wherefore” our inheritance by such a title is a proof that we are the children not of a bond-woman, but of the free woman. While διό- δἰ ὅ-may begin a new paragraph, but not without connection with what has preceded, it often connects clauses: Romans 4:22, 2 Corinthians 4:13; 2 Corinthians 5:9; 2 Corinthians 12:10, Philippians 2:9; and it precedes an inference in Matthew 27:8, Luke 1:35, Romans 1:24; Romans 15:7. The article is omitted before παιδίσκης, not perhaps because it is emphatically prefixed to its governing noun (Middleton, Greek Art. p. 50; Winer, § 19, 2, b), but as generalizing the assertion-not of a, or any, bond-woman (compare Galatians 4:11), for this noun has the article throughout the paragraph. The next verse is the practical appeal which, based on the allegory, is suddenly and somewhat sternly addressed to them, and followed up by a series of severe and solemn warnings. 

05 Chapter 5 

Verse 1
Galatians 5:1. This verse is closely connected with the immediately preceding one (Galatians 4:31), and is, as we have just said, the prime inferential and practical lesson. But it is difficult, if not impossible, to fix on the correct reading, there being so many variations affecting both the sense and the connection. 

The Stephanic text reads: τῇ ἐλευθερίᾳ οὖν ᾗ χριστὸς ἡμᾶς ἠλευθέρωσε, στήκετε. The οὖν, the ᾗ, and the ἡμᾶς are matter of doubt and of various reading. οὖν is omitted in D, in the Latin and Syriac, and in Theodore Mops. Theodoret, Jerome, Ambros., Pelagius, C3, K, L, many cursives, Damascenus, Theophylact, OEcumenius, place οὖν after ἐλευθερίᾳ; while it is put after στήκετε in A, B, C1, F, א, the Coptic version, and in Origen, Cyril, and Augustine. The best authority places the particle after στήκετε . Then ᾗ is omitted in A, B, C, D1, א ; but it ( τῇ ἐλευθερίᾳ ᾗ) is found in D3, E, K, L, in the majority of cursives, and in the most of the Greek fathers, and is adopted by Tischendorf, Scholz, Rinck, Reiche, Ellicott; while the reading ᾗ ἐλευθερίᾳ is found in F, G,-the Claromontane Latin and Vulgate reading also quâ libertate, followed by the Gothic, Victorinus, Augustine, and Jerome. The authority for this peculiar reading is chiefly Latin, and it may have been a re-translation of the Latin idiom qua libertate. But the omission of ᾗ makes the clause and the connection difficult, though the omission is really well supported. The omission is adopted by Alford—“with liberty did Christ make you free,” beginning thus the new statement. It may be said that ᾗ was omitted from its closeness to the same letter beginning ἡμᾶς (Wieseler), and it may be replied that it got in from an unwitting repetition of the same first letter (Meyer). The ἡμᾶς stands before χριστός in A, B, D, F, א ; but after it in C, K, L, א 3, and in several of the versions, in some of the Greek fathers, and many of the Latin ones, the Vulgate having Christus nos, and Ulphilas uns Christus. The first order is therefore the better sustained, and χριστὸς ἡμᾶς may have been written to avoid ᾗ ἡμᾶς, found in the codices referred to. According, then, to diplomatic evidence, the best supported reading is- 

τῇ ἐλευθερίᾳ ἡμᾶς χριστὸς ἠλευθέρωσε· στήκετε οὖν—“For freedom did Christ free us: stand therefore.” This is adopted by Lachmann, Meyer, Usteri, Hofmann, and Alford. Prof. Lightfoot does not set it aside altogether, but retains it as an alternative reading. See Mill, Griesbach, Winer. 

1. Retaining the ᾗ, some join the first clause to the previous verse—“We are children not of the bond-woman, but of the free woman, in that freedom with which Christ made us free.” So Schott, and Prof. Lightfoot who puts the alternative: “Ye are sons by virtue of the freedom which Christ has given, or children of her who is free with that freedom which Christ has given us.” So Wycliffe, the Genevan and the Rheims versions. But the connection is loose and pointless, and στήκετε becomes in that case abrupt and unsupported. 

2. Some connect it with στήκετε, and give the dative the sense of quod attinet ad-stand fast in respect to, or rather in, the liberty for which Christ did make us free (Ellicott, Winer). The ᾗ may be by attraction, or it may be ablatival—“with which.” Piscator, Rückert, Hilgenfeld, Wieseler, and the Vulgate-quâ libertate. 
3. Adopting the reading which we prefer, the sense will be: “with liberty did Christ make us free (the dative instrumental): stand therefore;” or, “for liberty Christ freed us; make a stand,”-it being the dativus commodi, and the stress being on ἐλευθερίᾳ. A. Buttmann, p. 155. We are children of the free woman-beyond doubt it is; for liberty Christ did free us:5:13; John 8:36. The verb στήκετε, unknown in classical Greek, derives its specialty of sense from the context. 2 Thessalonians 2:15. See under Philippians 1:27. Chrysostom says by the word “stand fast” he indicates their vacillation- τὸν σάλον. 

The verb ἐνέχομαι is “to be held in” or “by,” either physically, as τῇ πάγῃ, Herod. 2.121, or ethically, as δόγμασιν, Plutarch, Symp. 2.3. See Kypke in loc. It means to be held fast in, or so held that there is difficulty or impossibility of escape. Mark 6:19; Luke 11:53; Sept. Genesis 49:23; Ezekiel 14:4. The phrase ζυγῷ δουλείας is the “yoke of bondage,” though both nouns want the article. Winer, § 19, 1; Soph. Ajax, 944; Sept. Song of Solomon 5:1. The genitive δουλείας, which deprives its governing noun of its article, denotes the characterizing quality or element of the yoke. The πάλιν is explained by a reference to Galatians 4:9, if the allusion be definite-once under a yoke of heathenism, they would be involved again in a yoke of heathenism; or if the genitive be indefinite, the meaning would be-once in bondage, and again to be held fast in it, without formally specifying its nature. 

Verse 2
Galatians 5:2. ῎ιδε ἐγὼ παῦλος λέγω ὑμῖν—“Behold I Paul say to you.” The proper accentuation of ἴδε has been disputed. In later Greek it is a paroxyton, but in Attic Greek an oxyton. Winer, § 6, 1; Moeris, p. 193. This accentuation is followed by Lachmann and Tischendorf. The particle occurs frequently in the Gospels, ἰδού being commoner in the Epistles; and here it sharply summons attention to what follows, as a warning of highest moment. In the ἐγὼ παῦλος is the direct interposition of the apostle's own authority, as in 2 Corinthians 10:1, Ephesians 3:1. The name would suggest what he has said so solemnly of himself in the beginning of the epistle—“Paul an apostle, neither of men nor by man,” etc. The words are therefore decidedly more than what Jowett calls “an expression of his intimate and personal conviction.” Other allusions given to the phrase by commentators seem to be inferential and distant. Thus Grotius-apostolus . . . quod illi vestri doctores de se dicere non possunt; Koppe-cujus animi candorem et integritatem nostis; Wetstein, followed by Prof. Lightfoot-ego quem dicunt circumcisionem predicare; Wieseler-in Gegensatze zu dem Irrlehrer; Borger-ego vero, idem ille Paulus quem tam impudenter calumniantur; Brown—“who ardently loves you, and whom you once ardently loved;” Sardinoux-il pose son nom . . . par sentiment paternel de la confiance que les Galates avaient pour lui. Of course, when the apostle asserts his authority, he virtually puts himself into opposition to the false teachers, and the name might suggest many associations in connection with his previous residence among them. But the phrase especially places his personal or official authority in abrupt and warning emphasis. It is in no sense a pledge-pignori quasi nomen suum obligat (Trana), nor an oath (S. Schmid), nor is it based on any suspicion that the Judaizing teachers gave out that they were at one with him in doctrine (Jatho). 

῞οτι, ἐὰν περιτέμνησθε, χριστὸς ὑμᾶς οὐδὲν ὠφελήσει—“that if ye be circumcised”—“if ye be getting yourselves circumcised”—“Christ shall profit you nothing.” (See under Galatians 1:8.) The present subjunctive indicates the continuance of the habit. He says not, that they had been circumcised, but “if ye be getting yourselves circumcised.” Klotz-Devarius, vol. 2.455. The future form of the second clause is referred by Meyer, as is his wont, to the second coming-the parousia. But the future here simply indicates certainty of result. Winer, § 40, 6; Matthew 7:16. The warning is strongly worded. Circumcision and salvation by Christ are asserted to be incompatible. The false teachers said, “Except ye be circumcised, ye cannot be saved;” and the apostle affirms, in the teeth of this declaration, “Of what advantage shall Christ be to you, if ye are trusting in something else than Christ-in the blood of your foreskin, and not in His atoning blood?” It is of course to the Gentile portion of the church that the apostle directly addresses himself. The circumcision of one who was a Jew wholly or on one side might be pardoned as a conformity to national custom, and as a sacred token of descent from Abraham, if it was meant to involve no higher principle. But when heathens were circumcised, they wore a lie in their flesh, for they had no connection with Abraham; and to declare circumcision to be essential to their salvation was not only enforcing a national rite on those for whom it was never intended, but was giving it a co-ordinate value with the death of Christ-as if that death had failed to work out a complete salvation. Conformity to Judaism so taught and enjoined, interfered with the full and free offer of pardon by the Son of God: it raised up a new condition-interposed a barrier fatal to salvation; for it affirmed that the Gentile must become a proselyte by initiation, and do homage to the law, ere he could be profited by faith in Christ. It brought two contradictory principles into operation, the one of which neutralized the other: if they trusted in Christ, there was no need of circumcision; if they observed circumcision, they would get no benefit from Christ, for they were seeking justification in another way. “What a threat!” exclaims Chrysostom; “good reason for his anathematizing angels.” 

Verse 3
Galatians 5:3. ΄αρτύρομαι δὲ πάλιν παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ περιτεμνομένῳ—“Yea, I testify again to every man getting himself circumcised”-circumcidenti se, Vulgate, the chief stress being on παντί. Acts 20:26; Ephesians 4:17. But Chrysostom's explanation dilutes the sense, “Lest you suspect that I say it of enmity, I testify not to you only, but to every one.” The particle δέ is more than transitional (Wieseler), but is neither enim nor potius; according to Hermann, ad Vigerum, No. 343, it is in this connection represented by autem, as in the Vulgate. Hilgenfeld supposes that θεόν is understood after μαρτύρομαι, as if he called God to witness. But such an accusative is not necessary. “I obtest”-I solemnly do testify. Josephus, Galatians 3:8; Galatians 3:3. In πάλιν reference is not made, as Meyer and Wieseler suppose, to previous oral warnings when he was with them, but plainly to the λέγω of the previous verse—“I say”—“once more I testify.” It is out of the question to give it the meaning of porro with Borger, or contra with Koppe and Wahl. The verse does not indeed repeat the statement of the preceding one; but the apostle makes an extended affirmation, which is also an additional one- πάλιν, the second verb being a solemn repetition of the preceding one. He has said, if ye be circumcised; and now he obtests to every one not as having been circumcised, but as now submitting to circumcision; not simply assuming the possibility of the occurrence, or regarding it as actually accomplished, but vividly representing every one who gets himself circumcised as putting himself under covenant to obey the whole law. The obtestation is not to the Jews who may have been circumcised in infancy, nor to the heathen who may at any earlier period, and prior to the introduction of the gospel, have become proselytes; but to the Gentile converts who might persist in undergoing the rite on the principles and with the motives of the Judaizing teachers. And his solemn averment is- 

῞οτι ὀφειλέτης ἐστὶν ὅλον τὸν νόμον ποιῆσαι—“that he is a debtor to do the whole law.” Circumcision, as the initiatory rite-inaugurale sacramentum (Dickson)-is to be regarded not merely in itself, but in the connected obligations under which it brought one. It was a pledge to obey the whole law. The person who on purpose submitted to circumcision did by that act place himself under the law, as he who is baptized is brought into a similar relation to the law of Christ, or as a foreigner whose naturalization pledges him to observe the law of the land. And such circumcision bound a man not to obey this or that department of ordinances, but to do the “whole law”-the emphasis being on ὅλον. The law is a code one and indivisible in origin and authority, however ramified its statutes; therefore an elective obedience to preferred precepts is not to be permitted. Chrysostom thus illustrates the obligation in reference to the ceremonial law: A man circumcised is bound to offer sacrifices, and such oblations necessitate the observance of sacred seasons and the visitation of sacred places. The precise allusion or inference which the apostle has in his mind has been disputed. Some, as Usteri and Rückert, suppose it thus: A debtor to obey the whole law, which you can never do, so that you are under the curse. But in order to such an application, the apostle did not need to emphasize ὅλον, for law in no sense can justify: Galatians 3:1. Winer brings out this conclusion, Debetis totam legem recipere, h. e. religionem Christianam omnem abjicere. But the object of the apostle seems to be, not to prove that by being circumcised a man places himself under stipulation to obey the whole law-an impossibility, and therefore subjects himself to the curse,-but rather to show the utter incompatibility between the law and the gospel, or that any one so acting places himself under the very yoke from which Christ came to redeem him. He has spoken of this bondage in the previous section, which is wound up with “stand fast, and be not entangled again in the yoke of bondage.” It is the bondage rather than the curse of the law which at the moment is uppermost in his mind; and this voluntary circumcision is a first step toward self-subjugation, for it binds a man to do the whole law. Perhaps, as Estius has remarked, the Judaists disguised or evaded this inference of the apostle, that circumcision puts a man under covenant to do the whole law, as indeed their own conduct seems to have illustrated. See Galatians 6:13. Compare Romans 2:25. 

Verse 4
Galatians 5:4. κατηργήθητε ἀπὸ τοῦ χριστοῦ, οἵτινες ἐν νόμῳ δικαιοῦσθε—“Ye were done away from Christ, whoever of you are being justified by law.” The article τοῦ is doubtful. It is omitted in B, C, D1, F, א, and by Lachmann; but it is found in A, D3, K, L, and almost all MSS., and it is inserted by Tischendorf. The first verb denotes the dissolution of all connection between them and Christ. It is not common in classic Greek, or even in the Septuagint where it occurs only four times; but it is one of the compound verbs often used by the apostle, and is here followed by ἀπό . Romans 7:2; Romans 7:6. Fritzsche suggests that it is a structura praegnans- καταργεῖσθαι καὶ χωρίζεσθαι ἀπό, Ad Romans 7:2, vol. ii. pp. 8, 9; Winer, § 66, 2; Poppo's Thucydides, 1.1, 292. The tense of the verb points to a previous time, the time when they began their course of defection-then they were done away from Christ. The sentence is an asyndeton, or without any connecting particle, and the syntax is changed to the second person-a sudden and striking application of the previous verse-as if reverting to the ὑμῖν and ὑμᾶς of the second verse. He had said, Christ shall profit you nothing; and he explains the reason: Ye were done away from Christ, for He profits only those who are in union with Him. The branch cut off from the living trunk soon withers and dies. The emphasis is on the verb beginning the sentence (OEcumenius), on the perilous state described by it; and, that there may be no mistake, he adds with special point- 

οἵτινες ἐν νόμῳ δικαιοῦσθε—“whoever of you are justified by the law,” or “as being persons who.” The compound οἵτινες points them out as a class-quippe qui. The ἐν is not distinctly instrumental, but as usual indicates the sphere, though it may be what Donaldson calls instrumental adjunct, § 476. The law is regarded as that within which the supposed justification takes place, or, in another aspect, it is supposed to be the means of it. The present δικαιοῦσθε is what is called the subjective present-justified in their own feeling or opinion, ὡς ὑπολαμβάνετε (Theophylact). Schmalfeld, p. 91. De Wette and Windischmann give it the sense of justified in your idea and intention; “who seek to be justified,” Rückert and Baumgarten; and Bagge puts it still more remotely, “who think that ye are to be, and so seek to be justified.” But it is not the seeking of justification, but the dream of having it, that the apostle describes. When in their heart they thought themselves justified in the sphere of law, they became nullified from Christ; yea, he adds, τῆς χάριτος ἐξεπέσατε—“from grace ye fell away.” ᾿εξεπέσατε is the Alexandrian mode of spelling for ἐξεπέσετε. Lobeck, Phryn. p. 724; Winer, 13, 1. With the genitive it signifies tropically “to fall off” or “away from.” 2 Peter 3:17; Sirach 34:7; Ast, Lexicon Platon. sub voce. χάρις is not here the subjective influence of grace, but is in opposition to ἐν νόμῳ. The contrast is implied in Romans 5:2. Compare 2 Peter 3:17. Law and grace are in direct antagonism. Justification by the one is of debt, by the other is of favour. The justified person works out his acceptance in the one case; he simply receives it in the other. If a man then imagines that he is justified by law, he has renounced grace as the principle of justification. He who is circumcised comes under pledge to obey the whole law; but obedience to law is wholly different in nature and operation from faith in Christ, so that he who looks to law renounces connection with Christ. Christ's method of justification is wholly of grace, and those who rely on law and merit are in opposition to grace-are fallen out of it. The clause has really no bearing on the doctrine of the perseverance of the saints, or on their possible apostasy. See, however, Wesselius in loc. 
Verse 5
Galatians 5:5. ῾ημεῖς γὰρ πνεύματι ἐκ πίστεως ἐλπίδα δικαιοσύνης ἀπεκδεχόμεθα—“For we by the Spirit are waiting for the hope of righteousness from faith.” Tyndale's translation is an exegetical paraphrase: “We look for and hope in the Sprite to be justified thorow fayth.” The γάρ introduces the proof, based on a contrary experience. The Judaists and their party thought themselves justified by works of law; we, on the other hand, by the Spirit, who cometh not through works but faith, are waiting for the hope of righteousness, which has also faith as its source. The ἡμεῖς are the apostle and those who, like him, so thought and felt that Christ did profit them, who also still clung to Christ, and had a living interest in His gracious process of justification. 

πνεύματι is the dative of instrument-by the assistance of the Spirit-not as if it were ἐν πνεύματι. It plainly in such a context refers to the Holy Ghost, though, like a proper name, it wants the article. The older interpretation of Wolff, Rambach, that the word means doctrina evangelii, is baseless. 2 Corinthians 3:6, adduced in proof, presents a sentiment of a different nature and contrast. Nor is it spiritus pro fide (Beza), nor evangelium (Seb. Schmid), nor promissio gratiosa (E. Schmid). Middleton, Peile, Brown, and Windischmann take it adverbially—“spiritually,” or in a spiritual manner, nach geistiger Weise. Middleton, Greek Art. p. 126. Grotius, Borger, and Fritzsche are disposed to regard it as referring to the human spirit; the first explaining it by intra animam, the second by interioribus animi sensibus, and the third by mente: Opuscula, p. 156. This interpretation takes a very low and incorrect view of the apostle's statement. Akin to it is another opinion which takes πνεύματι as the human spirit enlightened and spiritualized by the Holy Spirit (Rosenmüller, Morus, Paulus, Winer). Winer explains it, in Christi communione; Baumgarten-Crusius, der höhere, heilige Lebensgeist. But the apostle often refers to the Spirit of God as the gift of Christ, as dwelling and working in the heart of believers, and creating and sustaining such graces as that of hope here referred to. Many expositors suppose an ideal contrast in πνεύματι to σαρκί, as characterizing the genius and form of Jewish observance. But the apostle refers not so much to legal observance by contrast in this verse as to the result of it,-not to the pursuit of right-eousness on the part either of legalists or believers, but to the condition into which those who trust in Christ are brought by the Spirit, who cometh from the hearing of faith. Rather, perhaps, the contrast is: Ye are fallen away from Christ; we, on the other hand, are enjoying the Spirit of Christ given to those redeemed by Him, trusting in Him, in union with Him, and therefore no longer under the law, but heirs, and full of the hope of future blessing: Galatians 3:5-7; Romans 8:15; Ephesians 1:13. 

Luther and some others wrongly join πνεύματι to ἐκ πίστεως-spiritu qui ex fide est-since, as Meyer remarks, no contrast is made with any other spirit; it is the contrast to ἐν νόμῳ of the previous verse. The double compound verb ἀπεκδέχομαι signifies “to wait for,” and so to be in earnest and constant expectation of (Romans 8:19; Romans 8:23; Romans 8:25; 1 Corinthians 1:7; Philippians 3:20; Hebrews 9:28; 1 Peter 3:20), the sub-local reference being to the place whence the object is expected to come. Fritzschiorum Opusc. p. 156; Eurip. Alcest. 130. It is needless to suppose that there is a pleonasm (Jowett), or to imagine that the apostle originally intended to write ἔχομεν (Winer, Usteri, Schott); or, with Matthies, to give the verb the unjustifiable sense of accipimus, wir fassen. ᾿ελπίς is used with another compound, προσδέχομαι, in Acts 24:15 and Titus 2:13. It is not formally, but in thought, a cognate accusative, like ζῆν βίον, though Winer in his commentary styles it a pleonasm, and likewise Usteri. Lobeck, Paralip. p. 501. Wieseler objects that the noun and verb are not synonymous in meaning; but in these passages quoted, the accusative connected with the verb contains the object of hope,-future good or blessing being the object of expectation, for hope is the expectation combined with the desire of blessing to come. 

In the phrase ἐλπίδα δικαιοσύνης the difficulty is to define the relation of the genitive. First, it may be the genitive of object, righteousness itself being the object of hope. So Theophylact, Winer, Usteri, Rückert, Schott, Olshausen, and Meyer. In that case the meaning is, we wait for the hoped righteousness-justitia sperata-righteousness itself being the object of hope. But the genitive, even with such a meaning, can scarcely be that of apposition (Wieseler, Gwynne). Or, secondly, it may be the genitive of subjective possession-the hope which belongs to righteousness, or that blessing connected with righteousness which is the object of hope. So Pelagius, Hunnius, Bengel, Borger, Windischmann, Bisping, Bagge, and Jowett. Thus Beza makes it coronam gloriae-spem quam justitia praebet. Rosenmüller and Koppe err when they give δικαιοσύνη the meaning of omnis felicitas. In this view of the relation indicated by the genitive we are inclined to concur. For, 

1. To expect hoped-for righteousness is an idea that enfeebles the argument, and places believers in no strong position as against legalists. They think themselves justified-we hope to be justified. To describe a condition opposed to their delusions about justification, something stronger than mere hope might be expected. 

2. Righteousness to believers is a present possession, and as such the apostle usually represents it. Faith brings righteousness now, and such is the illustration in the third chapter. Ellicott's objection to this, that the Jew regarded δικαιοσύνη as something outward, present, realizable, is of little weight; for what is inner may be regarded equally as present and realizable. It is true, as Neander says, that δικαιοσύνη is one of those divine results which “stretch into eternity;” but it is perfectly possessed in time, though not in its fullest development. Thus σωτηρία is enjoyed as soon as faith is possessed; but that salvation has a fulness still to be revealed, as is indicated in Romans 13:11, Hebrews 9:28. Adoption may be described in similar terms. 

3. Alford remarks that ἐλπίδα has the emphasis: this, however, does not favour his view, but ours. We believers have not only righteousness really now, but we are waiting also for the realization of the great hope wrapt up in it; we believers have now and in reality what you legalists imagine you have-justification; nay, we are cherishing the hope which it excites and sustains. Romans 8:30. The hope belonging to this righteousness is final acceptance-future blessedness and glorification, though we do not, as Ellicott, affix this idea to δικαιοσύνη itself, but take it as one of the assured and hopedfor results to which it leads. 

The phrase ἐκ πίστεως is opposed to ἐν νόμῳ, and probably belongs to δικαιοσύνη, though some would connect it otherwise, as if the meaning were-We by the Spirit and out of faith do expect. It is noticeable that all the nouns in this and the following verse want the article. Gersdorf, Beiträge zur Sprach-charact. p. 273, etc. 

Verse 6
Galatians 5:6. ᾿εν γὰρ χριστῷ ᾿ιησοῦ οὔτε περιτομή τι ἰσχύει οὔτε ἀκροβυστία—“For in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything nor uncircumcision.” The clause ἐκ πίστεως is prominent and regulative in the previous verse, and the reason is given in the verse before us. πίστις stands opposed to everything legal-to law, to ritual, to works of any sort. And why? The reason is introduced by γάρ. 

The phrase ἐν χριστῷ ᾿ιησοῦ is sadly diluted if made to mean in lege Christi (Grotius), in Christi regno (Pareus), or Christi judicio (Koppe and Flatt), or as if it were παρὰ χριστῷ, or Christi religio (Morus). The union is that of personal union; and, as Ellicott remarks, the addition of ᾿ιησοῦ is not to be overlooked. Circumcision availeth nothing-does not create a deeper union into Christ Jesus, or excite a livelier hope, or confer a firmer hold on righteousness. This is an idea immediately present to the apostle's mind, and the one which pervades the previous verse, nay, is the very text of the epistle. But he adds- 

οὔτε ἀκροβυστία. See under Galatians 2:7. It is a very wrong and perilous thing to be circumcised in order to righteousness, as he has so strenuously insisted; but he is not to be misunderstood, for the mere fact of uncircumcision has in itself no merit, and helps not to a deeper interest or fellowship in Christ. The uncircumcised has nothing to boast of over the circumcised; if both be in Christ, their condition is equal-is influenced neither by the presence of the mere external rite, nor by the want of it. 

᾿αλλὰ πίστις δἰ ἀγάπης ἐνεργουμένη—“but faith working through love” is of avail- τι ἰσχύει. The emphasis is on πίστις, as might be expected. The theological dispute is concerning ἐνεργουμένη-whether it has an active or a passive signification. That it may have the latter is undoubted, as Polybius, 1.13, 5; Joseph. Antiq. 15.5, 3. See Rost und Palm sub voce. But ἐνεργεῖσθαι, not used of persons in the New Testament, has uniformly an active meaning-operatur, Vulgate. Winer, § 38, 6; Romans 7:5; 2 Corinthians 1:6; 2 Corinthians 4:12; Ephesians 3:20; Colossians 1:29; 1 Thessalonians 2:13; 2 Thessalonians 2:7; James 5:16. The faith shows from itself its efficacy through love-the real signification of the dynamic middle voice. Through love it operates, manifests its vitality and power- ζῶσα δείκνυται (Theophylact). He on whom faith is reposed, becomes naturally an object of love. If I believe that the Son of God in my nature died for me, and, yet wearing that nature, in it reigns over me, pleads for me, and fills me with His Spirit that I may finally and fully bear His image-such a faith must induce love within me toward Him and towards all that bears His image. And thus the three grand graces are referred to here-faith, hope, and love. 1 Thessalonians 1:3; Colossians 1:4. While faith is child-like and hope is saint-like, love is God-like. 

Tertullian, however, renders-fides quae per dilectionem perficitur; Bellarmine and Estius take the same view; and the Council of Trent cites the clause so translated in proof of their favourite doctrine of fides formata, Sess. vi. c. 7. Bisping and Windischmann, though they do not hold the participle to be passive, will not part with the doctrine which the passive is adduced to support; the one saying, that in any case the essential meaning of the clause is unchanged, and the other, that either way it remains a strong proof of the Catholic doctrine. But the theory sets aside the Pauline theology of justification. 

The apostle then recurs to the Galatians in direct personal appeal, referring to their previous state of spiritual prosperity, and how they had so quickly declined from it; warning them at the same time of the rapidity of spiritual declension when it once begins, and throwing blame on their seducers whose arts had prevailed. 

Verse 7
Galatians 5:7. ᾿ετρέχετε καλῶς—“Ye were running well.” The meaning of the figure is apparent: Galatians 2:2; Philippians 3:14; 2 Timothy 4:7. They had been making rapid progress in the right course, but they had suddenly and unaccountably deflected. Legalism and internal dissensions (Galatians 5:15) had got in among them. Ye were running well, and the hope was that ye should reach the goal and win the garland. The second member of the verse drops the transparent figure, which it identifies with obedience to the truth. Truth was the course, and obedience was the progress. Such is the eulogy; and now, without any connecting particle, the sudden question is put-a question of sorrow and surprise- 

τίς ὑμᾶς ἐνέκοψεν τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι;—“Who did hinder you that ye should not obey the truth?” The Received Text has ἀνέκοψεν on the authority of a few minuscules, while the other reading has vastly preponderant authority. Erasmus edited ἀνέκοψε, and from him it passed into the Elzevir copies. Usteri is inclined still, but on feeble grounds, to receive it; and he reckons the next words a gloss. The verb ἐγκόπτειν is “to strike in,” to hinder as by breaking up a road, and is used classically with the dative of a person, as in Polybius, 24.1, 12; but it is also construed with the accusative: Acts 24:4; 1 Thessalonians 2:18. Compare Lucian, Nigrinus, § 35, vol. i. p. 24, ed. Dindorf. 

τῇ ἀληθείᾳ μὴ πείθεσθαι—“that ye should not obey the truth.” The article τῇ is wanting in A, B, and א . Chrysostom omits this clause; and after πείθεσθαι F and G add μηδενὶ πείθεσθε-nemini consenseritis in Lucifer and Ambrosiaster-evidently an interpolation, though it is defended by Koppe and Semler. Jerome remarks in reference to those words, that they are found nec in Graecis libris, nec in his qui in apostolum commentati sunt. Windischmann, however, is not wholly adverse to it, if thus connected with the former clause—“be persuaded by no one not to obey the truth.” The μὴ before πείθεσθαι is not properly pleonastic, though the two translations correspond in sense—“who hath hindered that ye should not obey the truth?” or, “who hath hindered you from obeying the truth?” Meyer indeed says, it is das gewöhnliche pleonastische nach verbis des Hinderns. See Hermann, Vigerus, No. 271. The opinion is common, but the particle μή expresses the intended negative result contained in the infinitive. Jelf, § 749; Klotz-Devarius, vol. ii. p. 668; Madvig, § 210. 

The truth is the truth of the gospel. See under Galatians 2:5; Galatians 2:14. That truth is opposed in the apostle's mind not simply to what is false, but to every modification or perversion of it, under any guise which would rob it of its efficacy, mar its symmetry, or in any way injure its adaptation to man. And the truth is to be obeyed; not simply understood or admired, but obeyed. This clause omitted by Chrysostom has been wrongly placed at the end of Galatians 3:1 in the Received Text. 

Verse 8
Galatians 5:8. ῾η πεισμονὴ οὐκ ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦντος ὑμᾶς—“The persuasion is not from Him who calleth you.” The change of ἡ into ἥ by Vömel is needless, though Tyndale's version is not unlike—“even that counsel that is not of Him,” etc.-an answer to the previous question, “who was a let unto you, that ye should not obey the truth?” The verse is also regarded by Erasmus and Beza as the answer to the previous question, Who hindered you?-the persuasion not of Him that calleth you. But, as De Wette remarks, the article would in that case be repeated after πεισμονή. The word πεισμονή, suggested by the paronomasia, presents a difficulty; it occurs very rarely, being found neither in classic Greek nor in the Septuagint. It is found in the commentary of Eustathius on Homer several times, and in Justin Martyr, Apol. 1.53, Chrysostom on 1 Thessalonians 1:4, and Epiphanius, Haeres. 30.21. The citation from Ignatius is more than doubtful, as the Codex Colb., instead of οὐ πεισμονῆς τὸ ἔργον, reads οὐ σιωπῆς μόνον τὸ ἔργον, and the reading is adopted by Dressel. The question is, whether the word should be taken in an active or a passive sense-whether it signify Ueberredung or Folgsamkeit, assentiendi facilitas aut persuadendi sollertia, persuading or persuadedness. The signification of credulitas given by Estius, of obstinacy by Bengel, of Eigensinn by De Wette, may not be admitted. The noun, as far as its form is concerned, may have either meaning. 1. The Greek fathers give it the passive sense. Theophylact explains it by τὸ πείθεσθαι, and OEcumenius by τὸ πεισθῆναι. This interpretation is adopted by many-as Winer, Rückert, Matthies, Olshausen, Reiche, and Prof. Lightfoot. The meaning then would be-this conviction or state of mind you are in, cometh not of Him that calls you. But this would be a truism, and the active sense of καλοῦντος is in that way overlooked. 2. But secondly, the πεισμονή and καλοῦντος are in contrast: it comes from a source opposed to the divine call. It is not the state of being persuaded, but the art or process of persuading, which comes into direct conflict with divine call. The Judaistic arts and arguments were not in harmony with the effectual calling of God. The one is πεισμονή-persuasion- ἐν πειθοῖς σοφίας λόγοις-art and arguments-on merely human and specious principles; the other is κλῆσις, the summons of God to life and truth in Christ. The apostle goes back in idea to τίς ὑμᾶς ἐνέκοψεν; the Judaizers are present to his mind from this question on through several verses and to the end of the twelfth verse. It is their work which he thus pictures; their πεισμονή was the preaching of another gospel, the bewitching of the Galatians. Were the apostle repeating the idea in μὴ πείθεσθαι, he would probably have expressed it in its negative form, and with the addition of a pronoun, as indeed is supplied by Jerome who gives both views, and by Augustine and Ambrosiaster. The active meaning is abundantly warranted. Justin Martyr, Apolog. 1.53; Epiphanius, Haeres. 30.21. This is the meaning given by Beza, Piscator, Borger, a Lapide, Usteri, Schott, Hilgenfeld, Meyer, Wieseler, and Trana. Reiche, adopting the passive sense, proposes to read the verse interrogatively, and wonders that nobody has thought of it: Is not persuasion-obedience-from God who calls you? This is not very different from omitting οὐκ altogether: Persuasion is of Him that calleth you; and so οὐκ is omitted in D1 and some Latin codices referred to by Jerome who, however, after saying that in some Latin codices the reading ex Deo was a corruption from ex eo, assigns a theological reason for the omission of the negative οὐ: verum simpliciores quique putantes se deferre Deo ut persuasio quoque nostra in ejus sit potestate, abstulerunt partem orationis non. In the phrase ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦντος ὑμᾶς, the present participle, as Meyer suggests, may be taken substantively (Madvig, § 180), or it may bear its usual meaning-who is calling you still. Winer, § 45, 7. The reference is to God, as in Galatians 1:6; Galatians 1:15, not to the apostle (Locke, Paulus, Doddridge, and Macknight), nor to Christ (Theophylact). Because of the use of the uncommon word πεισμονή, and the various readings of this and the previous verse, Schott says that he conjectures, haud temere, the whole verse to be a gloss; it is wanting, he adds also in proof, in the AEthiopic version. 

Verse 9
Galatians 5:9. ΄ικρὰ ζύμη ὅλον τὸ φύραμα ζυμοῖ—“A little leaven the whole lump leaveneth.” This is a proverbial saying, delivered here as a warning. Matthew 13:33; Matthew 16:11; Mark 8:15; Luke 13:21; 1 Corinthians 5:6. The figure-applied in a bad sense, save in Matthew 13:33, Luke 13:21 -may refer either to the false teachers or to their doctrine. Luther, Chrysostom, Calvin, a Lapide, Matthies, and Meyer refer it to the latter. The meaning in that case is, that the introduction of minute error has a tendency to corrupt the whole mass of truth. Alford differently—“corrupts the whole mass of Christians,” taking ζύμη in the abstract and φύραμα in the concrete. It refers to persons, Romans 11:16, and here the Judaists are in the apostle's mind. True indeed, as Meyer says, the apostle nowhere lays stress on their number; yet the following ὁ ταράσσων might seem to indicate that the Judaists were not many. The question is, Who hindered you? and the assertion that the hindrance was occasioned by the πεισμονή refers to the teachers; so that the proverb may mean, that though like leaven they may appear small in comparison with the lump, yet by assiduity and influence they may and will infect and debase the entire society- ὅλον being emphatic. Such is the better view, as being more in harmony with the context. Theophylact refers the little leaven to circumcision- μία οὖσα ἐντολή; but that can scarcely be the apostle's reference: it is the doctrine connected with it which he has chiefly in view. 

Verse 10
Galatians 5:10. The apostle so far modifies his statement, or rather expresses a confidence that the whole lump will not be so leavened. Still there is no connecting particle; each statement stands out vividly by itself- 

᾿εγὼ πέποιθα εἰς ὑμᾶς ἐν κυρίῳ—“I have confidence in” or “toward you in the Lord.” The emphatic use of the pronoun ἐγώ is, “I for my part.” There is a tacit contrast to what goes before, which some copyists filled in by δέ, as in C1, F, and which Lachmann so far acknowledges as to put it within brackets in his text. The verb is used with ἐπί and an accusative- ἐφ᾿ ὑμᾶς- 2 Thessalonians 3:4, 2 Corinthians 2:3; it has also, as here, the momentous adjunct ἐν κυρίῳ, in Philippians 2:24, 2 Thessalonians 3:4; with a different aspect of relation it is also followed by ἐπί with a dative, 2 Corinthians 1:9, Hebrews 2:13, and by the simple dative, Philippians 1:14, 2 Corinthians 10:7, which designates the region or ground of confidence. εἰς ὑμᾶς is “in reference to you.” Wisdom of Solomon 16:24; Winer, § 49, a, c; Bernhardy, p. 220. He based his confidence not on his own pointed reproof, solemn expostulation, or tender reminiscences; not on their affection toward him, or their probable recognition of the truth and reappreciation of it when they should bethink themselves. He might not overlook those elements indeed, but he says boldly, ἐν κυρίῳ. Compare Romans 14:14. We have in these three verses in succession, πείθεσθαι.- πεισμονή- πέποιθα. His confidence was- 

῞οτι οὐδὲν ἄλλο φρονήσετε—“that ye will think nothing different”-that is, that ye will be of the same mind with me. Acts 28:22; Philippians 1:7; Philippians 3:15. The reference seems directly to be to what he has been enjoining and illustrating in the previous sections; but as that includes the germ of his preaching, the inference is fair, that the entire circle of the apostle's public instruction is comprehended. We do not, like Ellicott, make the last the immediate reference; nor does the use of the future justify the supposition, for it naturally refers to the period when the epistle should be read, not excluding, of course, the anticipated and lasting result. 

The apostle's confidence was, that the persuasive arts of the Judaizers should fail; that their success should be only temporary; and that the mass, after the novelty had worn off and they had come to themselves, should be of his mind-should settle down into harmony with him in reference to all the distinctive or characteristic truths of the gospel which he had proclaimed. See under Philippians 3:15. 

The apostle has been verging for some time toward the next declaration-the stern censure of the false teachers- 

῾ο δὲ ταράσσων ὑμᾶς βαστάσει τὸ κρίμα—“but he that troubleth you shall bear his judgment.” The δέ marks a contrast between the apostle's confidence in returning harmony of opinion with himself, as just expressed, and the perversions and disturbances created by the Judaists. The singular ὁ ταράσσων is not collective for οἱ ταράσσοντες (Galatians 1:7), nor is it used as representing a class. Winer, § 27; 2 Corinthians 11:4. Nor, probably, does it specify any particular individual or any well-known person directly, as Erasmus, Bengel, Usteri, and others suppose; for the ὅστις ἂν ᾖ generalizes the expression. The phrase simply takes an individual of a class, and holds him up for the moment to notice, so that what is true of him is true of the entire party of which he is the representative. Madvig, § 14. It matters not- 

῞οστις ἂν ᾖ—“whoever he may be.” Acts 3:23. There is in this clause no direct reference to personal character, relation, or state, though they may be all included. The common reference has been to station-high station; as by Theophylact and Theodoret- μεγάλοι, ἀξιόπιστοι, and they are followed by Luther, Rückert, and De Wette. The sentiment may be true, but it is not directly expressed. Whoever he may chance to be-no matter what his position, influence, or pretensions-he shall bear his judgment. Lightfoot's filling up, “however he may vaunt his personal intercourse with the Lord,” is a very unlikely supposition. Some, according to Jerome, found in this clause a quiet reference to Peter. 

βαστάσει τὸ κρίμα. κρίμα is the judgment or sentence-whatever its nature-pronounced by the κριτής, and by contextual reference it is here a condemnatory judgment. Romans 3:8. We have λαμβάνειν κρίμα in Luke 20:47, Romans 13:2, James 3:1. In the Septuagint it represents the Hebrew נָשָׂא, H5951 in its various senses. Compare 1 Corinthians 11:29, 1 Timothy 5:12 . The image of a load in βαστάσει is found in Hebrew usage. Locke, Borger, and Macknight regard the κρίμα as excommunication; Jatho refers it to other church penalties, and placing a comma after φρονήσετε, he supposes the apostle to express his confidence that the church would agree in judgment with him against the offenders; but the apostle refers the judgment to God- ἀνταπόδοσις θεοῦ (Hesychius). Tischendorf writes ἐὰν, after A, B, א . See on this spelling, Winer, § 42, 6; Hermann, ad Viger. 835. κρίμα is accented κρῖμα in classical writers. See under Galatians 2:9. Lipsius, Grammatische Untersuchungen, p. 40. 

The apostle immediately adds- 

Verse 11
Galatians 5:11. ᾿εγὼ δέ, ἀδελφοί, εἰ περιτομὴν ἔτι κηρύσσω, τί ἔτι διώκομαι;—“But I, brethren, if I still preach circumcision, why am I still persecuted?” The first ἔτι is omitted in some MSS. The difficulty of the temporal allusion may have suggested the omission. He never or at any time preached circumcision since he became an apostle. The ἐγώ is again emphatic in position and expression—“as for me;” and the δέ is not transitional simply, but indicates a contrast. There were troublers among them, and they shall bear their judgment. Such a crimination did not apply to him, though he had been unjustly charged. It would seem that some of these troublers alleged his patronage, and were sheltering themselves under his example. He had circumcised Timothy; nay, to Jews he became as a Jew; and his practice, misunderstood, might be quoted in favour of Judaizing inconsistency. But, in direct opposition to all arguments and apologies, he says, “As for me, if I still preach circumcision, why am I still persecuted?” εἰ κηρύσσω-if I preach-if it be a fact that I preach. See under Galatians 1:9. The ἔτι refers to a period prior to his conversion, when, of course, circumcision was a prominent article of his creed and advocacy. He may have taken the word κηρύσσω from his present form of labour, and applied it, though not with perfect accuracy, to his previous maintenance of Judaism in its integrity (Galatians 1:14). The present tense is used, as if borrowed from the allegation of his opponents-he preaches yet circumcision,- περιτομήν having the stress. To preach circumcision is to maintain the observance of it to be necessary to salvation, and that all Gentile converts should submit to it as essential to their admission to the church, and their hope of final acceptance. 

The apostle's reply to the charge of preaching circumcision is decisive- τί ἔτι διώκομαι—“why am I still persecuted?” This second ἔτι may be regarded, but not necessarily, not as temporal, but as logical- Romans 3:7; Romans 9:19 —“If I preach circumcision, what reason is there that I should be persecuted?” The fact of his being persecuted by the Jews and Judaists was surely a proof that he was neither preaching circumcision, nor was regarded by them as preaching it. Had he been preaching circumcision, would not they have joyfully clung to him? The conclusion is inevitable- 

῎αρα κατήργηται τὸ σκάνδαλον τοῦ σταυροῦ—“then the offence of the cross is done away with.” 1 Corinthians 1:23. A and C, 39, 40, add τοῦ χριστοῦ, and so Jerome with the Coptic and AEthiopic versions. The addition is an exegetical emendation. The Syriac version takes the clause interrogatively, and Knapp and Vater so point it. Bengel is not disinclined to it, and Usteri and Ewald adopt it. But there is no necessity for it, and the statement by such a turn becomes feebler in character. The particle ἄρα leads to a somewhat unexpected conclusion (Klotz-Devarius, ii. p. 160. See under Galatians 2:17; Galatians 2:21)—“those things being so”—“then after all,” ergo in the Latin versions. The noun σκάνδαλον occurs often in the New Testament and the Septuagint, and properly is not offence, but that at which one stumbles or takes offence-found with its literal meaning, Leviticus 19:14 - ἀπέναντι τυφλοῦ οὐ προσθήσεις σκάνδαλον, but only tropically in the New Testament. Morus and others understand σταυρός figuratively, as denoting suffering on account of Christ. But this sense weakens the declaration, for the apostle speaks directly of Christ's cross as involved in the controversy, and in the phrase adduced from Matthew 16:24 it is his own cross that a man is asked to take up. The offence of the cross is the offence which the Jews took at the idea of salvation through the Crucified One, and Him alone: Galatians 6:12; 1 Corinthians 1:17; Philippians 2:8. Salvation by the blood of the cross was a sore stumblingblock to their national pride-an open affront to their cherished theology; for He that died on Calvary had been rejected by their people, and doomed for blasphemy and treason to a public execution. To speak of that instrument of shame and agony as the means of salvation inflamed their bitterest prejudices, and chafed them into an unscrupulous and malignant hostility, which plumed itself on doing God service when it put down and thwarted in every way, even unto death, the preachers and disciples of a crucified Messiah. 1 Thessalonians 2:15. 

Verse 12
Galatians 5:12. ῎οφελον καὶ ἀποκόψονται οἱ ἀναστατοῦντες ὑμᾶς—“I would that they would even cut themselves off who are unsettling you.” The verb ἀναστατοῦν is defined by Hesychius as ἀνατρέπειν. Acts 17:6; Acts 21:38. The term is of deeper meaning than ταράσσοντες in Galatians 1:7 -not only troubling, but unhinging you. The ordinary classic phrase is ἀνάστατον ποιεῖν. Sturz, De Dialect. Alexandrinâ, p. 146. Symmachus, however, employs the verb, Psalms 59:11 (Psalms 58:11); and Aquila, Psalms 11:12 (Psalms 10:12). Bengel takes quite a peculiar view of the connection. ῎οφελον, according to him, should stand by itself, as being a curt answer to the previous clause taken interrogatively—“Is then the offence of the cross ceased?” “I wish it were; he shall bear his judgment, . . . and they who are unsettling you shall be cut off.” (Similarly Bagge.) Besides the disjointed construction, the insulation of ὄφελον and the wrong translation of the middle verb forbid this exegesis. ῎οφελον is very rarely joined with the future, so that D, F have ἀποκόψωνται-an evident emendation. Lucian gives such a connection as an example of a solecism, Pseudosophista, p. 216, vol. iv. Bipont. The word is allied to ὤφειλε- ὤφελον. Matthiae, § 513; 1 Corinthians 4:8; 2 Corinthians 11:1; Klotz-Devarius, 516. D3, K, L have ὤφελον. The future is here used virtually for the optative, and the word is treated as a mere particle, Winer, § 41; A. Buttmann, § 185. In the use of the term in 1 Corinthians 4:8, 2 Corinthians 11:1, there is a tinge of irony. 

What then is the meaning of ἀποκόψονται? 1. It cannot bear the passive sense-the abscindantur of the Vulgate, or “were cut off” of the English version. Winer, § 38, 4. The usage, though it occurs in classical writings, does not seem to be found in the New Testament. The Gothic, too, has vainei jah usmaitaindau; and the Syriac has the common idiom, “cutting were cut off.” Calvin interprets it in the same way-exitium imprecatur impostoribus illis, and he vindicates the exegesis: “And yet I should not wish that a single individual perish thus; but my love of the church, and my anxiety for her interests, carry me into a kind of ecstasy-quasi in ecstasin-so that I can think of nothing else.” Bagge explains it—“cut off from a position of hope that they may ever accept the salvation of Christ.” The interpretation of Wieseler and Schmoller is similar to Calvin's; so Hammond, and Chandler who renders—“excluded from the church, disowned by you as brethren;”—“were themselves cut off from the society of the church with the circumcising knife of excommunication” (Boston). But the passive translation is grammatically untenable; and if excommunication were the penalty, the apostle in his plenary authority would have pronounced the sentence himself. 

2. Retaining the proper middle signification, the verb has been supposed to mean “cut themselves off, or get themselves cut off, from fellowship with you.” Generally this view is held by Erasmus, Beza, Piscator, a Lapide, Bengel, Windischmann, Webster and Wilkinson, Ellicott, and Gwynne who renders—“that they would even beat themselves away!” But this meaning is unusual; the καί in this case also loses its emphasis; and why in such a crisis did the apostle only wish for the severance and not at once command it, as in 1 Corinthians 5:11? There may be an allusion to the ἐνεκόψε of Galatians 5:7, both being compounds of the same verb; but the paronomasia will not bear out Gwynne's idea—“Instead of intercepting the progress of others, make away with yourselves,” for the καί again becomes meaningless, and the wish amounts to little. But the words of the apostle are sharp and precise. 

3. The meaning is keener than this, that they may be deprived of all opportunity of seducing you (Wolf, Baumgarten), and greatly stronger than that of doing penance-Busse thun. 
4. Nor is the meaning merely in a tropical sense, utinam spadones fient propter regnum coelorum, et carnalia seminare cessabunt; the view of Thomas Aquinas, and of Augustine who calls it sub specie maledictionis, benedictio. Some admit in the phrase a reference to circumcision—“would execute upon themselves not only circumcision, but excision also” (Conybeare). Bengel too: Quemadmodum praeputium per circumcisionem abscinditur, ut quiddam, quo carere decet Israelitam; ita isti tanquam praeputium rejiculum de communione sanctorum abscindentur et anathema erunt. 
5. Another and literal sense has been given, which some brand as indelicate, which Bagge calls “a positive insult to St. Paul,” which Gwynne stigmatizes as “a filthy witticism,” and of which even Le Clerc writes, Imprecatio scurrae est non Pauli, viz. I would that they would not only circumcise, but even castrate themselves;-Chrysostom saying, μὴ περιτεμνέσθωσαν μόνον, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἀποκοπτέσθωσαν; and Jerome as decidedly, non solum circumcidantur sed etiam abscindantur-would not only circumcise, but eunuchize themselves. Now, 1. this is the proper meaning of the term, to hew off limbs- κάρη, αὐχένα, τένοντας: Iliad, 9.241; Odyss. 10.127; Rost u. Palm sub voce. 2. This verb and its noun are the technical terms employed for this act: Arrian, Epictetus, 2.20. γάλλος ὁ ἀπόκοπος ἤτοι ὁ εὐνοῦχος, Hesychius; Lucian, Eunuchus, p. 210, vol. v. Opera, Bipont. 3. The word bears the same meaning in the Septuagint: οὐδὲ ἀποκεκομμένος, Deuteronomy 23:1; also Philo, De Leg. Spec. § 7; De Victis Offer. § 13. See Wetstein in loc. A portion of the passage quoted by Bentley (Critica Sacra, p. 48) from Dio Cassius is a various reading. Dio Cassius, lib. 79:11, p. 448, vol. ii. Op. ed. Dindorf. 4. Both the name and the thing were familiarly known in Galatia, especially in the town of Pessinus, where, on Mount Dindymus, Cybele had her shrine, which was served by emasculated priests. Lucian, Cronosolon, § 12, p. 16, vol. ix. Op. Bipont. Justin Martyr also uses the verb of the priests of the mother of the gods: I. Apolog. p. 70, E, p. 196, vol. i. Opera, ed. Otto. See also Bardesanes, Cureton's Spicileg. Syr. p. 32. Strabo also mentions the ἀπόκοποι γάλλοι, 13:4, 14, p. 87, vol. iii. Geograph. ed. Kramer. Reference may also be made to the wild wail of the Carmen, lxiii. of Catullus. Diodorus Siculus, 3:31, p. 247, vol. i. Opera, ed. Dindorf. Such a mutilation must have been so well known in the province of Galatia, that the apostle's words in connection with the περιτομή of the previous verse could scarcely have conveyed any other allusion to a Galatian reader; and this reconciles us to this third interpretation. The verb could not have the same hard sound to them as it has to us. 5. The καί in this way preserves its ascensive force-not only circumcise, but even eunuchize themselves. In a similar spirit and play of terms, the apostle says, Philippians 3:2-3 : βλέπετε τὴν κατατομήν· ἡμεῖς γὰρ ἡ περιτομή. Circumcision to a Gentile was a mere bodily mutilation of the same kind as that of the priests of Cybele. See under Philippians 3:2. Such an ἀποκοπή was quite on a level with their περιτομή: let them show their extravagant attachment to the rite by imitating the degraded ministers of Cybele. Luther writes, Allusit ad circumcisionem, q. d. cogunt vos circumcidi utinam ipsi funditus et radicitus excindantur. Such is the view of all the Greek fathers, of Jerome, Ambrosiaster, Augustine, and of Winer, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, Usteri, De Wette, Hilgenfeld, Alford, Ewald, Jowett, and Prof. Lightfoot. It is needless to apologize for the apostle's words, as springing either from Judaicus furor, as Jerome says, or, as he further hints, from human frailty, since the apostle was a man adhuc vasculo clausus infirmo. Nor does it serve any purpose to call the imprecation simply prophetic (Pareus) or ecstatic (Calvin). It is a bitter sarcasm on the fanatical fondness for circumcision, and the extravagant estimate of its value, which these Judaistic zealots cherished, and which they were putting into prominence with persistent vehemence-a scornful and contemptuous estimate of the men, and of the mere mutilation for which they had such a passion. 

Verse 13
Galatians 5:13. ῾υμεῖς γὰρ ἐπ᾿ ἐλευθερίᾳ ἐκλήθητε, ἀδελφοί—“For ye for your part were called to liberty, brethren”- ὑμεῖς being emphatic from its position. γάρ is “not merely a particle of transition” (Brown); nor is it to be referred to a more remote sentiment—“Let them not revolutionize you, for ye were called to freedom” (Webster and Wilkinson); nor is it connected with ὄφελον—“Would that the offence of the cross were done away; would that the Jews no longer rejected the doctrine that the law cannot justify, for ye were called” (Bagge). Gwynne needlessly throws the connection back to the last verse of the previous chapter. But γάρ refers back to the immediately preceding statement, and is a justification of the strong and indignant feeling expressed against the Judaizers, since they were fighting against the very freedom into which they had been called. Some difficulty about the meaning and reference of γάρ seems to have suggested the alteration into δέ, as in F, G, and in Chrysostom. The ἐπί expresses the object or design of the verb-called that you might be free. 1 Thessalonians 4:7; Ephesians 2:10; Xenophon, Anab. 7.6, 3; Winer, § 48, c; Jelf, 634, 3. It is the state for which, or for the permanent enjoyment of which, they had been called. To a state of liberty, permanent and unvarying, had they been summoned-freedom from that legal yoke under which the reactionists would bind them, and from which they had been delivered so wholly that they were under no obligation to conform either occasionally or partially, for such conformity impaired the breadth and fulness of their liberty. Law and its bondage were in direct antagonism to faith and its freedom. For κλῆσις, see under Galatians 1:6, Ephesians 4:1. And he names them “brethren,” in affectionate counsel. Possibly ἐκλήθητε here was suggested by the previous phrase, ἐκ τοῦ καλοῦντος: the persuasion to bow to the servitude of the law did not come from Him who called them to freedom. But he adds the salutary caution- 

΄όνον μὴ τὴν ἐλευθερίαν εἰς ἀφορμὴν τῇ σαρκί—“only turn not your liberty into an occasion for the flesh.” The ellipse is emphatic in its conciseness. F, G supply δῶτε after σαρκί; and so Jerome and the Vulgate, detis. Meyer proposes τρέπετε, De Wette τρέψητε, and Hofmann ἔχετε. The want of a verb in similar cases with μή is not uncommon. Winer, § 64, 6; Matthew 26:5; Sophocles, Antig. 577; Klotz-Devarius, 2.669; Hartung, 2.153. Some versions get out of the difficulty by recurring to the nominative. Thus the Syriac—“Only let not your liberty be for an occasion to the flesh;” and similarly Tyndale and the Genevan. The noun ἀφορμή signifies in martial phrase, a base of operations, as in Thucydides, 1:90; then a starting-point, an occasion or opportunity-with λαμβάνειν to take it, or with διδόναι to afford it. The dative σαρκί is that of dativus commodi-the flesh taking advantage of the occasion. Romans 7:8; Romans 7:11; 2 Corinthians 5:12; 2 Corinthians 11:12; 1 Timothy 5:14. The σάρξ is man's unrenewed nature,-not simply his corporeal organism with its passions and appetites, but his whole nature ethically viewed as under the dominion of sin-sense and selfishness. See under Galatians 5:19, and under Ephesians 2:3. See also Wieseler's long note. They had been exhorted to stand fast in the liberty, but they are specially cautioned not to abuse it. They were to be on their guard against antinomian licentiousness; for, though they were not under the law as a means of justification, they were still under it as their rule of life. The probable reference, as the succeeding context hints, is to whatever is opposed to the mutual service of love enjoined in the next clause,-perhaps that selfishness and self-importance which some among them seem to have cherished,-and to their contemptuous disregard for such as had not arrived at their cherished independence. The making freedom an occasion for the flesh is an extravagance which has been often witnessed; as with the German Anabaptists in the peasant wars of the days of Luther, and among the Fifth Monarchy men of the English Puritans. In the quaint words of a recent Irish theologian, “If the devil cannot stop the coach, he mounts the box and drives.” Compare Romans 6, Judges 1:4. 

᾿αλλὰ διὰ τῆς ἀγάπης δουλεύετε ἀλλήλοις—“but by love be in bondage to,” or “be serving, one another.” A different reading, τῇ ἀγάπῃ τοῦ πνεύματος, is found in D, F, 31, in the Claromontane, Vulgate, Gothic, and Coptic versions; but it is evidently an emendation, or an attempt to express a contrast to σαρκί. The article τῆς emphasizes the love as possessed and manifested by them, and διά points it out as the instrument of this mutual service. While there was ἐλευθερία, there was also to be δουλεία; not that of fear, as under the law, but that which springs from a faith working by love. Mutual service in their spiritual freedom was to be the result of mutual love, each serving and being served in turn,-a result which could not be obtained if they remained apart in cold and haughty isolation. Comp. Romans 16:8; Romans 16:22; 1 Corinthians 9:19; 1 Peter 2:16; 2 Peter 2:19. The law had occasioned no little disputation among them, was the source out of which had sprung those factious alienations; and yet what is the spirit of that very law? Is it not as follows? 

Verse 14
Galatians 5:14. ῾ο γὰρ πᾶς νόμος ἐν ἑνὶ λόγῳ πεπλήρωται—“For the whole law has been fulfilled in one word.” Codices K and L have λόγος instead of νόμος-an evident blunder. D1 and F prefix ἐν ὑμῖν to ἐν ἑνὶ λόγῳ-a plain interpolation; Tertullian has in vobis. Marcion, as quoted by Epiphanius, substituted ὑμῖν for ἐν ἑνὶ λόγῳ, and he seems to have read the verse thus: ὁ γὰρ πᾶς νόμος ἐν ὑμῖν πεπλήρωται; thus out of enmity against the Mosaic law, as some alleged, altering the apostle's meaning, and omitting ἐν τῷ that the following clause might not seem to be a quotation. 

The reading πεπλήρωται is found in A, B, C, א, 17, 21, 23, 37, 39-71, in Marcion as quoted by Epiphanius, in Tertullian against Marcion, in Damascenus, and Augustine, who, however, often reads impletur. The reading is adopted by Lachmann and Tischendorf. πληροῦται of the Received Text has in its favour D, F, K, L, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and many of the versions, as the Claromontane and Vulgate, the Gothic, Coptic, and Syriac. It is also advocated by Reiche at some length. The external testimony for πληροῦται is not however preponderant, and it is impaired by the suspicion which Meyer alleges, that the mechanical copyist did not understand the full force of the perfect. The present, besides, would mean that the process of fulfilment was still going on; whereas the perfect signifies, has been and is still fulfilled, is in a fulfilled state, or has received its full complement of obedience in this: “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” A. Buttmann, p. 172. 

The position of the words ὁ γὰρ πᾶς νόμος is peculiar, but not without example: Acts 20:18; 1 Timothy 1:16. In γάρ the connection is manifest: by their love they were to be serving one another, and for this reason, that love by divine appointment was the fulfilment of the law. The phrase ἐν ἑνὶ λόγῳ means, in this one utterance or precept- πᾶς and ἑνί being in contrast. But, 

1. The notion attached by Grotius to πληροῦται is peculiar: The law is filled up, or is fulfilled-sicut rudimenta implentur per doctrinam perfectiorem. That is, the law itself gets an addition which perfects it. But the apostle is not speaking of the law as a code which may receive any enlargement, but of the obedience which it exacts. How could the Mosaic law be made perfect by the addition of one of its own precepts, and how could πᾶς stand in such a statement as Grotius supposes? 

2. Not a few give πεπλήρωται the meaning of-is summed up, comprehenditur, like ἀνακεφαλαιοῦται in Romans 13:9. This is the view of Luther, Calvin, Borger, Jaspis, Winer, Usteri, Reiche, and Olshausen. But though the meaning of the two phrases be not dissimilar, still the verb before us will not bear the signification thus assigned to it. Its proper meaning is distinctly to be given it, as other clauses of the New Testament show. So that we prefer- 

3. The interpretation which gives the verb its common signification; and such is the view of Chrysostom and his followers, of Rückert, Matthies, Schott, De Wette, Meyer, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Wieseler. Thus Matthew 3:15, Romans 8:4, Colossians 4:17, Galatians 6:2, Acts 13:25, Romans 13:8. See under next clause. 

The apostle adds- 

᾿εν τῷ, ᾿αγαπήσεις τὸν πλησίον σου ὡς σεαυτόν—“is fulfilled in this, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” The repetitive words ἐν τῷ are omitted by D1, F, the Itala and Vulgate, by Marcion, and many of the Latin fathers, as Jerome and Pelagius, but without any ground. σεαυτόν has the authority of A, B, C, D, E, K, א, etc.; ἑαυτόν is read only in F, G, L, and many cursives. It is, however, defended by Meyer, but now abandoned by Tischendorf. It is true that ἑαυτόν does not change the sense, for it may be used in the second person: Winer, § 22, 5; Matthew 3:9; John 12:8; Acts 13:46; Philippians 2:12; A. Buttmann, p. 99. But the external authority for σεαυτόν preponderates, and the accidental dropping of a σ after ὡς, ending with the same letter, may have given rise to the variation. 

The quotation is from Leviticus 19:18, תּ לְרֵעֲךָָכָּ־מוֹךָ à וַ† ָאהַבְ, ָ translated in Septuagint as it is found here: “And thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself.” The future for the imperative is common in Hebrew. Thiersch, De Pent. p. 156, etc. The meaning of πλησίον in the quotation is somewhat different from the original, where it denotes brother Jews. Here its reference seems specially to fellow-Christians, and generally to fellow-men. See Augustine, De Doct. Christ. 1.31. The question, “Who is my neighbour?” was in its wide sense answered by Christ in the parable of the good Samaritan; and that answer is, Every one needing thy help, be his blood or creed what it may, is thy neighbour. 

1. But what is meant by loving one's neighbour as one's self? It does not mean with the same amount, but with the same kind of love,-which realizes or acts out the spirit of brotherhood,-which seeks for a neighbour what you seek for yourself, and feels his welfare involved in your own. According to Gwynne, it comprises both “manner and degree.” 

2. But how does this love of a neighbour fulfil the law? And the first question then is, What is the law referred to? Some, as Koppe, Brown, and Gwynne, suppose it the law of Christ; others, as Beza and Locke, the second table of the law; others, as Schöttgen and Rückert, the divine law generally; others only the moral law, as Estius and Baumgarten-Crusius; others, as Macknight, hold that “the whole law” signifies those parts of the Mosaic law which enjoined men's duty to their neighbour; and similarly Turner. It seems a certain and necessary conclusion, that the whole law is that very law to which the apostle has referred so often in a variety of aspects. In what other sense could those who had heard the epistle read understand it? What is said is true of the Mosaic law in itself, and as a representative portion of God's great legislation. Secondly, the difficulty yet remains, how loving one's neighbour fulfils the whole law? Did the whole law mean only the whole law in reference to our neighbour, it would be easily understood. Love of neighbour would fulfil it in its various precepts; for what but the want of love, what but selfishness, leads any one to kill, or commit adultery, or steal, or perjure himself, or covet? If he loved his neighbour as himself, no such breaches of the divine code would be possible for him-murder would be to him as suicide, and false witness like self-crimination. The great Teacher has said, “Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy mind, and with all thy strength. This is the first commandment.” Mark 12:30. But if one obeys the second commandment, which is “like unto” the first, he also obeys the first. For right love of neighbour implies the love of God, and is one of its tests or visible fruits. “If he love not his brother whom he hath seen, how can he love God whom he hath not seen?” No one can love his neighbour with the prescribed measure and character of love, unless he love God; for that neighbour is loved because he is God's child and bears His image. The love of the child presupposes as its root the love of the All-Father; obedience to the second commandment depends upon and comprises obedience to the first; and therefore love, in its inner spring, essence, and motive, fulfils the law. Disputes about that law were apparently running high among the Galatians, and were creating alienation, schism, and hatred; and yet the spirit of that law is love, showing itself in mutual service. Thus the apostle says, He who loves his neighbour νόμον πεπλήρωκε; and again, πλήρωμα οὖν νόμου ἡ ἀγάπη—“love is the fulfilment of the law.” Romans 13:8; Romans 13:10. And this is the royal law. James 2:8. Calvin says “that the doctors of the Sorbonne argued, that as the rule is superior to what it directs, so the love of ourselves must always hold the first rank.” This, he affirms, is not to interpret but to subvert our Lord's words, adding-asini sunt qui ne micam quidem habent caritatis. 
Verse 15
Galatians 5:15. The apostle enforces these thoughts by the emphatic warning- 

εἰ δὲ ἀλλήλους δάκνετε καὶ κατεσθίετε—“But if one another ye bite and devour.” The image is taken from the preying of wild beasts. The first verb δάκνω-used literally, Xen. Anab. 3.2-is employed in this tropical sense in Arrian's Epict. 2.22. It means more than to vex or thwart (Robinson); it is to inflict deep piercing spiritual wounds-to lacerate character and feeling. A similar figure occurs in Psalms 27:2; and Horace has dente mordeor invido: Carmina, 4.3. The second verb denotes an action consequent upon the first. The animal bites, and then devours. The idiom is different in Greek and English: the first is, “to eat down,” “to eat up.” The verb-used literally of animals, Matthew 13:4, etc.; and of the action of fire, Revelation 11:5 -signifies here the utter spiritual waste which animosity creates and hurries on. Not content with wounding others, it would trample them and spoil them in its voracity and rage. 2 Corinthians 11:20. Both Cyprian and Marian. Victor have for the second verb, accusatis. Chrysostom says: “To bite is to satisfy a feeling of anger, but to devour is a proof of extreme savagism- θηριωδίας ἐσχάτης.” And the caution is added- 

βλέπετε μὴ ὑπὸ ἀλλήλων ἀναλωθῆτε—“see that by one another ye be not consumed;” the emphasis lying on ἀλλήλων-a reciprocal pronoun, realizing vividly the scene or object of the action, and in contrast to the previous clause—“serving one another in love.” βλέπετε is followed as often by μή and the subjunctive aorist. Winer, § 56; Gayler, 323. ᾿αναλίσκω, which appears to be climactic after δάκνετε and κατεσθίετε, is often used of killing or destroying. 2 Maccabees 2:10; AEschylus, Agam. 570, τί τοὺς ἀναλωθέντας ἐν ψήφῳ λέγειν; Thucydides, 8:65. It is also employed in the sense of spending or squandering money, and thereby exhausting it. Here it pictures spiritual devastation and wreck, when, in consequence of brawling and contention, the spiritual life should go out, and the community itself be broken up and ended. Mutual destruction is the natural result of fierce mutual quarrel. Neither gains the victory-both perish. Koppe refers the result cautioned against to the interference of the Roman magistrates, who might interdict their religion; and Grotius points to it as a divine judgment. Both opinions are contrary to the verse and context. 

Verse 16
Galatians 5:16. λέγω δέ, πνεύματι περιπατεῖτε—“Now I say, According to the Spirit walk.” The first words are a formula introducing a further explanation, and refer back to the first part of Galatians 5:13 - εἰς ἀφορμὴν τῇ σαρκί; the intervening verses being suggested by the last clause of the same verse- διὰ τῆς ἀγάπης. . . δέ is not merely continuative, but points to the difference of theme. Had the apostle referred, as Gwynne supposes, to the immediately preceding verse, and merely proceeded with a specific and opposed injunction, λέγω would have been superfluous. It always introduces continued explanation: Galatians 3:17, Galatians 4:1. For περιπατεῖτε, see under Ephesians 2:2. The dative πνεύματι is that of norm- κατὰ πνεῦμα, Romans 8:4 (Meyer, Usteri)-indicating the rule or manner. Winer, § 31, 6; Galatians 3:17; Romans 4:12; Philippians 3:16. Fritzsche regards it as the dativus commodi (on Romans 13:13), because in such a verb as the one occurring in this clause, nulla notionis eundi ratio habetur; and Hofmann similarly refers it to the power of the Spirit, like πνεύματι ζῆν. Wieseler takes it as instrument, the Spirit being the path in which they walk. Similarly Gywnne—“the Spirit, the agent, being regarded as the instrument.” πνεῦμα is the Holy Spirit; for it is the same Spirit that is spoken of in Galatians 5:18; Galatians 5:22, and therefore is not the spiritual part of our nature, nor the human spirit in unity with the Divine Spirit (Beza, Rückert, De Wette, Schott, Olshausen, and Brown); some epithet or addition would need to be added to the simple πνεῦμα to give it such a meaning. Nor can the phrase be diluted into “after a spiritual manner” (Peile, and Theodoret who calls it ἐνοικοῦσαν χάριν). The want of the article does not forbid the reference to the Holy Spirit; for πνεῦμα came at length to be treated as a proper name. See under Ephesians 1:17. 

Their whole course of life in thought and act, in all its manifestations, was to be in the Spirit who is the source of all good and gracious impulse. He is within believers the living, ennobling, and sanctifying power; and susceptibility of influence-of check and guidance-from Him, in all points of daily life, was to characterize them- 

καὶ ἐπιθυμίαν σαρκὸς οὐ μὴ τελέσητε—“and (so) ye shall not fulfil the lust of the flesh.” This translation is accepted by perhaps the majority of expositors. The clause is a conclusion following an imperative-do the one, and the other shall follow; the καί being consecutive. Winer, § 53, 3; Matthew 22:32; Luke 6:37; 2 Corinthians 13:11. See under Philippians 4:7. The double negative οὐ μή is intensive, as if it were μηδαμῶς. Lobeck, Phrynichus, p. 724; Winer, § 56, 3. See under Galatians 4:30. The aorist subjunctive is often employed in such negative utterances, especially in later Greek. Donaldson, Cratyl. 394; Krüger, § 53, 7, An. 6. 

But another rendering has been adopted, and the verb is taken as an imperative—“and fulfil not the lust of the flesh;” the verse consisting in this case of an affirmative and a negative imperative connected by the simple copula. This is the view of Castalio, Beza, Koppe, Usteri, Baumgarten-Crusius, Ewald, and Meyer. The verb may indeed be taken in an imperative sense, there being apparently similar instances of such an imperative use of the second person subjunctive, and the aorist subjunctive being abundantly used in later Greek for the future. Gayler has given many examples from the classics, and a table of them from the Sept., p. 440, 1, etc. But there is no clear example of this construction in the New Testament, and there is often difference of reading in such cases as here. D3, E have οὐ μὴ τελέσετε, as if from the Latin versions, which give non perficietis. The context following plainly presupposes an assertion made, not a prohibitive command given, and assigns the reason for making it: If ye walk by the Spirit, ye shall not fulfil the lusts of the flesh; for the two courses are incompatible-the one excludes the other. It is questionable if the use of τελεῖν will bear out the inference of Calvin—“The spiritual man may be often assaulted by the lusts of the flesh, but he does not fulfil them.” See the use of ποιεῖν in John 8:44, Ephesians 2:3, compared with Romans 2:27, James 2:8. For σάρξ, see under Ephesians 2:3; Delitzsch, Bib. Psychol. 5.6, die unaufgehobene Antinomie; Müller, die Christ. Lehre von der Sünde, vol. i. p. 442, etc. 

Verse 17
Galatians 5:17. ῾η γὰρ σὰρξ ἐπιθυμεῖ κατὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, τὸ δὲ πνεῦμα κατὰ τῆς σαρκός—“For the flesh lusteth against the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh.” The reason or ground of the previous statement is assigned- γάρ. The flesh and spirit are powers in one and the same person. The same verb ἐπιθυμεῖ, as a vox media, is used of both, to mark the reflex antagonism. There is no zeugma (Bengel), and no similar verb needs to be supplied, as is done by Prof. Lightfoot. The verb is often followed by the genitive, accusative, or infinitive; but here by κατά, as marking the direction of the ἐπιθυμία,-a hostile direction being implied- Matthew 10:35; Matthew 27:1; Acts 6:13; 1 Corinthians 4:6, etc.-though not overtly stated, as by ἀντί. The flesh longs and wrestles for its former predominance; it is ever in the position of lusting against the spirit, and the spirit is always and unweariedly beating back and resisting the impulses and yearnings of the flesh. According to Meyer, Wieseler, and others, it is wholly or partially wrong to compare this mutual struggle with that depicted in Romans 7 which in their opinion characterizes the unrenewed, as in such the struggle is between σάρξ and νοῦς. See Hodge in loc. Flesh and the spirit are ever so opposed, that to walk by the spirit is to preclude the fulfilment of the lust of the flesh. This inner warfare is not unknown to classical writers; it is in some aspects a matter of daily experience with all men. Euripides, Medea, 1077; Arrian, Epictetus, 2.26; Xenophon, Cyro. 6.1, 41; Cicero, Tusc. 2.21; Ovid, Metam. 7.19; Seneca, Ep. 25. See Wetstein in loc. and Schoettgen, vol. i. p. 1178. 

ταῦτα γὰρ ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται—“for these are opposed the one to the other.” The order of the Received Text is found only in K, L, א, some versions and fathers. But its δέ is supported by A, C, D3, K, L, א 3, etc., and is accepted by Tischendorf, 7th ed.; while γάρ is found in B, D1, F, א 1, the Latin versions and fathers, and is preferred by Lachmann. The evidence is pretty fairly balanced. But it may be said on one side, δέ may have been inserted by copyists to avoid the repetition of γάρ; on the other, that γάρ was inserted to prevent the repetition of δέ. The recurrence of δέ, however, would not be so strongly felt as that of γάρ, and would less likely lead to change; moreover, γάρ repeated is a characteristic of the apostle's style. Were the sentence a repetition of the preceding, δέ, as De Wette argues, would be the more appropriate; but it explains, or rather assigns a reason for the reciprocal hostility—“for they are contrary the one to the other.” The pronoun ταῦτα is not the τὸ ἐπιθυμεῖν τὴν σάρκα τὸ πνεῦμα (Baumgarten-Crusius, Gwynne), a mere truism, but πνεῦμα and σάρξ themselves. They maintain this reflex warfare, and they cannot coalesce, for they are contrary the one to the other. There is no use in making the clause an explanatory paraphrase (Rückert and Schott), and giving it this sense—“for they are in their nature opposed to one another.” But there is at the same time no tautology, and the apostle is describing an actual contest. 

῞ινα μὴ ἃ ἂν θέλητε ταῦτα ποιῆτε—“that ye may not do those things whatsoever ye may wish.” For the use of ἄν, see Winer, § 42, 3, b; Kühner, § 428, a. ῞ινα is not to be explained ecbatically, or as denoting simply event- ὥστε μή, as in our version, “so that,” and by Luther, Usteri, Baumgarten-Crusius, De Wette, Bisping, Brown, Gwynne, Prof. Lightfoot, and several others. The conjunction is therefore to be taken in its full telic force-the constant mutual contest has this in view- ἵνα. The emphatic ἀλλήλοις of the previous clause governs the interpretation. On either side is the will influenced and counteracted. It is therefore one-sided, on the one part, to give this meaning only in reference to the second clause of the verse; that is, by the struggle of the spirit ye may not do what things your fleshly will would prompt you to do. Such is the view of Chrysostom—“that you may not permit the soul to proceed in its evil desires.” He is followed by Theodoret, OEcumenius in one of his explanations, Grotius, Beza, Bull, Neander. Though θέλω may refer to the carnal will in John 8:44 and in 1 Timothy 5:11, there is no reason to impose such a sense upon it in this place. Dr. Brown, in vindication of the same view, argues that the clause is an illustration of the statement, “If they walked by the spirit, they would not fulfil the lusts of the flesh.” But this is to forget the vital connection of the two clauses. Bagge holds the same view, adding, “How any other sense than this is to be extracted from the words of the apostle, I do not comprehend.” And it is as one-sided, on the other part, to give the opposite meaning in sole reference to the first clause of the verse; that is, that by the struggle of the flesh ye may not do what the spirit prompts you to do. Such is the opinion of Luther, Calvin, Estius, Usteri, Schott, De Wette, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, and virtually Prof. Lightfoot. θέλω points indeed, in Romans 7:15, etc., which Lightfoot calls “the parallel passage,” to the will in its direction toward good, as the context very plainly shows; but there is no such contextual guidance found in this place. Both these interpretations are therefore wrong; for the words are used of actual contest, not of decided mastery on either side. The phrase ἀλλήλοις ἀντίκειται describes not only actual antagonism, but undecided result. It is true in the case of all who are born again, that the conflict ends in the victory of the spirit; but the apostle here does not include the issue, he speaks only of the contest. So that the exegesis is preferable which includes both sides of the statement: “The spirit wrestles against your doing the things which ye would on the impulse of the flesh, and the flesh struggles against your doing the things which ye would on the impulse of the spirit.” In this case no inferred ethical notion is attached to θέλητε, and the clause describes the nature of the contest between the flesh and the spirit. Thus OEcumenius in one of his interpretations, Bengel, Meyer, and Winer, who has, scil. τὸ πν. impedit vos quo minus perficiatis τὰ τῆς σαρκός, contra ἡ σάρξ adversatur vobis ubi τὰ τοῦ πνεύματος, peragere studetis. The idea of Wieseler is somewhat different, and amounts to this, that the man does not do the thing, τοῦτο, which in each particular case he would do. If he wills to do good, he cannot do it; if he wills to do evil, he cannot do it: whatever he does is in opposition to his will. But this view is too precise and definite for the more general picture which the apostle presents. Hofmann's notion is, that the object of the willing is not to be thought of, whether good, or bad, or both; but that, while the contest lasts, your deed is not one of your self-willing, and that when the contest ends, you come to peace when you walk by the Spirit of God. This is true; but it is rather an inference from the statement than a reproduction of the statement itself. The apostle depicts the inner warfare of renewed men, especially in the earlier stages of faith, when the old nature has not been beaten back and conquered, and the new nature has not risen up to the fulness of mastery-when the feebleness of a partial sanctification is unable to work out its purposes, through the many temptations and hindrances yet lurking in the heart. He states a general principle which every one acknowledges as verified in his own experience. The soul in which dwells the Spirit of God is unable to realize its own ideal on the one hand, though it is still approaching it; and on the other hand, it is kept not from sinning, but from falling into many sins to which the power of former habit most especially exposes it. The Galatians were in such a distressing condition at that moment, recurring at the same time to carnal ordinances instead of giving His own place and pre-eminence to the Spirit; going back from their higher experiences to lower and legal institutions. See under Galatians 3:3. Gwynne says somewhat inconsistently, that the experience of Galatians 5:17 is not “of the regenerate character;” but in whom else than a regenerate man does the Spirit of God so dwell? He admits that the experience of the persons spoken of, though it do not belong to the regenerate character, may apply to such as are “babes in Christ;” but the “babe” is surely the child of the new birth. 

Verse 18
Galatians 5:18. εἰ δὲ πνεύματι ἄγεσθε, οὐκ ἐστὲ ὑπὸ νόμον—“But if ye be led by the Spirit, ye are not under the law.” δέ introducing a new and contrasted thought: in opposition to this fluctuation of purpose and impotence of will—“but.” The dative πνεύματι is that of instrument. Winer, § 31, 7; Krüger, § 48, 6, p. 286; Romans 8:14; in another aspect, 2 Timothy 3:6. To be led by the Spirit, in the full sense of it, is to be under His benign and powerful influence in all thoughts, aspirations, and acts,-to be yielded up to His government without reserve,-to have no will without His prompting it, no purpose without His shaping it,-is to be everywhere and in all things in willing submission to His control, and always guarding against any insubordination which may “grieve the Holy Spirit of God.” When men are in this condition, it is true of them—“Ye are not under the law;” not, ye will not be as a result, but “ye are”-a parallel condition. To be led by the Spirit is much the same as to walk by the Spirit, Galatians 5:16. In what sense are those led by the Spirit not under the law? 

Not, 1. Because you have no need of it-the opinion of Rückert, Matthies, Schott;- οὐ δεῖται τῆς ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου βοηθείας, τίς χρεία νόμου; (Chrysostom). This idea is not in the full extent of it warranted by anything in the context. 

Nor, 2. Because the law is something foreign-an alien principle; for the law of the Spirit is engraven in his heart (Usteri). This is not fully found in the context. Nor is it, 

3. Because the law finds in you nothing to forbid or condemn (Meyer, Wieseler, Ellicott). This is a strong statement, and one that actual experience does not verify. If the apostle be supposed to describe an ideal state, in which no element of the flesh had any power, and in which the whole man was under the willing, unresisted government of the Spirit, the statement would be true; for in a perfect saint the law would “have nothing to forbid, because nothing forbidden is desired, and nothing to be condemned, because nothing condemnable is done” (Windischmann). So far, indeed, as a man is guided by the Spirit, so far the law has nothing to condemn in him,-the law cannot be against the fruits of the Spirit. But the apostle is not describing what might be, or what ought to be, but what is. But, 

4. As to be under law is to be under its authority, to be in bondage to it, so not to be under it is to be freed from its yoke-terrente, premente, vindicante (Estius, Lightfoot, Hofmann). The Galatians were putting themselves again in subjection to law, and ignoring the free government of the Spirit. To be led by the Spirit is incompatible with being under the law. See the beginning of chap. iii. To be under the law is thus to acknowledge its claim, and to seek to obey it in hope of meriting eternal life; but the believer dies to the law, and rises into “newness of life,”-is influenced by the Spirit of God as a guiding power within him; and “where the Spirit of the Lord is, there is liberty.” According to Rückert and Schott, one might expect the apostle to say, If ye are led by the Spirit, perficietis quod tanquam πνευματικοί volueritis. It serves no purpose to make the verse a parenthesis (Koppe, Flatt). The σάρξ and νόμος are placed under the same category. In the former verse it was flesh and spirit, here it is spirit and law. For the flesh is in subjection to the law, and the law condemns it. All about it is under the law, which at the same time, so far from checking or subduing, only irritates it, and helps it to develop its worst manifestations. See under Galatians 3:19. The law is helpless for its deliverance. In this special case believers in Christ entered into a new dispensation, the special characteristic of which was the Spirit, according to Christ's promise; and all who possessed His gracious influences were no longer under the law-a ministration of death, but had come into the possession of spiritual power and freedom,-their will, moved by a higher will, was growing able to realize its own purposes. Or, more generally, believers pass out of the dominion of law-mere law, having died to it; their hearts filled by the Spirit of God are under the government of a new principle. In this sense the law does not condemn them, as they are forgiven, and obedience to it is not the condition of their forgiveness; for there is “no condemnation to them which are in Christ Jesus.” Nor are they under the law in regard to their sanctification: as long as they were under it, they were disobeying it, and were slavishly struggling to escape its penalty. Not that they allow themselves to act contrary to it, but a higher power legislates within them, able at the same time to ensure obedience to its edicts,-that obedience being not a servile submission to law, but a willing conformity to the example of Him who loved us and gave Himself for us. They are not under the law to command them sternly; they are guided and influenced by the Spirit of God-a divine law, an enshrined authority within them. There is in these statements no antinomianism, or “going on in sin that grace may abound.” The Spirit by whom we are led is the Spirit of holiness, and the flesh is crucified. The difference is as between formal law in outer statute, cold and dead as the tables of stone on which it was engraved, and a law within, a living power, fulfilling itself in love, and gradually working out a universal compliance; for “sin shall not have dominion over you, for ye are not under law, but under grace,” and Christ is Sanctification as well as Righteousness. οὐ νόμῳ ἀπειλοῦντι δούλοις, πνεύματι δὲ τῷ ἄγοντι τέκνα θεοῦ. Cramer's Catena in loc. Luther writes, “When I was a monk, I thought by and by that I was utterly cast away, if at any time I felt the lust of the flesh, if I felt any evil emotion. If at that time I had rightly understood those sentences of Paul, I should not have so miserably tormented myself, but should have thought and said to myself, as I commonly now do-Martin, thou shalt not utterly be without sin, for thou hast flesh; thou shalt therefore feel the battle thereof. Despair not, therefore, but resist it strongly.” 

Verse 19
Galatians 5:19. φανερὰ δέ ἐστιν τὰ ἔργα τῆς σαρκός—“Now manifest are the works of the flesh;”- φανερά having the stress upon it, yet not so as to mean that the works of the flesh are so open that one led by the Spirit does not first need the teaching of the law about them-what to do, what to refrain from, in reference to them (Hofmann). Meyer connects this clause with the one before it, and as a closer explanation of “ye are not under the law”-to show what the sinful principle produces when the Holy Spirit does not lead men; and Ellicott more distinctly calls it “the open difference between the works of the flesh against which the law is ordained, and the fruits of the Spirit.” Probably this is too narrow a connection. The flesh is spoken of in the entire short paragraph in its lusting and warrings, in contrast with the Spirit in its wrestlings and leadings. Those who are guided by the Spirit are not as such under the law; but the flesh is under law, under its sentence and dominion: manifest are its works, and the law cannot but condemn them as ἔργα-works-done by the evil and unrenewed nature. It is needless to press a contrast in φανερά with the fruit of the Spirit as being more hidden, and as needing to be educed and specified. The works of the flesh are notorious, and notoriously of a corrupt origin. σάρξ is, very plainly, greatly more than the sensual part of fallen nature, for many of these ἔργα are intellectual or spiritual in nature. See under Ephesians 2:3, and under Galatians 5:16. The apostle proceeds to give a specimen catalogue- 

῞ατινά ἐστι—“of which class are”-qualia sunt (Jelf, 816, 5), or less likely, quippe quae (De Wette). They are sins no doubt very common in the Gentile world, and characterized the Galatian people. Thomas Aquinas well says-cum apostolus in diversis locis diversa vitia et diversimode enumerat, non intendit enumerare omnia vitia ordinate et secundum artem, sed illa tantum in quibus abundant et in quibus excedunt illi, ad quos scribit. 
The Received Text begins with μοιχεία, on the authority of D, F, K, L, א 3, the Claromontane Latin, the Gothic, the Phil., Syriac, and many of the Greek and Latin fathers; while F, G make it plural, with several of the following words, as does Origen. But the preferable reading omits the word, as in A, B, C, א 1, 17, Vul., Cop., etc. Probably the insertion was a reminiscence of Matthew 15:19, Mark 7:21. 

πορνεία—“fornication.” 2 Corinthians 12:21. Scarcely reckoned a sin in heathen opinion. 

᾿ακαθαρσία—“uncleanness,” “impurity,” including unnatural lusts, so common in Greece and the East. See Döllinger's The Gentile and the Jew, vol. 1.377-431; vol. 2.197, 238, 273, etc., Eng. trans. 

᾿ασέλγεια—“lasciviousness”-probably from ἀ- θέλγω. Mark 7:22; 2 Corinthians 12:21; Ephesians 4:19. Donaldson derives it from a and σαλαγ., foulness. Benfey (Wurzellexicon, sub voce) proposes another derivation: from ἀσ., satiety, and ἀλγ. ἄλγος, die Sucht. Suidas takes it from a, and σέλγη, a Pisidian town of notorious debauchery. It is defined in the Etymologicum Magnum as ἑτοιμότης πρὸς πᾶσαν ἡδονήν. That it did not signify lasciviousness always, is plain from its use by Demosthenes, where it means insolence. The blow which Meidias gave was in character with ἡ ἀσέλγεια-the outrageousness-of the man. Orat. cont. Meid. 514, p. 327, vol. i. Opera, ed. Schaefer. In a similar way, the term wantonness, which had at first a more general signification, has passed in English into the meaning of open sensuality. It is the self-asserting propensity indulged without check or regard to ordinary propriety, especially in libidinous gratification. Tittmann, De Synon. p. 81; Trench, Synon. p. 64; Wetstein in loc. 
Verse 20
Galatians 5:20. εἰδωλολατρεία—“idolatry”-worship of images or false gods, not a species of the former sensualities (Olshausen), though perhaps not without reference to the idol feasts, which were often scenes of revelry and lust. 1 Corinthians 5:11. The worship of God might be mingled with that of the national divinities. Acts 15:20; compare 2 Kings 5:18. The word was also applied to various sins, as undue devotion to anything to the exclusion of the Highest. See under Ephesians 5:5; Colossians 3:5. 

φαρμακεία-not poisoning, or the use of φίλτρα (Plat. Leg. 11.12), but, from its connection with the previous sin, “sorcery,” or, as defined by Suidas, γοητεία. It is often used in this sense in the Sept.: Exodus 7:11; Exodus 7:22; Exodus 8:18, Isaiah 47:9; Isaiah 47:12; and in the Apocrypha: Wisdom of Solomon 12:4; Wisdom of Solomon 18:13. φάρμακον is found also in 2 Kings 9:22, and along with πορνεῖαι is ascribed to Jezebel. The words again occur twice over, Nahum 3:4, in a description of the sin and doom of Nineveh. Comp. Revelation 9:21; Revelation 18:23; Revelation 21:8; Revelation 22:15. The term, from its association with idolatry, denotes incantation-superstitious dealings with the spirit-world. These practices were common in Asia Minor. Acts 19:18. 

῎εχθραι—“hatreds”-breaches of the law of love, apt to deepen into malignity. Sept. 1 Maccabees 13:6, 2 Maccabees 4:3. 

῎ερις—“strife.” Codices C, D & sup2, 3;, E, F, K, L have the plural; the singular being found A, B, D1, א, and it is preferred by Lachmann and Tischendorf. Romans 13:13 . In 2 Corinthians 12:20 the three next words occur in the same order. In such strife, love by which the law is fulfilled becomes wholly lost, for it springs out of these “hatreds,” and is nursed by them. 

ζῆλος. Codices C, D & sup2, 3;, K, L, א, and very many versions and fathers, have the plural; but B, D1, E ( ζήλους, a misprint, being read in F) have the singular, and it is found in several of the fathers. Amidst such variations, it is hard to say whether the singular or plural ought to be adopted. Only there was some temptation from the following plurals to change these singular forms into plural ones for the sake of uniformity. ζῆλος is used in a good sense, John 2:17, Romans 10:2, 2 Corinthians 9:2; and also among the classics: ζῆλος τῶν ἀρίστων, Lucian, Adv. Indoct. 17; ζῆλος καὶ μίμησις, Herodian, Galatians 2:4. But here it signifies rivalry, jealousy in the dark sense, mingled with envy (Romans 13:13; 1 Corinthians 3:3; 2 Corinthians 12:20), and burning like fire: πυρὸς ζῆλος, Hebrews 10:27; Sept. ἐν πυρὶ ζήλου, Zephaniah 1:18; Zephaniah 3:8, as applied to God; also ζῆλον πικρόν, James 3:14. Trench, Syn. p. 99. See under Galatians 4:17. 

θυμοί—“outbursts of anger.” The word comes from θύω, and it, according to Donaldson (Cratyl. § 471), from θε, to place, as in τίθημι, which, on the principle that “the same root may suggest contrasted ideas,” signifies also to run, as in θέειν, like “fast” in English, which means both “fixed” and “rapid.” The noun therefore means-impulse toward a thing; and in Plato, De Republica 440, it signifies the “will”—“disposition” in general, Legg. 5.731, B, though he explains it as signifying anger in the Cratylus, 419, E: θυμὸς δὲ ἀπὸ τῆς θύσεως καὶ ζέσεως τῆς ψυχῆς ἔχοι ἂν τοῦτο τὸ ὄνομα. See Stallbaum's note. It is therefore more demonstrative than inimicitia hominis acerbi et iracundi, for it is excandescentia (quum bitumen et sulphur additum est, excandescet). Cato, R. R. 95. The plural θυμοί denotes here, concrete manifestations of the abstract sin. Lobeck, Soph. Ajax, p. 274, 3d ed. Similarly σοφίαι, Aristoph. Ran. 688; φιλοσοφίαι, Plato, Theaet. 172, C θάνατοι, αἵματα, etc., Bernhardy, pp. 62, 63. θυμοί are those explosions of rage that proceed from a vindictive heart and an ungovernable temper. See under Ephesians 4:31. 

᾿εριθεῖαι—“caballings.” The word is not derived from ἔρις, though both may come from the root ἔρω, ἔρδω. It is allied to ἐριθεύω as δουλεία to δουλεύω. The Homeric ἔριθος is a day-labourer, one who works for hire-used of reapers and slaves, and is connected by some with ἔριον, wool. It means first of all, labour for hire, then intriguing or canvassing for office- καὶ γὰρ ἡ ἔριθεια εἴρηται ἀπὸ τῆς μισθοῦ δόσεως, Aristot. Pol. 5.2, 3; Suidas, sub voce δεκάζεσθαι. It then comes naturally to signify party-spirit,-thus Hesychius, ᾿ηριθεύετο . . . ἐφιλονείκει,-and is opposed to χρηστομαθεία in Ignat. Ep. ad Philad. § 8. In the New Testament it is opposed to ἀγάπη, Philippians 1:16-17; in James 3:14; James 3:16 it is coupled with ζῆλος as here, and as something more active and mischievous, leading to ἀκαταστασία; in Philippians 2:3, with κενοδοξία, vainglory, which often prompts to it, and as opposed to σύμψυχοι, τὸ ἓν φρονοῦντες, and to τῇ ταπεινοφροσύνῃ ἀλλήλους ἡγούμενοι ὑπερέχοντας ἑαυτῶν. It stands between θυμοὶ and καταλαλιαί in 2 Corinthians 12:20. See Romans 2:8. It is thus dark, selfish, unscrupulous intriguing, that alike sacrifices peace and truth to gain its end. See under Philippians 1:17. 

διχοστασίαι—“divisions,” the decided and violent taking of a side on selfish and unyielding grounds. 

αἱρέσεις—“factions,” the result of the former-divisions organized into factions, but without the ecclesiastical meaning which a Lapide, Crocius, and others assign to the term. The word is applied to the party of the Sadducees, Acts 5:17; to that of the Pharisees, Acts 15:5; to that of the Christians- τῶν ναζωραίων αἱρέσεως, Acts 24:5; and in 1 Corinthians 11:19 it is applied to parties within the church. The Judaizers were producing such results in the Galatian churches by their self-willed and bitter reactionary agitations. 

Verse 21
Galatians 5:21. φθόνοι, φόνοι—“Envyings, murders.” The second term φόνοι is omitted in B, א, several cursives and fathers, Jerome; but it is found in A, C, D, F, G, K, L, majority of MSS., and in the Latin and Syriac versions. It is admitted by Lachmann, but rejected as doubtful by Tischendorf. The omission was probably owing to the similarity of sound (Gleichklang); but the paronomasia is in the apostle's style. Romans 1:29, φθόνου, φόνου ; Winer, § 68; φθόνου, φόνου τε, Eurip. Troades, 770-1; Bötticher, de Paronom. Lipsiae 1828. 

φθόνος-envy-is the desire to appropriate what another possesses. It has no redeeming feature about it: ἐπιεικές ἐστιν ὁ ζῆλος καὶ ἐπιεικῶν, τὸ δὲ φθονεῖν φαῦλον καὶ φαύλων, Arist. Rhet. 2.9, 10; or πρῶτον μὲν ζῆλος ἀπὸ ζήλου δὲ φθόνος, Plato, Men. 242; Trench, Synon. 1st ser. p. 99. 

φόνοι—“murders”-the sudden or the deliberate sacrifice of any human life that stands in the way of self-advancement, or it may be a deed of vengeance. 

΄έθαι, κῶμοι—“drunkenness, carousals.” “Drunkenessis, immesurable etyngis” (Wycliffe); “ebrieties, commessations” (Rheims); “dronkenes, glottony” (Genevan). The last Greek term is the more comprehensive one. Judith 13:15, ἐν ταῖς μέθαις αὐτοῦ. In Romans 13:13 the words are joined; also in Dio Cassius, οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἢ μέθαι τε καὶ κῶμοι, p. 272, Opera, vol. ii. ed. Bekker. The second term-in Latin comissationes-is described by Hesychius as being ἀσελγῆ ᾄσματα, πορνικά, συμπόσια, ᾠδαί. So Plato, Theaet. 173, D Herod. 1.121. See Becker's Charicles, vi., and Gallus, x. Compare Isaiah 5:11-12, Amos 6:4-6, 1 Thessalonians 5:7, 1 Peter 4:3. 

And not only these sins, but- 

καὶ τὰ ὅμοια τούτοις—“and such like.” Luther says-addit et iis similia quia quis omnem lernam carnalis vitae recenseat? Ed. 1519. 

These works of the flesh have been often divided into four classes. Any classification or system, however, is scarcely to be expected; but each term of the catalogue may have been suggested by some law of association, especially as some of the terms are similarly arranged in other places. In the first class are sensual sins-fornication, impurity, wantonness; in the second class are sins of superstition-idolatry and sorcery; in the third class, sins of malice and social disorder-hatred, strife, jealousy, wraths, caballing, divisions, heresies, envying, murders; and in the fourth class are sins of personal excess-drunkenness and revellings. In the first class, the first term, which has a distinct meaning, may have suggested the other and allied vices-miscellaneous and grosser aspects of forbidden indulgence. The two terms of the second class are somewhat similar,-the first more precise in meaning, and the second more comprehensive-all occult dealings with the powers of evil. In the third class there is a climactic enumeration-hatreds ripening into strife; jealousy venting itself in passionate outbursts; cabals yet darker and more selfish; divisions, the result of deepening hostility; envyings quite fiendish in nature; and murders-the extreme result, and no uncommon thing in such countries, to obtain an end and consummate an intrigue by the removal of a rival. In the fourth class are first the simple term drunkenness, and the more inclusive term after it, referring either to scenes of dissipation so gay and wanton, or to orgies so gross and sensual, that they may not be described; and the terms stand each in its own prominence, unconnected by any particle,-an asyndeton common before such phrases as τὰ τοιαῦτα, οἱ ἄλλοι. Jelf, § 792, 2. 

῝α προλέγω ὑμῖν, καθὼς καὶ προεῖπον—“concerning which I tell you before, as also I did foretell you.” Engl. Ver.: “as I have also told you in time past.” The καί is not in B, F, א 1, nor in the Vulgate, and is bracketed by Lachmann; but it is retained on the authority of A, C, D, K, L, א 4, almost all MSS., and the majority of versions. The ἅ is not governed by πράσσοντες (Olshausen, Schott), but by προλέγω, as an accusative of contents (Inhalt), and may be resolved by “was anbetrifft”-quod attinet ad ea quae. Scheuerlein, p. 55; Thucyd. 2.62, and Poppo's note. The anacoluthon and the position of the relative, used in a sense absolutely, emphasize it. John 8:54. The προ in both verbs is “beforehand”-not before they come to light (Matthies); nor does the προ in προεῖπον mean “already” (Baumgarten-Crusius), but before the event, 1 Thessalonians 3:4, or the day of retribution. He gives them a present forewarning, ere it is too late; and this was by no means the first warning he had given them—“as also I did foretell you;” that is, when he had been with them; both during his first and second sojourn, he had forewarned them as he now is writing to them. The theme of forewarning then and now was- 

῞οτι οἳ τὰ τοιαῦτα πράσσοντες βασιλείαν θεοῦ οὐ κληρονομήσουσι—“that they who are doing such things shall not inherit the kingdom of God.” The contents of the προλέγω are prefaced by ὅτι, and described by τὰ τοιαῦτα-such things as these-the sins referred to and all similar sins, the article τά specifying the things as a class; “de toto genere eorum qui tales sunt, usurpatur.” Kühner, Xen. Mem. 1.5, 2. The verb ποιεῖν and πράσσειν may sometimes be distinguished, as John 3:20-21; Xen. Mem. 2.9, 4; but as, with these exceptions and John 5:29, the verb occurs only in Luke and Paul, and characterizes their style, it would be wrong to lay any stress on its use. The persons described are they who are doing and continuing to do such things, and are not λυπηθέντες εἰς μετάνοιαν-they shall not inherit the kingdom of God. 2 Corinthians 5:10; Romans 14:10. They prove by their perseverance in such practices that they are not led by the Spirit; that they are not justified through faith; that they are not children, and therefore not heirs of the promise: 1 Corinthians 6:9-10. See under Ephesians 5:4. Heaven, according to the popular adage, is a prepared place for a prepared people. The kingdom of Christ exists on earth, with Him as its Head and Defence, and only those who are qualified, through a change inwrought and sustained by His Spirit, are admitted into it in its ultimate and glorious form in heaven. The inheritor of the kingdom must be brought into congenial harmony with its occupations and enjoyments. They “which do such things” prove their want of meetness “for the inheritance of the saints in light,” and therefore cannot enter it; it has no attraction for them, and they could find no enjoyment in it. See under Colossians 1:12. 

Verse 22
Galatians 5:22. ῾ο δὲ καρπὸς τοῦ πνεύματος—“But the fruit of the Spirit,”-passing by δέ to this contrasted catalogue. Both ἔργα and καρπός are, as Meyer says, in themselves voces mediae, no ethical quality being essentially attached to them. Nay, we find them reversed in Sept. Proverbs 10:16, ἔργα δικαίων- καρποὶ δὲ ἀσεβῶν. Still one may suppose that the terms are here changed for good reason, inasmuch as Paul uses καρπός on the good side; and, as Ellicott remarks, even in Romans 6:21 it means, “what good result had ye in those things whereof ye are ashamed?” If, then, there be an intended distinction, what is it? Not because those graces are regarded more as feelings or dispositions than as acts (Rückert, and virtually Hofmann); nor because they are beneficent and delightful (Winer, Usteri, Schott, Alford); but because they spring out of one living root, as the singular seems also to indicate. The καρπός may show itself in ἔργα which in their collective form make up the καρπός; but here it is regarded in its unity of source and development. Its origin is “the Spirit;” not man's spirit, or the new and better mode of thinking and feeling to which men are formed by the Holy Spirit (Brown), but the Holy Spirit Himself, the Author of all spiritual good. Those who are led by the Spirit not only do not do the works of the flesh, but they bring forth the fruit of the Spirit. It is wrong and forced to seek a detailed antagonism in the two lists. The apostle's eagerness did not give him leisure to arrange such parallels or work out symmetrical antitheses. 

The first of the graces is ἀγάπη—“love”-the root of all the other graces,-greater than faith and hope, for “God is Love;” love to God and all that bears his image, being the essence of the first and second tables of the law,-all the other graces being at length absorbed by it as the flower is lost in the fruit. 1 Corinthians 13; Romans 12:9. 

χαρά—“joy.” Joy is based on the possession of present good, and here means that spiritual gladness which acceptance with God and change of heart produce. For it is conscious elevation of character, the cessation of the conflict in its earlier stage (Galatians 5:16-17), the opening up of a new world, and the hope of final perfection and victory. It is opposed to dulness, despondency, indifference, and all the distractions and remorses which are wrought by the works of the flesh. This joy is the spring of energy, and praise wells out of the joyful heart. Where the heart is gladness, the instinctive dialect is song. May not the joy of restoration at least equal the joy of continuous innocence? It is therefore here not merely nor prominently Mitfreude, joy in the happiness of others (Grotius, Zachariae, Stolz, Koppe, Borger, Winer, Usteri, Hofmann), nor joy as opposed to moroseness (Calvin, Michaelis), though these aspects or manifestations are not excluded. This joy is “joy in the Holy Ghost” (Romans 14:17), the “joy of faith” (Philippians 1:25), “joy of the Spirit” (1 Thessalonians 1:6), “joy in the Lord” (Philippians 3:1); and the welcome addressed to the faithful servant is, “Enter thou into the joy of thy Lord.” 

εἰρήνη—“peace” with God primarily, and peace within them; and not simply so, but concord-peace with those around them. See under Philippians 4:7. 

΄ακροθυμία—“long-suffering” (longanimitie, Rheims)-is opposed to shortness of temper- ὀξυθυμία, Eurip. Andr. 728. It enables us to bear injury without at once avenging ourselves: βραδὺς εἰς ὀργήν, James 1:19; 1 Corinthians 13:4. See under Ephesians 4:2. 

χρηστότης—“kindness”-occurs in Paul's writings only, as in 2 Corinthians 6:6, where also it is joined to the previous term; in Titus 3:4, where, along with φιλανθρωπία, it is ascribed to God our Saviour; and in Romans 11:22, where, along with ἀποτομία, it is also ascribed to Him. Compare Romans 3:12; Ephesians 2:7; Colossians 3:12; Sept. Psalms 144:7; Psalms 67:11. Plato defines it as ἤθους ἀπλαστία μετ᾿ εὐλογιστίας, Defin. p. 412, E. Phavorinus also defines it as εὐσπλαγχνία, ἡ πρὸς τοὺς πέλας συνδιάθεσις, τὰ αὐτοῦ ὡς οἰκεῖα ἰδιοποιουμένη. The meaning is kindness-gentleness, affability, the benign heart and the soft answer, “the gentleness of Christ;” or a serene, loving, and sympathizing temper, the fruit of that Spirit who descended in the form of a dove upon our great Exemplar, and abode upon Him. 

᾿αγαθωσύνη—“goodness.” The word is Hellenistic (Thom. Mag. p. 921), and occurs in Romans 15:14, Ephesians 5:9, 2 Thessalonians 1:11. It is difficult to distinguish it from the previous term. Jerome calls the first benignitas sive suavitas, and the second bonitas, differing from the former quia potest bonitas. esse tristior et fronte severis moribus irrugata, bene quidem facere et praestare quod poscitur. It may signify beneficence, specially Gutigkeit, (Ewald, Wieseler)-kindness in actual manifestation. 2 Chronicles 24:16; Ecclesiastes 7:15. 

πίστις—“faith” (“faythfulnes,” Tyndale, Cranmer)-not simply faith in God in the theological sense (Jerome, Theophylact),-that being implied, as the Spirit dwells only in those who have faith,-nor merely fidelity or good faith (Meyer), nor veracity (Winer); but trust generally, trustfulness toward God and towards man. Confidence in God, in all His promises, and under all His dispensations; and a spirit of unsuspicious and generous confidence towards men,-not moved by doubts and jealousies, nor conjuring up possible causes of distrust, and treasuring up sad lessons from previous instances of broken plight. 1 Corinthians 13:7. 

πραΰτης—“meekness.” The word-so written in A, B, C, א -is sometimes spelled πραότης, as in D, E, F, G, K, L. The last is the more Attic form (Photii Lex. 447, ed. Porson), though the other may be the earlier. Lobeck, Phryn. 403; Lipsius, Gramm. Untersuch. pp. 7, 8. See also A. Buttmann, p. 23. It is also sometimes spelled with iota subscribed in both forms, but not by Lachmann and Tischendorf. This Christian grace is universal in its operation-submission Godward, meekness manward, which seems to be its special reference. Compare 2 Corinthians 11:1, Matthew 5:5; Matthew 11:29. The meek man bears himself mildly-submissively-in all things, “like a weaned child;” neither arraigns God, nor avenges himself on man. See under Ephesians 4:2; Sirach 45:4; and the definition in Stobaeus, Flor. 1.18, p. 8, vol. i. ed. Gassford. 

᾿εγκράτεια—“temperance”-self-control-the holding in of passions and appetites, distinguished by Diogenes Laertius from σωφροσύνη in that it bridles ἐπιθυμίας σφοδράς, the stronger desires. Suidas defines it as ἡ ἕξις ἀήττητος ἡδονῶν. Acts 24:25; 2 Peter 1:6; Sept. Sirach 18:30. The word is to be taken in its widest significance, and not principally in reference to sexual sin-as Origen: τὸ δεδομένον ἀπὸ θεοῦ σῶμα ἄῤῥεν τηρητέον, Comm. in Matt. vol. i. p. 369, ed. Huet. This virtue guards agáinst all sins of personal excess, and is specially opposed to drunkenness and revellings as works of the flesh. 

The Cod. D1, F, the Vulgate, and Claromontane Latin, with some of the Latin fathers, but not Jerome or Augustine, add to the catalogue ἁγνεία, castitas. Indeed there are twelve terms in the Vulgate for the nine of the Greek text-patientia, modestia, castitas-as if it had read ὑπομονή and ἐπιείκεια. These fruits of the Spirit may be divided into three clusters, with three terms under each. The first three are more distinctive in character, yet of true individual experience-love, joy, peace-graces peculiar to Christianity; the next three are social in their nature, and are climactic illustrations of the command, “Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself”-long-suffering, kindness, beneficence; and the three occurring last-trustfulness, meekness, temperance-are perhaps selected and put into contrast with opposite vices prevailing in the Galatian community. 

The apostle adds- 

Verse 23
Galatians 5:23. κατὰ τῶν τοιούτων οὐκ ἔστιν νόμος—“Against such there is no law.” For τὰ τοιαῦτα, see under Galatians 5:21. A similar catalogue from Aristotle occurs in Stobaeus, containing χρηστότης, ἐπιείκεια, εὐγνωμοσύνη, ἐλπὶς ἀγαθή, and ending with καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα. Florileg. 1.18, p. 16, vol. i. ed. Gassford. The gender of τοιούτων is matter of dispute. Is the meaning, “against such” persons as possess the fruit of the Spirit there is no law? or is it, “against such” graces there is no law? The masculine is preferred by the Greek fathers, by Erasmus, Grotius, Bengel, Koppe, Rückert, Hofmann, and Gwynne. But there is no immediate personal reference in the context. τὰ τοιαῦτα are naturally the virtues or elements of Spirit-fruit which have now been enumerated, and all such-all like them; and they apparently correspond to the τὰ τοιαῦτα of the 21st verse: so that the neuter is rightly preferred. Those who adopt the masculine reference explain the phrase, thus: either such do not need the law, or such the law does not condemn (Rückert, Hofmann). A similar phrase is used by Aristotle: κατὰ δὲ τῶν τοιούτων οὐκ ἔστι νόμος, αὐτοὶ γάρ εἰσι νόμος, Pol. 3.13, 14, p. 83, vol. x. Opera, ed. Bekker. Similar explanations have been given with the neuter reference. 

1. Some introduce a meiosis, as Beza, Estius, Flatt, and De Wette-non adversatur, sed commendat-so far is the law from forbidding such graces, that it much more bids or enjoins them. 

2. Winer and Schott thus interpret: “The law is not against those virtues-it has only a negative power to restrain the outbreaks of a sinful will; but in the fruits of the Spirit there is nothing to restrain, and therefore no law exists against them.” 

3. Usteri and Matthies understand it thus: “Where such virtues exist, the law is superfluous”-an inference rather than an explanation. 

4. But the simplest and easiest reference and meaning are preferable—“against such there is no law,” i.e. to condemn them. Meyer takes the clause as explanatory of the latter part of Galatians 5:18 : “ye are not under the law, the law has no power over you.” Probably this may be included, but the direct meaning is, that these graces are condemned by no law; and you may say that this happens, first, from their very nature, and secondly, because, as the fruit of the Spirit, they belong to those who are led by that Spirit, and therefore are not under the law. 1 Timothy 1:9-10. 

Verse 24
Galatians 5:24. οἱ δὲ τοῦ χριστοῦ [ ᾿ιησοῦb τὴν σάρκα ἐσταύρωσαν—“Now they who are Christ's crucified the flesh.” The Received Text is found in D, F, G, L, in the Latin versions, and in many of the versions and fathers. On the other hand, τοῦ χριστοῦ ᾿ιησοῦ is found in A, B, C, א (the last adding also τοῦ κυρίου, which has been erased), and in some of the versions, as the Ethiopic and Coptic, and in Cyril and Augustine. The order is indeed unusual. The testimony of these old codices is, however, of great weight. Where a similar phrase occurs, as in Acts 17:3, Ephesians 3:1, there are also various readings, as might be expected. The δέ is not resumptive of Galatians 5:18 (Bengel), nor yet of Galatians 5:16 (De Wette), nor is it for γάρ (Beza). It introduces a new or contrasted view of the subject. The works of the flesh, when the flesh is unchecked, exclude from heaven, but the fruit of the Spirit has no law against it. The Spirit indeed is lusted against by the flesh; and he adds, “now,” or “but they who belong to Christ [Jesus] crucified the flesh,” and the Spirit has therefore unresisted predominance. Hofmann also connects it closely with the previous verse, and with τοιούτων as masculine. Chrysostom inserts a question: they might object, “And who is such a man as this?” this verse being the answer to the objecting interrogation. 

The genitive τοῦ χριστοῦ [ ᾿ιησοῦb is that of possession: they belong to Him as bought by Him, delivered by Him, and possessed by Him, through His Spirit producing such fruit. “Christ liveth in me.” They who are Christ's cannot but be characterized by the fruit of the Spirit, for they crucified the flesh,-not “have crucified” (Luther, Matthies, Schott), the aorist referring to an indefinite past time, when the action was done. The action is described and then dismissed (Ellicott). That the effects of the crucifixion still remained, is indeed very plain, but the aorist does not say so; it puts it only as a single and separate fact. Donaldson, p. 411. Nor does it mean quae fieri soleant-such a meaning assigned to the aorist is wrong-vulgo putatur. Wex, Soph. Antig. vol. i. p. 326. The flesh is not the flesh of Christ, as Origen and some of the fathers supposed, meaning, either because our bodies are members of Christ, and therefore one with Him, or corporea scripturae intelligentia quae nunc caro Christi appellatur; or, as jerome gives it, Crucifixit Christi carnem, qui non juxta carnem historiae militat, sed spiritum allegoriae sequitur praeviantem. The flesh was crucified once for all when they believed, and it remains dead; it has lost its living mastery through a violent and painful death. They were crucified with Christ in a somewhat different sense, when with Him and in His death they died to the law. The apostle says, “I have been crucified with Christ;” but that I includes more than the σάρξ, which was also nailed to the cross. See under Galatians 2:20. But here it is said that they crucified the flesh, their old unrenewed nature: when they believed and were converted, they inflicted death upon it. Colossians 3:5; Romans 6:6. In and through union with Christ, believers themselves die to the law and escape its penalty; but at the same time the flesh is also crucified, its supremacy is overthrown. Thus justification and sanctification are alike secured to believers through their union with Christ in His sufferings and death. 

σὺν τοῖς παθήμασι καὶ ταῖς ἐπιθυμίαις—“along with the passions and lusts.” See under Colossians 3:5; 1 Thessalonians 4:5; Romans 6:5; Romans 7:5. παθήματα, allied to πάθος, are mental states more passive in character, and ἐπιθυμίαι are desires more active in pursuit, in reference to all those spheres of forbidden gratification to which the θυμός is ever prompting. It has attached to it such epithets as κακή, Colossians 3:5, σαρκικαί, 1 Peter 2:11; and such genitives as τῆς ἀπάτης, Ephesians 4:22, φθορᾶς, 2 Peter 1:4. Trench, Synon. p. 161, 2d ser. 

Verse 25
Galatians 5:25. εἰ ζῶμεν πνεύματι, πνεύματι καὶ στοιχῶμεν—“If we live by the Spirit, by the Spirit also let us walk.” The ζῶμεν has the stress in the first clause, and the repeated πνεύματι has it in the second. There is no connective particle, the asyndeton making the inferential counsel based on the previous condition assumed to be true, all the more vivid. 

The dative πνεύματι is not that of manner—“if we be spiritually affected.” Middleton (Greek Art. 349), who adds, “I understand it as a caution against the mischievous consequences of trusting to the all-sufficiency of faith.” But such a dilution robs both verse and context of the contrast between σάρξ and πνεύμα; the Spirit being represented, too, as the source of life, of guidance, and of all superiority to the works of the flesh. 

Nor is the dative to be rendered “to the Spirit” (Prof. Lightfoot), as in the clauses τῇ ἁμαρτίᾳ ἀποθανεῖν, Romans 6:2; Romans 6:11, or κυρίῳ ζῶμεν, Romans 14:6; Romans 14:8 (Fritzsche on Romans, vol. iii. p. 142); for in that case it would not differ materially in meaning from the clause which follows it as the inference,-to live to Him and to walk in Him, being only differing phases of the same relation. They are all but identical, and the one could not therefore form a ground for the other. The Spirit is plainly viewed here as having so close a connection with our life, that it forms the basis of a solemn injunction, which no one recognising such a connection would think of gainsaying. 

The dative is probably instrumental (Rückert, Schott, and Hofmann), or as Meyer calls it, ablatival. Winer, § 31, 7. Thus, the first dative may be used somewhat loosely, from correspondence with the second, in an injunction so brief and distinct, and in which the very order of the words imparts point and emphasis. The second dative, as the usage of the verb indicates, is that of norm, as in Galatians 5:16. Fritzsche gives it in paraphrase: Si vitam spiritui divino debemus, ad spiritum etiam dirigamus vitam-Ad Rom. vol. iii. p. 142; A. Buttmann, p. 160, 22, b. The verb signifies to advance in order or in a row-in battle order, and hence, ethically, to walk according to rule; perhaps, from its literal meaning, having the sense of a more definite walk than the vaguer περιπατεῖν. Polyb. 28.5, 6; Sext. Empir. p. 640, ed. Bekker; Philippians 3:16; Romans 4:12; and Acts 21:24, where an explanatory participle is used instead of a dative. 

The apostle announces a general maxim, and puts himself among those whom he addressed. He takes for granted that his first principle will not be disputed, that the one source of life is the Spirit; and his argument then is: If we live by the Spirit, if the flesh being crucified there springs up a new life, and if that inner life be originated and fostered by the Spirit, let our whole conduct be in harmony with the character and workings of this holy Life-giver. Should not the outer life be in unison with its inner source? Should not the fruit of the Spirit adorn him who lives by the Spirit? It would be grievous inconsistency for us to admit as an undoubted fact that we live by the Spirit, and yet to be producing the works of the flesh. Though we had the law, we could not live up to the law, the σάρξ was only irritated and condemned by it. But with this higher principle of life within us, let us walk according to His guidance and strength. He gives ability to follow His impulses, for He enjoins no duty for the performance of which He does not implant sufficient grace. Nay, if we walk by the Spirit, it then becomes an impossibility for us to fulfil the lusts of the flesh: Galatians 5:16. 

Verse 26
Galatians 5:26. ΄ὴ γίνωμεθα κενόδοξοι—“Let us not become vainglorious.” The verb is to be taken with its proper significance; not vaguely, let us not be, but “let us not become”-Vulgate, efficiamur-not simus, as Beza and Calvin. Beza's dogmatic objection to efficiamur is, that men are born such by nature; but, as Meyer remarks, believers have been born again. They were in circumstances and under temptations by which they might easily become vainglorious. In the verb itself and its person, by which the apostle classes himself among them, is a spirit of mildness in rebuke and warning. κενοδοξία is glory without basis, conceit, and is defined by Suidas ματαία τις περὶ ἑαυτοῦ οἴησις. See under Philippians 2:3, where it is opposed to ταπεινοφροσύνη; Wisdom of Solomon 14:14; Polyb. 27.6-12, 39.1, 1; 2 Maccabees 5:9. This vainglory is unworthy of us. 1 Corinthians 1:31, “He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord.” 2 Corinthians 10:17. The exhortation of the apostle is general, and is not to be confined to Judaizing sympathizers on the one side (Theophylact), nor, on the other side, to those remaining true to the apostle (Olshausen)-their vainglory resting on their continued faithfulness. Quisque gloriae cupidus est . . . a vera gloria discedit (Calvin). 

᾿αλλήλους προκαλούμενοι—“provoking one another”-as Chrysostom adds: εἰς φιλονεικίας καὶ ἔρεις. The verb means to invite or challenge to combat. Xen. Cyr. 1.4, 4; Diodor. Sic. 4.58; often in Homer, Il. 3.432, 6.50, 218, 285; Polyb. 1.46, 11; Wetstein in loc. Such provocation was the natural result of that vainglory against which he is warning. 

᾿αλλήλοις φθονοῦντες—“envying one another.” B, G, several MSS. and Greek fathers, read ἀλλήλους, which is adopted by Lachmann and Lightfoot; but the text is supported by A, C, D, F, K, L, א, etc. The other reading may have arisen from a careless repetition of the previous ἀλλήλους . The verb φθονεῖν, which does not occur elsewhere, governs here the dative of person. There are, however, other constructions in classic writers. Kühner, § 578. The provocations referred to excited responsive envyings; the strong challenged the weak, and the weak envied them in turn. Perhaps, however, it is too precise to make such a distinction, for those even of the same party might occasionally provoke and envy one another. 

The apostle in this verse “works around,” as Lightfoot observes, to the subject of Galatians 5:15. The divisions in the church were naturally destructive of brother-love, and showed themselves in those works of the flesh-hatred, strife, jealousy, angers, intrigues, divisions, separations, envyings. But against these are ranged the fruit of the Spirit-love, joy, peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, trustfulness-graces specially needed by the Galatian churches in this crisis, as they were tempted to vainglory, to challenge and envy one another; the φθονοῦντες of this verse recalling the φθόνοι of Galatians 5:21. 

06 Chapter 6 

Introduction
Some begin this chapter with the previous verse; such as Meyer, Olshausen, Brown, and Hofmann. But there is really no ground for such a division. Nay, while there is a succession of hortatory statements down to Galatians 6:10, there is a change of person in this first verse; while ἀδελφοί often marks a transition to a new subject, though, from the nature of the case, it is here closely connected with the preceding paragraph. So much statement about the Spirit as our life, and about its fruit, may have suggested the appeal to the πνευματικοί, and the use of that term. At the same time, the restoration of a fallen brother in a spirit of meekness, is a duty quite opposed to that vainglory which the apostle has been condemning. 

Verse 1
Galatians 6:1. The apostle, in drawing to a close, becomes the more affectionate and direct in his practical counsels and warnings; and he calls them again, in pointed and prominent love, ἀδελφοί, the emphasis being on this term, as if the clouds were lifting and the sun were shedding a parting ray. 

᾿εὰν καὶ προλημφθῇ ἄνθρωπος ἐν τινὶ παραπτώματι—“if a man be even surprised in any trespass.” The phrase ἐὰν καί does not put a case for mere illustration, like καὶ εἰ. Klotz-Devarius, vol. ii. p. 519. For the Alexandrian spelling of the verb, as supported by the best MSS., see Tischendorf's Prolegomena, p. xlvii. The meaning of the verb has been variously given, the difficulty lying in the reference indicated by προ. 

1. Some deny, indeed, that the meaning of the verb is at all modified by the προ; at all events, the Greek fathers make no account of it: οὐκ εἶπεν ἐὰν πράξῃ, ἀλλ᾿ ἐὰν προληφθῇ, τουτέστιν ἐὰν συναρπαγῇ (Chrysostom). But the influence of προ is felt in the signification of the verb, which is, to take before a certain time, or before another; to get the start, or in some way to anticipate, etc. The Vulgate renders, etsi praeoccupatus. 
2. What may be called the incidental temporal reference may be discarded, either that προ means before the arrival of the epistle-anteaquam haec epistola ad vos veniat (Grotius), or to a repetition of an offence committed before-iterum peccantem (Winer, Matthies), or that the λαμβάνεσθαι takes place before the καταρτίζειν (Olshausen). In the first two cases the emphasis of καὶ προλημφθῇ is not brought out; and the last opinion is a truism, for it is implied in the very terms of the injunction. The idea of Bengel, that the meaning is, ante captus fuisse dicatur, qui nos, non laesus, laesit-who injures us before we injured him-is quite foreign to the context. 

3. The most common mode of interpretation has been to give the προ the notion of “before one is aware,” as in the English Version, “if a man be overtaken,” be surprised, by a fault, before he has time to think of it. This idea is implied in the interpretation of the Greek fathers, and is followed by most: Si quis improviso (citius quam expectaverit s. quam sibi cavere potuerit) peccato quodam fuerit abreptus; or as Thomas Aquinas, imprudenter et ex surreptione lapsus. That the verb may bear such a meaning is not denied, but ἐν must then be regarded as instrumental or local (Rückert)-taken as if in a snare. Such a meaning evidently extenuates the sin referred to, and such an extenuation is contended for by this class of commentators. But such an extenuation diminishes also the necessity for so solemn an injunction as to restoration. A man surprised or betrayed suddenly into sin has an apology which in itself contains a claim for restoration, and it scarcely needed an admonition to remind the spiritual members of this duty. Besides, the καί has its intensive force, and προλημφθῇ is emphatic in position, indicating that the offence or sin is something which in its nature might repel sympathy and preclude restoration. 

4. So that we prefer to take the verb as meaning, “if a man be surprised in a fault,” not into a fault-caught in it, not by it-overtaken in a fault, by detection, and before he can escape. So Ellicott, Alford, Prof. Lightfoot, and Meyer in his first and second editions. Thus Wisdom of Solomon 17:16 : εἴ τι γὰρ γεωργὸς ἦν τις ἢ ποιμὴν . . . προληφθεὶς τὴν δυσάλυκτον ἔμενεν ἀνάγκην. Kypke, Observ. 2.298. See John 8:4. 

This exegesis preserves the unity of the sentence. For the καί is intensive,-not a case put for argument, as by καὶ εἰ, but a strong case which might occur. Klotz-Devar. 2.519. The noun παράπτωμα has not the idea of inadvertence in it, but is an act of sin, a falling away from a divine precept,-any particular trespass. See under Ephesians 2:1; Romans 5:15-16; Romans 5:20. It is the translation of various Hebrew words in the Sept.: Psalms 19:13; Ezekiel 14:13; Job 36:9; Ezekiel 3:20;- 2 Corinthians 5:19; Ephesians 1:7; Colossians 2:13. 

Luther lays stress on the ἄνθρωπος. “This term, a name of man, helpeth somewhat also to diminish or qualify the matter, as if he should say, What is so proper to man as to fall, to be deceived and to err? (Leviticus 6:3.)” But though the idea of weakness may be found in the word in certain positions, as when it is in contrast with God, the term is here only a general expression. 

The appeal is direct and immediate- 

῾υμεῖς οἱ πνευματικοὶ καταρτίζετε τὸν τοιοῦτον—“do ye the spiritual ones restore such a person.” The verb often means to refit or repair what is injured. Matthew 4:21; Mark 1:19. It is applied in Galen to the setting of a bone; but Beza's application of such an image here is not at all necessary: Nitimini eum, quasi luxatum membrum. So Hammond, Bengel, Brown. The ethical sense is a common one. Herodotus, 5.106, κεῖνα πάντα καταρτίσω . . . ἐς τὠυτό. Chrysostom renders it διορθοῦτε, Theodoret στηρίζετε. 

The πνευματικοί are not the presbyters (Hammond), nor those who thought themselves spiritual (Windischmann), but those in possession of that πνεῦμα on which such stress has been laid in the previous paragraph, those truly endowed with this divine gift; and because they were so endowed, they were to restore the fallen brother. Those ruled by the σάρξ could not do this duty; the spirit of provocation and envy already referred to quite unfitted them for such delicate work; they might only taunt, rebuke, and glory over an offending brother taken flagrante delicto. The πνευματικοί were therefore the best class in the church-the ripe, the experienced, the advanced in Christian excellence; and such a class is opposed to the ὡς σαρκικοί, ὡς νηπίοι ἐν χριστῷ, in as far as ζῆλος καὶ ἔρις had place among them. 1 Corinthians 3:1-3. The οἱ πνευματικοί are thus different from οἱ δυνατοί, Romans 15:1; at least it is a very different relation of parties in the church which is there referred to, for it is the strong and the weak in reference chiefly to dietetic ceremonialism. 

The restoration of the sinning member to his normal state is to be carried out- 

᾿εν πνεύματι πραΰτητος—“in the spirit of meekness.” The genitive is that of the characterizing moral quality-die dominirenden Eigenschaften, Scheuerlein, p. 115. Winer, § 34, 3, b. It is not to be diluted into πνεῦμα πρᾳΰ (Borger, Koppe, Brown); nor is πνεῦμα directly or immediately the Holy Ghost, as the Greek fathers and many after them suppose; nor is it a mere abstract characterization (Moeller), but rather their own spirit. The “spiritual,” led and endowed by the Spirit, had as one of His gifts-as one of His inwrought elements of character-a spirit of meekness. In 1 Corinthians 4:21 we have the phrase ἐν ἀγάπῃ πνεύματί τε πρᾳότητος, where the two nouns refer alike to inner disposition. See under Galatians 5:22-23. The restoration of a fallen brother is not to be undertaken in a distant or haughty spirit, or in a hard, dictatorial, or censorious style, which dwells bitterly on the sin, or brings its aggravations into undue relief, or condemns in self-complacent severity the weakness which led to the fall. The spirit of meekness compassionates while it must blame, soothes while it may expostulate; its fidelity is full of sympathy-itself the image of that gentleness which in the benign Exemplar did not “break the bruised reed, nor quench the smoking flax.” In the exegesis of Rückert and Usteri the term πνεῦμα is all but superfluous. 

And the duty of restoring an erring brother is to be done all the while under this self-applied caution- 

σκοπῶν σεαυτὸν μὴ καὶ σὺ πειρασθῇς—“considering thyself, lest thou also shouldest be tempted.” The apostle suddenly appeals to each and every one of the spiritual. This individualizing use of the singular is no such solecism as Jerome apologizes for-profundos sensus aliena lingua exprimere non valebat. This change of number is not uncommon: ch. Galatians 4:7. Jelf, § 390; Winer, § 63, 2. D1 and F change the second person into the third-an evident and clumsy emendation. 

The participle may have its temporal meaning, this self-consideration being an accompaniment of the duty enjoined. Calvin regards it as a warning against sin in the form of harshness exceeding the due limits; and again he says, “Whatever be our acuteness in detecting the faults of others, we are backward to acknowledge our own.” But these interpretations do not tally with the caution given in the next clause. The participle rather gives a subsidiary reason why the restoration is a duty, and especially why it should be gone about in a spirit of gentleness. Schmalfeld, § 207, 2, 3. For it is added, “lest thou also (as well as he) shouldest be tempted.” The subjunctive aorist is used-the thing apprehended, being still future, may not happen. Winer, § 56, β; Gayler, p. 325. See 1 Corinthians 7:5, 1 Thessalonians 3:5, James 1:14. That which has happened to him who has been caught in a fault may happen to any of you. Each of you is liable to temptation, and under a sense of that liability should act toward the lapsed one in a spirit of gentleness: his case may be thine; for thou art what thou art only by the grace of Him “who is able to keep thee from falling.” The statement is in contrast to that vainglory which leads to provocation and envy; and these beget self-conceit and censoriousness. Lachmann connects this clause with the following verse. But the connection is unnatural. The liability of one's self to fall through temptation has a natural relation to the duty of restoring a fallen brother-not so much with bearing one another's burdens; the καὶ σύ refers to τοιοῦτον, but the reference would be virtually lost in Lachmann's construction with ἀλλήλων. 

Verse 2
Galatians 6:2. ᾿αλλήλων τὰ βάρη βαστάζετε—“One another's burdens do ye bear.” This verse broadens the sphere of duty enjoined in the previous verse; or it presents that duty in a form not specialized as in the first verse: the spirit that restores a fallen brother should pervade ordinary Christian relations. The βάρη have been unduly narrowed in the definition of them. They are not weaknesses simply, as in Romans 15:1, but also errors, trials, sorrows, sins, without any distinct specification. And they are not merely to be tolerated, they are to be taken up as “burdens;” for the verb implies this. Matthew 20:12; Acts 15:10. Whatever forms a burden to our brethren we are to take upon ourselves, and carry it for them or with them, in the spirit of Him “who bore our sins and carried our sorrows.” The burden to be borne is not to be limited to ψυχὴ ὑπὸ τῆς τοῦ ἁμαρτήματος συνειδήσεως βεβαρημένη. Theodore Mops. There does not therefore seem to be any covert allusion to the self-imposed burdens of the law (Alford). The emphasis is on ἀλλήλων, giving distinctness to the duty as a mutual duty: “Weep with them that weep.” Mutual interposition in sympathy and for succour in any emergency-fellow-feeling and fellow-helping-is the duty inculcated, as opposed to that selfish isolation which stands aloof, or contents itself with a cheap expression of commiseration, or an offer of assistance so framed as to be worthless in the time or the shape of it. The apostle exemplifies his own maxim, 2 Corinthians 11:29. 

The reading of the next clause is doubtful. The Received Text has καὶ οὕτως ἀναπληρώσατε τὸν νόμον τοῦ χριστοῦ—“and so fulfil the law of Christ.” This reading is supported by A, C, D, K, L, א, nearly all MSS., and is found in the Syriac (Philox.), and in many of the Greek fathers. It is also adopted by Griesbach, Scholz, Reiche, Alford, and Tischendorf in his 7th ed. The other reading is the future ἂναπληρώσετε —“and so ye shall fulfil the law of Christ.” It is supported by B, F, G, two MSS., the Vulgate and Claromontane Latin, the Syriac (Peschito), the Armenian, Coptic, Sahidic, and Ethiopic versions, Theodoret (MS.), and some of the Latin fathers; and it is admitted by Lachmann, Meyer, and Ellicott. Diplomatic authority is in favour of the common text; but the versions give decided countenance to the other reading in the future, which Alford regards “as a probable correction, the imperative aorist being unusual” (Winer, § 43). The difference is but that of a single letter, and one may suppose that a copyist might change the future to make both clauses imperative. The present would have been “natural” (Ellicott), but the καὶ οὕτως seems to point to the future. It is impossible to come to a definite conclusion, and the meaning is not really affected whatever reading be adopted. 

Borger, Rückert, Brown, and others are wrong in assigning the compound ἀναπληροῦν the mere sense of the simple πληροῦν. The preposition gives the idea of a complete filling, of a filling up. Colossians 1:24; Philippians 2:30; 1 Thessalonians 2:16; Sept. Exodus 23:26; Strabo, vi. p. 223; Joseph. Antiq. 5.6, 2; Tittmann, De Syn. p. 228; Winer, De verborum cum praep. composit. in N. T. usu, iii. pars 11. 

The “law of Christ” is not simply the law of love, or His new commandment which is only one precept of His law (Theodoret, De Wette, Usteri), but His entire code, which indeed is summed up in love. Whoso, from right motive and in true form, bears the burdens of others, has so drunk into the spirit of Christ who carried our burdens, has so realized the gentleness and sympathy of His example who “came not to be ministered unto, but to minister,” that he fully obeys His law,-a law which reprobates all hard, sullen, and self-absorbed individualism, and is fulfilled in love to God and to all that bears His image. The explanation of Chrysostom, κοινῇ πάντες—“fulfil it in common by the things in which ye bear with one another, each completing what is wanting in his neighbour,”-is not to the point. The injunction is meant for Christians, and there is a contrast recorded (Revelation 2:2) in praise of the church of Ephesus: ὅτι οὐ δύνῃ βαστάσαι κακούς. There may be a tacit reference to the νόμος which the Galatians, under the teaching of the Judaizers, were taught to obey, but which was not in authority or contents the law of Christ. See under Galatians 5:14. 

Verse 3
Galatians 6:3. εἰ γὰρ δοκεῖ τις εἶναί τι, μηδὲν ὤν—“For if any one think himself to be something, while he is nothing.” This verse is closely connected by γάρ with the one before it, either as an argumentum e contrario for the immediately preceding clause (Meyer), or as a confirmation, by showing the evils of the opposite course (Ellicott). Hofmann refers it more to the mutuality of the duty than to the duty itself. The apostle had already said, “Considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted;” consciousness of frailty leads to mutual attachment, and shows the need of mutual support. But self-importance based on self-ignorance is the grand hindrance to the duty of mutual burden-bearing. If a man thinks himself so perfect that he can have no burden which others may carry with him, or for him; if he regards himself so far above frailty, sin, or sorrow, that he neither needs nor expects sympathy nor help,-he will not readily stoop to bear the burdens of others. On the meaning of εἶναί τι, etc., compare Acts 5:36, 1 Corinthians 3:7; 1 Corinthians 13:2, 2 Corinthians 12:11. The phrase μηδὲν ὤν is expressive—“being nothing,” all the while he is thinking himself something,-the condition affirmed in ὤν underlying the mental action in δοκεῖ. The participle has its common temporal signification. The use of the subjective μηδέν is not, as Ellicott warns, to be overpressed, since it is the prevailing usage with participles in the New Testament. Here, however, and in such a verse, it may have its proper signification-not simply objective οὐδέν, but μηδέν: “nothing,” not ironically, nor merely in the writer's opinion (Gwynne); nor “if he would come to himself, and look on the real fact, nothing” (Alford); but in sober judgment, according to true estimate, nothing. On δοκεῖ, see Trench, Synon. ii. § 30. The phrase is a common one. Plato, Apolog. 41, E, ἐὰν δοκῶσί τι εἶναι μηδὲν ὄντες; Arrian, Epictet. 2.24, δοκῶν μέν τι εἶναι ὢν δ᾿ οὐδείς; Euripides, Electra, 370, ἄνδρα . . . τὸ μηδὲν ὄντα; Supplices, 424, πονηρὸς ἀξίωμ᾿ ἀνήρ . . . οὐδὲν ὤν. See examples in Wetstein; in Kypke, 2.291; and in Raphel. 2.457. See also under Galatians 2:6; Galatians 2:9. Some, as Baumgarten, Hensler, Jatho, and Hofmann, connect the words with the concluding sentence-he deceiveth himself, as being one who is nothing; but the connection weakens the force of the declaration, and takes away the point and antithesis of the previous clause. Such a one- 

φρεναπατᾷ ἑαυτόν—“deceiveth his own mind”-an example of “vainglory.” The Received Text, which reverses this order, has good but not decisive authority; A, B, C, א giving the order we have preferred. The verb is only found here in the New Testament, but in no earlier Greek writers, though it occurs afterwards in the ecclesiastical authors. The noun φρεναπάτης, however, is found in Titus 1:10. The word, probably coined by the apostle, denotes a self-deception of a nature solely subjective; corresponding, therefore, to the previous δοκεῖ in the premises. Comp. James 1:26. This self-conceited and in result self-duped man is incapable of bearing others' burdens, and is insensible to the obligation. The true estimate of ourselves, which we ought to cherish, is given us in Luke 17:10. 

Verse 4
Galatians 6:4. τὸ δὲ ἔργον ἑαυτοῦ δοκιμαζέτω ἕκαστος—“But let each one prove his own work.” While a momentary introspection may lead to morbid self-exaltation, the actual judgment passed on deeds may conduce to a proper estimate; δέ being in contrast with what is said in the previous verse of self-inflation and self-deception: let there be account taken of “work.” The stress is from its position on ἔργον, which is deepened by ἑαυτοῦ, and which, as Meyer remarks, is collective in meaning, as in Romans 2:15, 1 Peter 1:17, Revelation 22:12. See Winer, § 27, 1, and the limits which he gives to the collective singular. His work-his own work-himself embodied in act,- τὸν ἑαυτοῦ βίον (Theodoret),-the outer shape and expression of the inner realities,-let him test this, put it to the proof; the δοκιμάζειν responding to the δοκεῖ, and being its grand corrective. Such is the meaning of the verb-to prove, to put to the test, Luke 14:19; 1 Corinthians 3:13; 1 Corinthians 11:28; 1 Thessalonians 2:4. It does not mean probatum reddat, sc. deo, as is thought by Beza, Piscator, Wesselius, Justinianus, Rückert, Matthies. Theophylact thus explains: ἐξεταζέτω μετὰ ἀκριβείας τὰς ἑαυτοῦ πράξεις, τοῦτο γὰρ τὸ, δοκιμαζέτω. OEcumenius, more pointedly: καὶ ἑαυτὸν ἐρευνᾷ ἀκριβῶς. 

καὶ τότε εἰς ἑαυτὸν μόνον τὸ καύχημα ἕξει, καὶ οὐκ εἰς τὸν ἕτερον—“and then he shall have ground of boasting only in relation to himself, and not in relation to the other.” Let him put his work to the test,-not this act or that act, but his whole work in its complex unity,—“and then,” καὶ τότε, that is, when he shall have done this; it being implied that his work has stood the test, though there is no formal ellipse, as Estius, Borger, Turner, and others suppose. καύχημα, not καύχησις, is not glorying (Bagge), but the ground of glorying, Romans 4:2, compared with Romans 3:27; 1 Corinthians 5:6; 1 Corinthians 9:15-16; Philippians 1:26; Philippians 2:16. Ellicott takes the article τό in its pronominal meaning-his ground of boasting. Middleton, Gr. Art. 5.3. But it may be quite as well taken in its ordinary signification-that ground of boasting which he may find after putting his work to the proof. The future ἕξει refers to the having as subsequent to the previous testing, and carries in it no allusion to the last judgment, though many expositors hold such an opinion. The phrase εἰς ἑαυτὸν μόνον ἕξει is taken by some to mean, “and then he shall hold his glorying to himself.” So Hilgenfeld: seinem Ruhm für sich selbst zu behalten, mit gegen Andere geltend zu machen. So Koppe, Storr, Flatt, and Usteri. But while the verb may have such a meaning, it is better to take the words in their ordinary signification, especially as εἰς is employed, which does not stand exactly for κατά, as in Theodoret- κατὰ σεαυτὸν σεμνύνου; nor for παρά, as in Winer's opinion, quoting Romans 4:2; the next clause showing the inapplicability of such a meaning here. Nor does it mean contra (Schott), as apparently in Luke 12:10; for “against himself” would not in this clause be a natural idea, though it would apply in the last clause, as “against the other.” De Wette, giving εἰς the same translation, für, in both clauses, alters the indicated relation in the second, making the first zu seiner eigenen Freude, and the second um sie damit zu reizen und herauszufordern. Jatho also gives the preposition the sense of für in the first clause, and of gegen in the second. But εἰς must bear the same meaning in both clauses, and it signifies “in reference to,” quod attinet ad. Acts 2:25; Romans 4:20; 2 Corinthians 11:10; Ephesians 3:16; Xen. Anab. 1.9, 16; Kühner, ii. § 603; Bernhardy, p. 221. In reference to himself- ἑαυτόν emphatic-he shall have ground of glorying, καὶ οὐκ εἰς τὸν ἕτερον—“and not in reference to the other,”-that is, the other with whom he brings himself into ideal comparison or contrast. οὐκ is objective-not as matter of opinion, but as matter of fact; and the article is not to be overlooked. Romans 2:1; Romans 13:8; 1 Corinthians 6:1; 1 Corinthians 10:24. But in this καύχημα, real or imaginary, is there a slight irony? Theophylact, after Chrysostom, says that the apostle speaks συγκαταβατικῶς οὐ νομοθετικῶς; and that there is irony in the clause is the opinion of Justinianus, Bengel, Olshausen, Baumgarten-Crusius, and Alford. This, however, does not appear likely; for the apostle is not bitter or scornful in tone: he does not deny that there may be matter of glorying; he only shows how it often and wrongly bases itself on vain and fallacious comparison with others. A man may test his own work; but he cannot know “the other,” and test his work. The Pharisee did not, could not, know the downcast suppliant when he thanked God that he was so much better than “this publican.” But if a man examine himself, and find not only faults and frailties, but also germs of grace and goodness, then has he ground of glorying, in reference to himself, not certainly in himself, but in the mercy and power of the Saviour in him. This is really glorying in the Lord. 1 Corinthians 1:31; 2 Corinthians 10:17. Compare 2 Corinthians 12:5; 2 Corinthians 12:9, where to glory in infirmities is really to glory in that grace which such infirmities attract to themselves, but for which His grace could not have proved its sufficiency, and without which His strength could not have demonstrated its perfection. Thus Castalio says: probitas in re, non in collatione; and Calvin writes: ea demum est vera laus, non quam aliis detrahendo nobis conciliamus, sed quam habemus sine comparatione. “The other” does not in any way enter as an element into that experience which concerns himself alone; for his own numerous imperfections, which pressing upon his notice and filling him with profound regrets, prevent him from judging his neighbour or exulting over him. Humility and thankfulness ever characterize this glorying in reference to himself, one reason being- 

Verse 5
Galatians 6:5. ῞εκαστος γὰρ τὸ ἴδιον φορτίον βαστάσει—“For each one shall bear his own burden.” The γάρ does not indicate an ellipse—“such comparative rejoicing is worthless, for;” but rather it refers to the last clause—“and not in reference to the other.” No one can glory in reference to his neighbour; for he will find on that self-inspection recommended that he has many frailties in himself-something which clings to him, and ever rebukes conscious or self-exultant comparison. This is more natural than the connection with the clause, “Let every one prove his own work-for every one must bear his own burden,”-the connection of Beza, Matthies, Hofmann; but the intervening clauses declare against it. φορτίον-a diminutive in form only-is something which one carries, a pack. Sirach 21:16, ὡς ἐν ὁδῷ φορτίον; Xen. Mem. 3.13, 6, εἰ καὶ φορτίον ἔφερε. But the βάρη of Galatians 6:2 means loads-heavy loads, which they are asked to carry in sympathy, which some refused to carry; while φορτίον is a burden which each one has-something individual, and of which one cannot rid himself. The βάρη are always heavy; but you may have on the one hand φορτία βαρέα, Matthew 23:4, and on the other a φορτίον ἐλαφρόν, Matthew 11:30. The Vulgate and Claromontane wrongly render both Greek words by onus; but the Syriac rightly renders the first by יוּקרוֹא, onus, and the second by מָובלוֹא, sarcina. This “burden” is not “punishment,” as is supposed by Theodoret, Jerome, Luther, Erasmus, Calvin, Grotius, a-Lapide, Estius, Bengel, and Rückert. For the φορτίον is borne now; and because each one now bears it, and feels its weight, he is not to form hard opinions or pronounce unjust decisions about others. Nor is it simply responsibility (Gwynne), but his own peculiar ( ἴδιον) present sin and weakness, which ought to lead him to be charitable. The idea of either future punishment or responsibility is foreign to the course of thought. And the future has its ethical signification-shall bear = must bear, from the very nature of things. Winer, § 40, 6; Bernhardy, pp. 377-8; Kühner, 446, 3. The verse expresses a general truth which is or shall be ever realizing itself as a thing of moral necessity. Bisping and Windischmann take the future as the previous ἕξει-he will find at the end of his self-examination that he is to bear his own burden. This is unnecessary. In fine, there is no discrepancy between this and the second verse. The two verses are like two stars revolving round each other. The second verse enjoins sympathy and mutual burden-bearing; while this verse describes that individual load which each one carries, and which no one can bear for him. 

Verse 6
Galatians 6:6. κοινωνείτω δὲ ὁ κατηχούμενος τὸν λόγον τῷ κατηχοῦντι ἐν πᾶσιν ἀγαθοῖς—“But let him who is taught in the word communicate with him who teacheth in all good things.” The verb κατηχέω, besides its literal signification, denotes to communicate information orally-to sound it in one's ears, Acts 21:21; Acts 21:24; or to teach by means of oral instruction, Acts 18:25, 1 Corinthians 14:19; sometimes with περί and a genitive, referring to the contents, Luke 1:4; or with ἐκ, Romans 2:18, referring to the source. Sometimes it has both a genitive of thing and person, Acts 21:24. The word, however, seems here to signify to teach or instruct generally. Such instruction was in the early church usually oral, and could at that time be nothing else; but the oralness of it ceases to be recognised as a primary and distinctive feature. Thus the Greek fathers explain the word simply by διδασκόμενος or μαθητευόμενος; Hesychius explaining παιδευόμενος. It came to denote familiar tuition; and the κατηχούμενοι, as opposed to the πιστοί, were persons under preliminary instruction in the elements of Christianity. The passive participle κατηχούμενος is here followed by the accusative of reference or second government, Winer, § 32, 5; or, as Schmalfeld calls it, “of qualitative object,” § 25. Jelf, § 579; Suicer, sub voce. ῾ο λόγος is the gospel. Acts 13:26; Acts 15:7; Acts 20:32; Luke 1:2; Luke 5:1; Ephesians 1:13. 

The duty of him who is instructed in the word is expressed by κοινωνείτω . . . τῷ κατηχοῦντι—“let him share with him that teacheth.” The verb is sometimes used with the genitive, “to partake of,” Hebrews 2:14; and sometimes with the dative, “to share in,” Romans 12:13; Romans 15:27, 1 Timothy 5:22, 1 Peter 4:13; Wisdom of Solomon 6:25, οὐ κοινωνήσει σοφίᾳ. It is also found with the dative of person, the thing being governed as here by ἐν, or by εἰς, as in Philippians 4:15. Plato, De Repub. 5.453. In the New Testament the prevailing if not uniform sense is intransitive, though not in classical usage. Xen. Mem. 2.6, 22; Polyb. 2.42, 5; Plato, De Leg. 8.844. It may stand, according to Thomas Magister, either ἀντὶ τοῦ συμμετέχω σοι, or ἀντὶ τοῦ μεταδίδωμι . . . ὧν ἔχω. The sense is then strictly, not-let him communicate, but, let him be in communication with; and it may be either as giver or receiver-the last in Romans 15:27, and the first in Romans 12:13. The transitive sense would seem to require τῶν ἀγαθῶν, but ἐν agrees with the intransitive-the sphere of communication. Franke (in Wolf) joins the phrase ἐν πᾶσιν ἀγαθοῖς with the immediately preceding words, τῷ κατηχοῦντι-with him that teacheth in all good things. But in that case the accusative would be employed. 

The meaning of the phrase itself has been disputed. Marcion (in Jerome), Hennike, Matthies, Meyer, Schott, Trana, Jatho, Sardinoux, and Keerl understand it of spiritual things; Vömel supplying this contrast-in allem Guten, nicht in Irrlehren. See Mynster's kleine theol. Schriften, p. 70. The words may bear such a meaning. The article is wanting here; so that τὰ ἀγαθά, John 5:29, and τὸ ἀγαθόν in the following Galatians 6:10, are not adducible in proof. Were this the sole view, the communication would be tantamount to imitation, or the connection between teacher and taught was to refer to all kinds of spiritual good-getting it, or rather giving it, as the injunction is upon “the taught.” But the singular is more in Paul's style when he refers to ethical good. Colossians 1:10; Hebrews 13:21, ἐν παντὶ ἔργῳ ἀγαθῷ; Romans 2:10; Romans 12:2; Romans 12:9; Romans 13:3; Romans 16:19; Ephesians 6:8; 1 Thessalonians 5:15; Philemon 1:6, etc.; Sept. Isaiah 7:15. The reference to temporal things is the almost unanimous opinion of ancient and modern interpreters. ᾿αγαθά has this sense, Luke 12:18-19; Luke 16:25, and often in the Septuagint, 2 Samuel 7:28, 1 Chronicles 17:26, 2 Chronicles 18:12; 2 Chronicles 18:17. Comp. Luke 1:53. At all events, it is virtually the same doctrine which he teaches in 1 Corinthians 9:11. Compare 1 Thessalonians 2:6; 1 Thessalonians 2:9, 1 Timothy 5:17-18. The occurrence of πᾶσιν is somewhat difficult, and the expression is vague. Wieseler therefore includes both ideas in the reciprocal sense-the taught being in communication with the teacher in temporal things, as the teacher is in communication with the taught in spiritual things. See also Bagge, Gwynne, Schmoller. 

It is somewhat difficult to trace the connection; but it seems to be suggested by the last verse. The δέ may continue the thought under another aspect; thus, he had said, “Bear one another's burdens”-now- δέ, this is one form in which the precept may be obeyed;-or he had said, Every man must bear his own load; but- δέ, this does not exempt you from bearing the burden of your teachers. It is an obligation not to be slighted, or left to mere caprice. So-called voluntaryism is not optionalism. The duty consists (Theophylact) in the giving to the pastor of “food, raiment, honour,” etc.- τροφῆς, ἐνδύματος, τιμῆς; “for thou receivest more than thou givest-spiritual things for carnal things.” Keerl takes the connection from Galatians 6:1, understanding by “him who is taught in the word” the fallen brother who has been restored, while the intervening verses guard the “spiritual” restorers against pride. But this connection is artificial and narrow. 

Verse 7
Galatians 6:7. The connection again is rather obscure. Chrysostom, Theophylact, OEcumenius, Luther, Hunnius, Grotius, Bagge, Gwynne connect the verse with the immediately preceding one. Thus also Prof. Lightfoot, who thus paraphrases: “What, you hold back! Nay, do not deceive yourselves.” But such a connection is too limited to warrant the broader statement of the following verses. Some would refer the first clause, “Be not deceived,” to what follows. But probably the warning has been suggested by the preceding context, and not simply or solely by the previous verse, as there is no formal connecting particle. The paragraph treats of duties which spring out of love, the fruit of the Spirit, and are themselves forms of spiritual beneficence or well-doing,-duties, however, which one may be tempted to neglect, or regard only in a negative aspect, so far as not to be acting in direct opposition to them. One may let a fallen brother alone, but without insulting him when he is down. One may refuse to bear another's burden, but without adding to its weight. One may decline communication in temporal things with a spiritual teacher, but without inflicting on him a positive and harmful expenditure. Men may in this way deceive themselves; or in some other form selfishness and the world may so hold them in bondage, that they may be sowing to the flesh. In passing from the more ideal to the more palpable forms of Christian beneficence, the apostle throws in the awful warning of the verse before us- 

΄ὴ πλανᾶσθε, θεὸς οὐ μυκτηρίζεται—“Be not deceived, God is not mocked.” The same abrupt warning is found in 1 Corinthians 6:9 as a sudden and earnest dissuasive from sinful practices which exclude from heaven; in the same epistle, 1 Corinthians 15:33, as a guard against Epicurean indulgence; and in James 1:16, where it is rendered, “Do not err.” The warning implies a liability to deception or error: in this case the deception appears to be, that a man may be sowing to the flesh, and yet be hoping to reap of the Spirit, or that for him might be changed the unchangeable order which God has ordained—“like seed, like harvest.” The verb μυκτηρίζω, from μυκτήρ, is to turn up the nose at, to sneer at, to mock. Sept. Job 22:19; Psalms 80:7; Isaiah 37:22; Jeremiah 20:7,-there representing the Heb. לָעַג, H4352; Proverbs 1:30 ; Proverbs 12:8; 1 Maccabees 7:34; 1 Maccabees 7:39. Quintilian defines μυκτηρισμόν, simulatum quidem, sed non latentem derisum, 9.8. In the life of Claudius, part of a letter of Augustus has σκώπτειν καὶ μυκτηρίζειν: Suetonius, p. 636, Valpy 1826. So Horace has naso suspendis adunco, Satir. 1.6, 5; naribus uti, Ep 1:19; Ep 1:45. God is not mocked, either in reality or with impunity (Ellicott); there is no such thing as mocking God. Wieseler takes the verb in the middle, “God will not suffer Himself to be mocked”-non sinit sibi irrideri. The expression is a strong one, taken from that organ of the face by which we express careless contempt. Men may be imposed on by a show of virtue on the part of one who all the while scorns their weakness, but God cannot be so mocked. 

῝ο γὰρ ἐὰν σπείρῃ ἄνθρωπος, τοῦτο καὶ θερισει—“for whatsoever a man may sow, that also shall he reap.” The γάρ is confirmative; σπείρῃ is subjunctive present, though the subjunctive aorist is the more common after ἐάν; and the consequent clause is usually a future- θερίσει. Winer, 41, 2, b; Klotz-Devarius, 3.453, 4. Let him sow what he likes, τοῦτο with emphasis-that and that only, that and nothing else, shall he also reap; καί with its ascensive power-the sower is also the reaper. The future refers to the judgment, when the results of present action shall be felt in their indissoluble relations. The reaping is not only the effect of the sowing, but is necessarily of the same nature with it. He that sows cockles, cockles shall he also reap; he that soweth wheat, wheat also shall he reap. It is the law of God in the natural world-the harvest is but the growth of the sowing; and it illustrates the uniform sequences of the spiritual world. The nature of conduct is not changed by its development and final ripening for divine sentence; nay, its nature is by the process only opened out into full and self-displayed reality. The blade and the ear may be hardly recognised and distinguished as to species, but the full corn in the ear is the certain result and unmistakeable proof of what was sown. And the sowing leads certainly, and not as if by accident, to the reaping; the connection cannot be severed-it lies deep in man's personal identity and responsibility. Cicero gives the quotation, ut sementem feceris, ita metes, De Orat. 2.65. ῾ο σπείρων φαῦλα θηρίσει κακά, Gorgias, in Aristot. Rhet. 3.3. AEschylus, Prom. 322, σὺ δὲ ταῦτα αἰσχρῶς μὲν ἔσπειρας, κακῶς δὲ ἐθέρισας. Plato, Phaedr. 260, D, καρπὸν ὧν ἔσπειρε θερίζειν. Comp. Psalms 126:5-6, Hosea 8:7; Hosea 10:12, Job 4:8, Proverbs 22:8, 2 Corinthians 9:6. 

Verse 8
Galatians 6:8. The previous verse presented the mere figure of sowing and of reaping, with certainty of reaping what may happen to have been sown. But the seed may be of two kinds, or the seed may be sown with two different purposes, and each purpose naturally and necessarily leads to its own result- 

῞οτι ὁ σπείρων εἰς τὴν σάρκα ἑαυτοῦ, ἐκ τῆς σαρκὸς θερίσει φθοράν—“For he who is sowing unto his flesh, from the flesh shall reap corruption.” The various readings are of little value: only by an evident correction, F, G read τῇ σαρκί; and so the Vulgate and Claromontane, in carne sua. Matthias divides ὅτι into ὅ τι, and joins it to the previous clause: was es auch sein möge,-a useless suggestion. The statement is confirmatory- ὅτι, and the phrase εἰς τὴν σάρκα does not present the flesh as the field in or on which the seed is sown--tanquam in agrum (Bengel, Borger, Brown); for ἐν and ἐπί are employed for this purpose: the former in Matthew 13:24; Matthew 13:27, Mark 4:15, Exodus 23:16, Hosea 2:23; the latter as in Matthew 13:20; Matthew 13:23, Mark 4:16; Mark 4:20; Mark 4:31. εἰς, however, is found Matthew 13:22, Mark 4:18, and is regarded by Ellicott as signifying “among.” But εἰς in that place may bear its own meaning of “on”-the seed was sown on the thorns, which were invisible at the moment, and under the ground; and thus εἰς πέτρας τε καὶ λίθους σπείροντας, Plato, De Leg. 8.838, E. The verb is sometimes followed with the accusative of the seed, Matthew 13:24, Herod. 4.17, and sometimes with the accusative of the field sown, Sept. Exodus 23:10, Xen. Cyr. 8.3, 28. εἰς is to be taken here in an ethical sense, “with a view to;” and σάρξ is the unregenerate nature-the leading sense of the word throughout the epistle-the nature which specially belongs to him- ἑαυτοῦ, but not emphatic. The “flesh” is thus neither the field nor the seed; but that for the gratification of which the seed is sown, or that which forms the ruling end to the man's desires and actions, which governs and moulds the aspirations and workings of his present life. The seed sown is much the same as the ἔργα τῆς σαρκός. It is too narrow an interpretation to refer it to undue care for the wants of the present life (Calvin), or to a “sumptuous table and viands” (Chrysostom and his followers), or to withholding support from the ministers of God's word, and feeding and caring for themselves only (Luther, Olshausen). The reference to circumcision ( σάρξ), allowed by Pelagius, Schoettgen, Rückert, and Usteri, may be at once discarded; and any allusion to such asceticism as that which characterized the Encratites is also out of the question. Jerome condemns Cassian or Tatian as finding in the clause a prohibition of marriage. See also in Luther. 

The harvest is φθορά—“corruption.” The noun means something more than that “the flesh is a prey to corruption, and with it all fleshly desires and practices come to nothing” (Alford, after Chrysostom and De Wette). 1 Corinthians 6:13; 1 Corinthians 15:42; 1 Corinthians 15:50. It is here opposed to ζωὴν αἰώνιον, and must have its strongest and most awful signification, as in 1 Corinthians 3:17, 2 Peter 2:12. It may have been suggested by the use of σάρξ; but in meaning it is tantamount to ἀπωλεία, Philippians 3:20. Compare Matthew 7:13, Romans 9:22. Hesychius defines φθορά by ὄλεθρος. Herod. 7.18; Thucyd. 2.47; Plato, Leg. 677; Sept. Psalms 103:4, Jonah 2:7. The meaning, then, is different only in form from Romans 8:6, τὸ φρόνημα τῆς σαρκὸς θάνατος. Romans 8:13; Romans 7:23. 

But the converse is also true- 

῾ο δὲ σπείρων εἰς τὸ πνεῦμα, ἐκ τοῦ πνεύματος θερίσει ζωὴν αἰώνιον—“but he who is sowing to the Spirit, from the Spirit shall reap life eternal.” As in Galatians 5:16, etc., the Spirit is not the higher or renewed part of man's own nature (Rückert, Schott, Olshausen, Borger, Baumgarten-Crusius, Brown, and others), but the Spirit of God; and there is no ἑαυτοῦ with it as with σάρκα. Sowing to the Spirit produces “eternal life” as its harvest. Matthew 19:16-17; Matthew 25:46; Mark 10:17; Mark 10:30; Luke 10:25; Luke 18:18; John 3:15-16; John 5:24, etc. etc. αἰώνιος is an epithet of quantity, not of quality. Compare its use with δόξα, 2 Corinthians 4:17, 2 Timothy 2:10, 1 Peter 5:10; with σωτηρία, Hebrews 5:9; with παράκλησις, 2 Thessalonians 2:16; with κληρονομία, Hebrews 9:15. The future verb refers to the harvest at the end of the world, though indeed it is enjoyed even now. John 3:36; John 5:24; John 6:47. The clause is virtually the same in meaning with τὸ δὲ φρόνημα τοῦ πνεύματος ζωή, Romans 8:6; Romans 8:13. The ζωὴ αἰώνιος has reference specially to blessedness in the future world, as the fruit of present grace and holiness, and as the object of hope. Romans 2:7; Romans 5:21; Romans 6:22; 1 Timothy 1:16; Titus 1:2; Titus 3:7. The life created by the Spirit, and sustained through believing oneness with Christ, can have neither pause nor end. It is immortal from its living union with Him who “only hath immortality.” 

The continued and wilful indulgence of our unrenewed nature becomes its own penalty, as it does not realize the end of its being, and unfitting itself for blessedness, sinks and darkens into ruin; but the work of the Spirit of God, fostered within us and consciously elevated into predominant and regulative influence, ripens surely into blessedness. The process in both cases is a certain one- θερίσει-as certain as that between sowing and reaping; and the identity of the harvest with the seed sown is emphatically marked- ἐκ τῆς σαρκός . . . ἐκ τοῦ πνεύματος. 

The apostle now encourages to the second kind of sowing- 

Verse 9
Galatians 6:9. τὸ δὲ καλὸν ποιοῦντες μὴ ἐγκακῶμεν—“But in well-doing let us not be faint-hearted.” The ἐκκακῶμεν of the common text, after C, D3, K, L, does not seem to be a Greek word at all. See under Ephesians 3:13. Similar variation occurs also in Luke 18:1, 2 Corinthians 4:1; 2 Corinthians 4:16, 2 Thessalonians 3:13. Meyer, however, prefers ἐκκακῶμεν, regarding the other as an emendation-als Besserung, and this as an oral form introduced into his epistles by Paul. The form ἐγκακῶμεν is supported by A, B, D1, א . The pronunciation and spelling of the two words are so like, that one needs not wonder at the variations. Both forms, however, occur in Hesychius; but neither the one nor the other is found in the Sept. The form ἐνκ. occurs in Polybius, 4.19, 10; Symmachus, Genesis 27:46, Numbers 21:5, Isaiah 7:16; and in Theodotion, Proverbs 3:11, where the Sept. has ἐκλύου. The meaning is not essentially different; the verb compounded with ἐκ meaning to faint so as to back out of, and the verb with ἐν to lose courage in course of action. The δέ introduces a new address in contrast with the sowing to the flesh already described: “but for our part.” Hartung, i. p. 166, states the case, and adds, that in such places it appears to take the place of οὖν. The phrase τὸ καλόν, here emphatic, signifies that which is beneficent, or what is absolutely good, beautifully good. See under next verse. 2 Thessalonians 3:13. It is beneficence in its highest aspect, such as was embodied in a gracious miracle of healing- καλῶς ποιεῖν, Matthew 12:12. It may here cover the ground of the previous context, as the duties there set forth are distinctive elements of the τὸ καλόν-acts of generosity, robed in that love which is itself perfection. Compare Luke 8:15; Xen. Cyr. 5.3, 2. There is a levis paronomasia between καλόν and - κακῶμεν-in well-doing let us not be ill-hearted. And the duty is enforced by the cheering prospect- 

καιρῷ γὰρ ἰδίῳ θερίσομεν, μὴ ἐκλυόμενοι—“for in due time we shall reap, if we faint not.” The unwearied well-doing is now understood as a sowing, and the figure of reaping is again introduced. 

The phrase καιρῷ ἰδίῳ means “in due time,” or at the proper season-the appointed time of the harvest. Compare the plural form, 1 Timothy 2:6; 1 Timothy 6:15. It is a species of temporal dative, specifying the time within which the action takes place, Winer, § 31, 9; and usually it is expressed by ἐν. Krüger, § 48. “The harvest is the end of the world.” Matthew 13:30. It is no objection to say, as is done by De Wette, that well-doing brings its own reward even now. 2 Corinthians 9:8-9. For the figure is here preserved in harmony, and the sowing lasts all our lives. The time is with God, and His time for the harvest must be the right time and the best time. We are not to lose heart because the interval of labour may appear long, and the crop may not seem to be of speedy growth; for He is Judge, the seasons are in His hand, and at the divinely meted out period the invitation will be issued, “Thrust in thy sickle and reap.” The concluding words bear upon the same thought- 

΄ὴ ἐκλυόμενοι—“if now we,” or “provided that we faint not”-that is, in our well-doing. The sentence is thus conditional, or, as Krüger calls it, hypothetische, im Falle-wenn, § 56, 11: we shall reap only if we do not faint,-the tense of the participle connecting it with our present state. The participle ἐκλυόμενοι is stronger than the verb ἐνκακῶμεν. Bengel says of them, ἐκκακ. est in velle, ἐκλυ. est in posse. The first is weakness of heart; and the second, as the result of the first, describes relaxed effort, prostration of power,-spoken of corporeal fainting in Matthew 15:32, and of mental exhaustion, Hebrews 12:3, 1 Maccabees 3:17; Joseph. Antiq. 5.2, 7. The view of the connection here given is the general view, enforcing the need of patience. Matthew 24:13; James 5:7; Revelation 2:10. Some, however, take μὴ ἐκλυόμενοι in a merely temporal or predicative sense: we shall reap, and in reaping be unwearied. Thus Theodoret: πόνου δίχα θερίσομεν τὰ σπειρόμενα. This is tantamount to saying, Nulla erit satietas vitae aeternae, and is pointed at in Luther's translation, ohne aufhören; the Vulgate having non deficientes, and the Claromontane non fatigati. See also Anselm, Homberg, and Usteri. Rückert and Schott are wrong, as Meyer shows, in objecting to this interpretation the occurrence of μή with the participle,-the prevailing usage in the New Testament (Winer, § 55, 5; Krüger, § 67, 7, etc.; Gayler, p. 274). But the exegesis, though grammatically tenable, is defective and unnatural. The last words are an emphatic warning, and describe the one condition on which the reward can be enjoyed; and while there is much about the working or sowing, there is nothing about the reward which may induce that fainting or down-heartedness against which the apostle guards. Similar repetitions occur in the apostle's writings, Romans 5:15-17, 2 Corinthians 12:7, Galatians 3:22, Ephesians 6:19-20; John 3:22. Hofmann begins a new sentence with the words, but the connection is awkward. Distinct encouragement is given us-the encouragement of the husbandman in sowing his fields, the bow in the cloud assuring him that seed-time and harvest shall not fail. The Christian doctrine of reward is in perfect harmony with the doctrine of grace. 

Verse 10
Galatians 6:10. ῎αρα οὖν ὡς καιρὸν ἔχομεν—“So then as we have opportunity.” The particles ἄρα οὖν indicate an inferential exhortation; the first, ἄρα, meaning “such being the case;” οὖν, therefore, igitur, being an argumentative conclusion. Klotz-Devarius, 2.717. Compare Romans 5:18; Romans 7:3; Romans 7:25; Romans 8:12; Ephesians 2:19; 1 Thessalonians 5:6; 2 Thessalonians 2:15. The particle ὡς has had different meanings assigned to it. 

1. Beza, Bengel, Matthies, Schott, Olshausen, and Keerl regard it as meaning “so long as,” or while,-dum, Vulgate,-a sense not warranted by Pauline usage, but which is expressed rather by ἕως. 

2. Koppe, Paulus, Usteri, and De Wette render it “because,”-a signification not found in the Pauline writings, not even in 2 Timothy 1:3
3. Knatchbull, Homberg, Wolf, Zachariae, and Hilgenfeld give it the meaning of “as often as,” or “when,” i.e. as often as we have opportunity. This meaning, which overlooks the reference to the καιρός of the previous verse, is involved in the simple and grammatical interpretation, next given. 

4. Meyer, Wieseler, Hofmann translate it “as,” “in proportion as,” or, in proportion to the circumstances. The καιρός here refers to the καιρός of the preceding verse: as there is one καιρός for reaping, there should be also one for sowing; and in proportion as we have it, so ought we to improve it; the season for reaping is coming, the season for sowing is fast passing away. 

καιρός is not χρόνος, tempus, but here tempus opportunum; though it has not that sense always, for it may be importunum. The Latin has no term for it, as Augustine complains, Ep. 197, 2. Ammonius says: ὁ μὲν καιρὸς δηλοῖ ποώτητά χρόνου, χρόνος δὲ ποσότητα. Trench, Syn. ii. p. 27. The phrase is a common one. See Wetstein in loc., and see under Ephesians 5:16. 

᾿εργαζώμεθα τὸ ἀγαθὸν πρὸς πάντας—“let us do that which is good toward all.” A, B2, L, some MSS. read ἐργαζόμεθα, but the text has preponderant authority. Lachmann, in his smaller edition, adopted ἐργαζόμεθα, and read the clause interrogatively-an abrupt and unnatural exegesis. The indicative would not be a stronger hortative form, as Meyer remarks, and Winer in his Grammar, though not in his Commentary. The usage is foreign to the New Testament, at least in non-interrogative clauses. See John 11:47, where, however, there is a question. But ο and ω are liable to be interchanged by copyists, as in Romans 5:1,-the ο induced here by the previous ἔχομεν, θερίσομεν, and no version is in favour of the change. τὸ ἀγαθόν is commonly taken to mean, either what is good in itself, Romans 2:10; Romans 7:19; Romans 13:3 -thus, too, ἀγαθοποιεῖν, 1 Peter 2:15; 1 Peter 2:20; 1 Peter 3:6; 1 Peter 3:17, and ἀγαθοεργεῖν, 1 Timothy 6:18; or what is good in result-an act of kindness or beneficence, Romans 12:21, 2 Corinthians 9:8, Philemon 1:14 : so ἀγαθοποιεῖν, Luke 6:33; Luke 6:35; Sept. Numbers 10:32, Judges 17:13, Zephaniah 1:13. The latter meaning is generally preferred. Meyer and Hilgenfeld, however, take it in the first sense. But there is no occasion to limit the meaning of the epithet; it is the thing which is good in each case, as the case may occur. The good thing may vary according to various wants, for it is to be done πρὸς πάντας—“towards all.” Winer, § 49, h. The entire paragraph has the idea of doing good underlying it: the restoration of a fallen brother, Galatians 6:1; the bearing of one another's burdens, Galatians 6:2; communication on the part of the taught to the teacher, Galatians 6:3; unwearied well-doing, Galatians 6:10; and this verse seems to sum up all these thoughts into one vivid injunction, which not only comprises them all, but enjoins similar social duty in all its complex variety. Whatever its immediate form, whether kindness, or beneficence, or mercy, whether temporal or spiritual in character, it is still good in its nature, and is “the good thing,” adapting itself to each case as it may turn up, in reference to all, generally or more specially. 

΄άλιστα δὲ πρὸς τοὺς οἰκείους τῆς πίστεως—“but specially to them who are of the household of faith.” The δέ is omitted in the Authorized Version. ΄άλιστα δέ ( μάλιστα superlative of μάλα) does not put the two classes in opposition, though the sub-adversative meaning of δέ is not lost. First a wider class is spoken of, and then a narrower class within it is pointed out, and by certain qualities distinguished from it. 1 Timothy 5:8; 1 Timothy 5:17. The οἱ οἰκεῖοι are those belonging to the οἰκία-relatives, domestics. Thus Ammonius, οἱ κατ᾿ ἐπιγαμίαν ἐπιμιχθέντες τῷ οἴκῳ; and Hesychius, οἱ κατ᾿ ἐπιγαμίαν προσήκοντες; and it represents שְׁאֵר, H8638, consanguineus, Leviticus 18:6 ; Leviticus 18:12-13. It means also one's own, or in a personal sense, what is not acquired,- οἰκεῖα ξυνέσις, mother-wit, Thucyd. 1.138; and in a national sense, οἰκ. σῖτος, home-grown corn, Thucyd. 2.60. In a more general sense it signifies relatives, familiars, friends, associates-the idea of the οἰκία receding into the background, especially when the word is followed by the genitive of an abstract noun. See sub voce, Ast, Lexicon Platon.; Ellendt, Lex. Sophocl. Instances of the last signification are such as οἰκεῖοι φιλοσοφίας, Strabo, 1.13, p. 11, vol. i. ed. Cramer; γεωγραφίας οἰκεῖος, Strabo, 1.25, p. 20, ed. Cramer; οἰκείους ὀλιγαρχίας, Diod. Sic. 13.91, vol. i. p. 779, ed. Dindorf; οἰκεῖοι τυραννίδος, Diod. Sic. 19.70, vol. ii. p. 1409; πολιτικῆς ἀρετῆς οἰκεῖος, Plutarch, Philop. p. 397; Sept. Isaiah 58 : (see Wetstein in loc.). Meyer, Ellicott, Alford, Borger, Baumgarten-Crusius, Trana, and Hofmann take the word, thus explained, as simply meaning, “those who belong to the faith.” On the other hand, Beza, Schott, Rückert, Olshausen, Wieseler, Bisping, Schmoller, Bagge, Lightfoot, keep the original idea, which is also given in the English version-domestici fidei, Vulgate. Ephesians 2:19; 1 Timothy 3:15; Hebrews 3:6; 1 Peter 2:5; 1 Peter 4:17. Meyer's objection, that the clause, to get this meaning, must be τοὺς ἡμῶν οἰκείους, is naught, as the idea of “our” is implied; for, when a believer characterizes fellow-believers as a household, he does not need to say ἡμῶν, inasmuch as the οἰκία τῆς πίστεως is a common heritage. Perhaps, after all, the truth in this passage lies between these two extremes. The reference to the spiritual οἰκία may not be in formal prominence, and yet the image may have suggested the phrase to the apostle, as denotive of a close and mutually recognised relationship. The duty inculcated in the verse is not indeed to be graduated, but fellow-believers have a primary claim. For one form of the duty in this nearer relation, as enjoined on the Galatian churches, see 1 Corinthians 16:1-2 —“the collection for the saints.” There is no ground for the supposition of Jerome, that “teachers” are meant by the phrase: domesticos fidei magistros nominat. 
The verse enjoins generally φιλανθρωπία, man-love, and especially φιλαδελφία, brother-love-the love of the ὁμόπιστοι, the family feeling of Christianity. Julian (Ep. 49) admits that Christians did obey this injunction: τρέφουσιν οἱ δυσσεβεῖς γαλιλαῖοι πρὸς τοῖς ἑαυτῶν καὶ τοὺς ἡμετέρους. Tertullian, Adver. Marc. 4.16. 

Verse 11
Galatians 6:11. Now follows what is virtually a postscript, which glances at some points already advanced, characterizes in a new light the Judaizing teachers, gives fervent utterance in contrast to his own great and unchanging resolves, touches on the absorbing spirituality of the gospel and his relation to the Master and His cross, and ends with earnest benediction. Thus it begins somewhat abruptly- 

῎ιδετε πηλίκοις ὑμῖν γράμμασιν ἔγραψα τῇ ἐμῇ χειρί—“Ye see,” or “look ye with how large letters I have written to you with mine own hand.” There are two marked divisions of opinion as to the meaning of πηλίκοις γράμμασιν, and two also as to the reference in ἔγραψα. The idea of the English version, that the first words assert the length or size of the epistle, is maintained by many, as Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, Beza, a-Lapide, Bengel, Borger, Schott, Olshausen, Neander, Baumgarten-Crusius, Hofmann, and Turner; and they, of course, hold in general that the entire epistle was written by his own hand. The Authorized Version, “how large a letter,” follows some of its predecessors, as Tyndale, Cranmer, and the Genevan. Wycliffe has “with what manner of letters.” To sustain the Authorized Version, it may be said that γράμματα, something written, may be rendered epistle, as the Latin literae. 1 Maccabees 5:10; Acts 28:21; Ignat. ad Rom. viii. It may denote not only writings, letters or despatches, but a single letter or epistle-Thucydides, 1:30, where γράμματα is identified with ἐπιστολή in the preceding paragraph, and 7:8, where a similar identification occurs. So, too, in Hebrew, רים הַסְּפָ, ִ writings, 2 Kings 19:14, rendered in our version “a letter,” is followed first by a plural suffix, agreeing with it in form, and then by a singular suffix, agreeing with it in sense. In the parallel passage, Isaiah 37:14, both the suffixes are singular, and the Septuagint renders in the singular, βιβλίου . . . αὐτό. The rabbinical expositors needlessly explain the use of the plural in different ways, Kimchi giving it a distributive meaning, and Luzzato supposing that it was customary to send duplicates of the same epistle. See Keil on the passage in Kings, and Alexander on that in Isaiah. But there are objections to taking the noun in this sense here. For, 1. The apostle never once employs γράμματα with this meaning, but uses ἐπιστολή no less than seventeen times. This place, therefore, can scarcely be regarded as an exception; at least there is nothing to induce us to suppose that in his choice of the term there is a solitary deviation from his usual style. 2. The accusative, were such the meaning, would naturally be expected. The cognate dative γράμμασιν γράψαι, like εἶπε λόγῳ, is not found in Paul's writings. 3. The meaning assigned to this unusual idiom-eine höhere Innigkeit und Starke-is not to be recognised, especially in a clause which has two other datives of person and instrument. The uncommon construction with a dative, and the selection of the term γράμμασιν, lead us therefore to conclude that the apostle means to say something more than that he has written a letter. 4. With the admission the γράμματα may not mean epistle, but a thing written, an alphabetic letter, the same signification may be ascribed to the clause: “with how many letters,” is virtually, how long or large a letter. Hesychius defines πηλίκον by οἷον, ὁποῖον. Laurent adopts this definition, qualibus literis, as in the Vulgate: “mark you with what kind of letters I have written;” simply calling attention to the handwriting of his first letter to them (Neutest. Studien, p. 5, Gotha 1866). But πηλίκοις is not πόσοις, and means, not “how many,” but “of what size;” for it applies not to number or character, or, as Ellicott expresses it, “it denotes geometrical, not numerical magnitude.” Sept. Zechariah 2:2, τοῦ ἰδεῖν πηλίκον τὸ πλάτος αὐτῆς ἐστιν καὶ πηλίκον τὸ μῆκος; Hebrews 7:4, θεωρεῖτε δὲ, πηλίκος οὗτος-used in the same sense, though with an ethical application. Compare Plato, Men. p. 82, D, where πόσοι often occurs in the question, as πόσοι ποδές? whereas πηλίκος refers to the whole length of a line so measured: similarly do. p. 83, E, 85, A. 5. Nor can the epistle be really or absolutely called a long one, unless in connection with the emphatic clause, “with mine own hand.” The Syriac omits the epithet altogether. The phrase πηλίκοις γράμμασιν in the dative seems then to mean, “with how large letters or characters,”- γράμμασιν being used as in Luke 23:38, 2 Corinthians 3:7. Why the apostle should have employed so large characters, whether it were from the necessity of age, or from infirmity, or from want of habit in writing Greek, it is impossible to say. 

Inferential meanings have been superimposed upon the words. Thus Chrysostom and his followers suppose the allusion to be to the misshapen aspect of the letters, and so Estius, Winer, Rückert, Usteri, Hilgenfeld, and Alford. Chrysostom says: τὸ δὲ, πηλίκοις, ἐμοὶ δοκεῖ οὐ τὸ μέγεθος, ἀλλὰ τὴν ἀμορφίαν τῶν γραμμάτων ἐμφαίνων λέγειν. But πηλίκοις does not mean ποίοις, and size and awkwardness are different things, though perhaps to those who wrote a smaller hand elegance might appear to be incompatible with largeness. Nor can it be averred, with Chrysostom and Jerome, that the apostle did not know how to write Greek well; his early education at Tarsus forbids the supposition. At all events, the words do not of themselves convey such an idea; and though the great size of the letters would differ from ordinary handwriting, it might not present sprawling and unsightly characters. Why, then, did he call their attention to the size of the characters which he employed? Theodore of Mopsuestia says: μέλλων καθάπτεσθαι τῶν ἐναντίων, ἄγαν μείζοσιν ἐχρήσατο γράμμασιν ἐμφαίνων ὅτι οὔτε αὐτὸς ἐρυθριᾷ οὔτε ἀρνεῖται τὰ λεγόμενα-an opinion virtually acquiesced in by Lightfoot. But it does not follow that boldness of handwriting is any natural or undeniable proof of distinct and unabashed statement. Pelagius puts it thus: Intelligite quod non timeam qui literas manu mea nuper scripsi. Jerome gives another view: Ne aliqua suppositae epistolae suspicio nasceretur. Such a guard against forgery not only implies that his handwriting was already known to them, but the same purpose might have been served by a brief salutation.-Meyer, who restricts the reference to Galatians 6:12, or to 12-16 or 18, puts down the large letters to the apostle's desire to impress his readers with the importance of the statements so written. But the sentiments in the conclusion of the epistle are not more momentous than those which occur in the body of it. Any amanuensis also, as Wieseler remarks, could easily have used such large characters, if so instructed. 

But what is the reference of ἔγραψα? The verb is what is called the epistolary aorist—“I have written,” and it is used in reference to the point of time when the epistle should be received and read: ἴδετε-as if the letter were in their hands, and before their eyes—“Look you with what large characters I have written.” The phrase may either characterize the postscript only, or it may comprehend the whole epistle. The verb itself will scarcely decide the question. Generally it is used of what precedes in a document, and it naturally occurs at its virtual conclusion, as in Romans 15:15, 1 Peter 5:12. It is employed also in reference to the previous portion of a letter, as in 1 Corinthians 9:15, Philemon 1:19; Philemon 1:21, 1 John 2:14; 1 John 2:21; 1 John 2:26; 1 John 5:13. The instances of its reference, with its proper sense, to some former communication, are of course not in point. 1 Corinthians 5:9; 2 Corinthians 2:3-4; 2 Corinthians 2:9; Winer, § 40, 5, b. 2. That ἔγραψα might refer to what follows, is not to be denied-the mind of the writer not looking, indeed, to what he is to write, but specially to the period of the reception of his letter by those for whom he is writing; as in the instance cited from the Martyrdom of Polycarp, x. § 1, in which the church of Smyrna say, ἐγράψαμεν ὑμῖν, which, occurring just after the opening salutation, refers to the subsequent sections of the epistle. Patres Apostol. p. 392, ed. Dressel. Compare Thucydides, Galatians 1:1; Poppo in loc. Similarly, too, we have ἔπεμψα, Acts 23:30. Compare ἔπεμψε, Xen. Anab. 1.9, 25, Galatians 2:4; Galatians 2:16, on the first of which places Kühner remarks, Aoristus positus est respectu habito temporis quo alter donum accipiebat. 2 Corinthians 9:3; Ephesians 6:22; Colossians 4:8. The phrase τῇ ἐμῇ χειρί, occurring also in other epistles, shows that the apostle usually employed an amanuensis; and especially after letters had been forged and circulated in his name, he attached some autographic sentence at the close, frequently a benediction or salutation- ῞ο ἐστι σημεῖον ἐν πάσῃ ἐπιστολῇ, 2 Thessalonians 3:17. Compare Romans 16:21-22; Romans 16:25; 1 Corinthians 16:21; Colossians 4:18. The Ambrosian Hilary notes in loc.: Ubi enim holographa manus est falsum dici non potest, ne forte circumventi excusarent de epistola, quasi aut falsa esset, aut non esset apostoli, nolentes se reprehendi. Augustine gives the meaning as cave ne quisquam sub nomine Epistolae ejus fallat incautos. While the body of the epistle was written by a secretary, the apostle subjoined with his own hand some concluding sentence; and it has been argued that such is the case in the epistle before us-an opinion held by Jerome, Grotius, Meyer, Bisping, Jowett, Lightfoot, and Bagge. Admitting the possibility of the exegesis, we are inclined to deny its probability. For, 1. What may be called the natural reference of ἔγραψα is to the previous portion of the epistle. The present γράφω appears to be used in such a case, and in reference to what is immediately under hand, as in 1 Corinthians 4:14; 1 Corinthians 14:37, 2 Corinthians 13:10, 2 Thessalonians 3:17, 1 John 2:12-13; Winer, 40, 5, b. 2. 2. Nor is there any indication of any breach, or pause, or change, as in Romans 16:24-25, and in 2 Thessalonians 3:17. Instead then of saying, with Lightfoot, that “at this point the apostle took the pen from his amanuensis,” we are inclined rather to say, that at this point the apostle pauses, and reading what he has written, the form of the handwriting struck him, and he adds abruptly the words of the verse before us. 3. The ὑμῖν comes in naturally, too, on the same supposition: mei pectoris apud vos index (Erasmus). He had not dictated the epistle to another, but he had written it himself; no one came between him and them, not even a secretary. 4. It would also be odd if a sentence calling attention to the handwriting should be the first specimen of it, and the asyndetic nature of the construction is in favour of the same view. 5. The τῇ ἐμῇ χειρί has in this way a special significance, from the fact that he had written all the epistle with his own hand, and not merely a few concluding clauses. Thus the entire letter seems to have been written by the apostle himself; such a deviation from his wont being adduced apparently as a proof of his earnest regard for them, and of his profound anxiety about them in the present perilous crisis. The “large characters” would convey to their minds, who knew him so well with his habits and infirmities, something perhaps which we may not be able to recognise. He puts himself to the trouble of framing those great characters from personal interest in them, and the document was meant as a circular for all the Galatian churches. See under ἀσθένεια, Galatians 4:13. Utinam, adds Pareus, αὐτόγραφον apostoli nobis habere et videre liceret. Compare what is said in Eusebius 6:24 of the ὁλόγραφοι ἐπισημειώσεις of Origen, and the note in Heinichen, vol. 2.221; and also another note to Galatians 5:20, do. p. 98. It is needless to inquire into the kind of letter, uncial or cursive, which the apostle employed on this occasion, or whether the material was papyrus (2 John 1:12) or vellum (2 Timothy 4:13)-the former being the more difficult to write upon, and that perhaps generally used (3 John 1:13). 

Verse 12
Galatians 6:12. The apostle now shows up the hollowness of the Judaists, and utters his last warning against them. They were not conscientious in insisting on circumcision as indispensable to salvation. Their motive was to screen themselves from persecution, and to gain a good report among the Jews. The enmity of these Jews toward those of their brethren who made a Christian profession was greatly modified by the thought, that they had not only not ceased to observe the Mosaic ordinance themselves, but were actually forcing it on Gentile converts. This manifestation of zeal for the law was regarded as a compensation for their abandonment of the synagogue; any Gentiles who might submit to circumcision being apparently counted as so many Jewish proselytes-the successful proselytizers propitiating in this way their angry and vindictive kinsmen. But this their real motive they speciously veiled. 

῞οσοι θέλουσιν εὐπροσωπῆσαι ἐν σαρκί—“As many as desire to make a fair show in the flesh.” The connection proposed by Alford is, “As my epistle, so my practice. My γράμματα are not εὐπρόσωπα, and I have no sympathy with those who desire to make a fair show in the flesh.” But such a connection is not very obvious, and it assumes a meaning of πηλίκοις which the epithet does not warrant. The verb occurs only here, but the form εὐπροσωπίσθησαν occurs in Symmachus as his rendering of נָ † ֵעמוּ׃, Psalms 140:6; Orig. Hex. vol. i. p. 684, ed. Montfaucon, Paris 1713. But we have the adjective, Sophocles, Ajax, 1009, δέξαιτ᾿ ἂν εὐπρόσωπος; φίλον . . . εὐπρόσωπον καὶ καλόν, Aristoph. Plut. 976, in an ideal sense; and in Demosthenes, λόγους εὐπροσώπους καὶ μύθους, De Corona, vol. i. p. 176, ed. Schaefer. See other examples in Wetstein and Kypke in loc. There are also other compounds, as Aristoph. Nubes, 363; and Cicero has the clause, nec enim conquisitores φαινοπροσωπεῖν audent, Epist. ad Attic. 7.21, and he uses the verbal adjective, do. 14.22. See Rost und Palm, sub voce. The verb in the verse means to assume a specious appearance. It is not placere, as in the Vulgate, but rather that by which the pleasing is carried out. Chrysostom explains it by εὐδοκιμεῖν. The meaning is not in result very different from that given by the scholiast- ὅσοι θέλουσιν ἀρέσκειν ᾿ιουδαίοις. 

As for ἐν τῇ σαρκί, 1. some refer it to fleshly things, specially to circumcision, as Beza, Winer, Olshausen, Schott. But this sense is too restricted and technical in itself, though it was also so far in the apostle's mind, as is plain from what is stated in the following clause. Michaelis takes it as the flesh of the Galatians; but this meaning would require ὑμῶν, and the σάρξ is the errorists' own sphere of pretentious display. 

2. Others give the weak sense, apud homines-among or before men. The Greek fathers and others hold this view. It is indeed implied in the verb, but not expressed by this phrase. 

3. Others again, as Meyer and Bagge, make it all but equivalent to σαρκικοὶ ὄντες, a sense which is only inferential. 

4. The ἐν denotes the sphere in which the specious appearance shows itself, and σάρξ is still the unrenewed nature cropping out under its more special aspect of sensuousness and externalism. It was a sphere opposed to the Spirit in principle and result,-the sphere of the flesh, on which they had fallen back after having begun in the Spirit, and which still lusted against the Spirit, which negatived the freeness of justification, and which developing self into selfishness, and originating dark and pernicious “works,” severs its victim from the “fruits” of love, joy and beneficence. So far from “crucifying the flesh,” they cherished it, nay, wished to make a fair show in it,-to appear so well in what was specially opposed to the grace and genius of the gospel as to disarm the enmity of their Jewish brethren. 

Of the party, larger or smaller in number, who made this fair show in the flesh, the apostle says- 

οὗτοι ἀναγκάζουσιν ὑμᾶς περιτέμνεσθαι—“these are compelling you to be circumcised,”- οὗτοι emphatic: it is those who, or these and none other,-these are the very class who are forcing circumcision upon you; that is, their teaching, example, and influence amount to a species of moral compulsion. Comp. Galatians 2:3; Galatians 2:14. The present denotes an action going on, not completed. Bernhardy, p. 375; Schmalfeld, § 54, 4. And all this for this end- 

΄όνον ἵνα τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ χριστοῦ μὴ διώκωνται—“only lest they should suffer persecution for the cross of Christ.” The indicative διώκονται, adopted by Tischendorf, has in its favour A, C, F, K, L, and many MSS. But it appears to be a blunder in writing ο for ω-no uncommon occurrence, as Romans 5:1 and in Galatians 6:9 of this chapter. The unsolecistic reading is supported by B, D, E, א, and many MSS.; and the order ἵνα μή of the Received Text is found in F, K, L, and some of the fathers, but the other order is found in A, B, C, D, א, in the Vulgate, Gothic, Syriac, and Jerome, etc. See A. Buttmann, Gr. § 139, 39. 

For μόνον, see Galatians 2:10. They make a fair show in the flesh, only their purpose in doing so is a very selfish and unworthy one; it is to escape persecution. The dative is that of ground, or of proximate cause. “From signifying the αἴτιον or ὑφ᾿ οὗ, the dative naturally passed on to the expression of the αἰτία or δἰ ὅ-‘on account of which.’” Donaldson, § 451. Plato, Menex. p. 238, D, where three similar datives occur in succession. Winer, § 31, 6; Bernhardy, p. 102. Compare Romans 11:20; Romans 11:30, 2 Corinthians 2:13. On the other hand, Jerome, Luther, Tyndale, Grotius, Winer, De Wette, Conybeare, and Ewald take the dative as that of instrument-lest they should be persecuted with the cross of Christ: Ne participes fiant crucis suppliciorum Christi, h.e. qualia Christus nuper subiit. Winer, comparing 2 Corinthians 1:5 and Colossians 1:24. But the cross of Christ always with the apostle means more than mere suffering; it signifies the atoning death of the Son of God, as in Galatians 6:14 and in Galatians 5:11. The cross of Christ offered salvation without works of law of any kind; dispensed with the observance of Mosaic rites and ordinances as a condition of acceptance with God; gave welcome to the heathen without obliging them to become Jewish proselytes as a requisite preliminary step; and therefore the profession or preaching of it stirred up the malignant hostility of the Jews, as it destroyed their national distinction and pre-eminence, and placing the Gentile world on a level with them, desecrated in their imagination all which they and their fathers had revered and cherished for ages. To escape the enmity of the Jews so fiercely fighting for their institutions, the Judaists insisted on circumcising the Gentile converts, and thus attempted to propitiate their opponents by showing that, in attaching themselves to the gospel, they had not deserted the law,-nay, that they enjoined its observance on all who proposed to become members of the church, and were on this account enabled to carry Jewish influence into spheres of society which the synagogue had not in itself the means of reaching. But this syncretistic mixture of law and gospel veiled the cross and its salvation, so free and fitting to mankind without distinction of race or blood; so that their profession was deceptive, perilous in its consequences, and prompted and shaped by an ignoble and cowardly selfishness; it was a “fair show,” but only in the sphere of fleshly things, and assumed on purpose to avoid persecution. They wanted that earnest perception and belief of the one saving truth of which the cross is the centre, and that courage in holding it in its simplicity and purity against all hazards, which the cross inspires. In proof of his statement, that their motive is selfish and cowardly-the avoidance of persecution-the apostle adds- 

Verse 13
Galatians 6:13. οὐδὲ γὰρ οἱ περιτεμνόμενοι αὐτοὶ νόμον φυλάσσουσιν—“For not even do they who are getting themselves circumcised keep the law.” The reading περιτετμημένοι appears to be an evident correction-the reading of B, L, and the Claromontane Latin, and is adopted by Reiche, Meyer, Ewald, and Usteri. The other reading of the present participle has in its favour A, B, C, D1, F, א, several versions and fathers. The present participle middle describes the party as in continuous activity. To regard it as denoting those merely who had been circumcised, changes the prevailing nominative from the false teachers to their pupils. Is it then of the persons seduced into circumcision that the apostle says that they do not keep the law, though by the act of circumcision they took on them an obligation to obey it? Neander and Windischmann so understand it-that is, of persons born heathens induced by the Judaists to submit to circumcision, and becoming the organs and agitators of the Judaizing party. But may not born Jews, so loudly insisting on circumcision, also receive the appellation? Or does he not refer rather to the whole faction, circumcised itself and forcing circumcision on others, which, professing such respect for the initiatory rite, is by no means sincere, for it neglects the law, and does not carry out its obedience to the requisite extent? The οἱ περιτεμνόμενοι includes both aspects of these questions, but does not decide whether the clique was Jewish or heathen in origin, and it depicts the whole party as being busily engaged in carrying out their Judaizing tendencies, to whom circumcision was everything, to whom it was a distinctive watchword; they prided themselves on possession of it, and persistently pressed it on others. This is the meaning in effect contended for by Hilgenfeld, Holsten, Lightfoot, and Gwynne, who take the phrase in a substantive sense—“the circumcisers for themselves,” or “the circumcision party.” The participle thus loses its temporal reference. Winer, § 45, 7. Hilgenfeld quotes the Acts of Peter and Paul- οὗτοι οἱ περιτεμνόμενοι, § 63, ed. Tischendorf. While this is grammatically warranted, it is not strictly necessary. The participle characterizes the Judaists by their factional distinction. Hofmann makes it characterize Jews in general, the errorists being depicted in their Jewish quality, like ἀποθνήσκοντες characterizing men in general, or rather the Levites, in Hebrews 7:8, and different from θνητοί. But such a generalization is beyond the scope of the apostle's argument. 

The wretched inconsistency of the Judaistic party is made apparent- οὐδὲ γὰρ, “not even they,” keep the law. The emphatic νόμος, though without the article, does not mean law as a principle (Lightfoot, Peile), nor moral obedience (Middleton, Greek Art. p. 306), nor the obligations arising out of the law (Gwynne); but the law of Moses given to the nation of the Jews-the code to which Gentile converts became debtors by their circumcision. The noun is often anarthrous, as being so definite and distinctive in itself. Winer, § 19, 1. See under Galatians 2:16, pp. 163-4. φυλάσσειν τὸν νόμον is to keep or obey the law; under a different aspect the νομοφύλαξ was one who guarded the law from infraction. Plato, Leg. 755, A. They do not observe the whole law, but make selections among its precepts, though the entire code is based on the one divine authority. It is true, as Theodoret remarks, that their distance from Jerusalem- πόῤῥω τῶν ῾ιεροσολύμων-made it impossible for them to keep the feasts, offer sacrifice, and abstain from ceremonial impurities; but the apostle speaks not of geographical inability, but of moral inconsistency. Nor is there such a latent thought in the phrase as that of Jerome, that the law cannot be fully obeyed, propter infirmitatem carnis. Nor is it the ceremonial law simply that the apostle refers to, for one peculiar Jewish inconsistency was the attention paid to ceremonial in preference to moral duties. Matthew 23:3-4. The apostle makes no sort of apology for them, he simply exposes the hollowness of their zeal for the law; and might he not have had in his eye such inconsistencies as he so sternly reprimands in Romans 2:17-24? Had they been actuated by honest zeal, they would strive to obey the whole law. They were actuated by another and a sinister motive- 

᾿αλλὰ θέλουσιν ὑμᾶς περιτέμνεσθαι ἵνα ἐν τῇ ὑμετέρᾳ σαρκὶ καυχήσωνται—“but they desire to have you circumcised in order that they may glory in your flesh”- αὐτοί and ὑμετέρᾳ being in contrast. Wieseler, Ewald, and some others take σάρξ as in Galatians 6:12 -man's fleshly nature, of which suffering themselves to be circumcised was an outflow. Thus Bagge—“that they may glory in your carnality,” that you have yielded to their influence, and followed their example. But the supposed parallel in Galatians 6:12 is not to be insisted on; for the pronoun ὑμετέρα emphatic gives to σάρξ a distinctive reference, especially in so close a connection with περιτέμνεσθαι. Therefore it is to be taken in its literal significance-either corpus mutilatum (Borger, Winer, Meyer), or praeputium ipsum abscissum (Beza, Rückert). So too Theophylact, ἵνα ἐν τῷ κατακόπτειν τὴν ὑμετέραν σάρκα καυχήσωνται ὡς διδάσκαλοι ὑμῶν. 

This clause is not opposed to the last clause of the twelfth verse. In the twelfth verse one motive is assigned to the false teachers-they spread their Judaistic notions that they might not be persecuted; here another motive is imputed to them-that they might glory over the circumcision of their converts. This last motive expounds the process by which the former works itself out. Their power to get their followers circumcised, or the circumcision of Gentile converts manoeuvred so effectively by them, was paraded before their fanatical countrymen, who could not persecute a party that in bringing men over to Christianity made them, and insisted on making them, at the same time Jewish proselytes; inconsistent and capricious relation to the law on the part of the agitators being overlooked and forgiven, in consideration of the primary honour they were doing to Moses under a profession of serving Christ. They might say, We are doing more for the spread of Judaism than its most rigid adherents, affirming of this and that one circumcised as the condition of his joining the church, hic quoque per me factus est Judaeus (Morus). The apostle gives the clique no credit for sincerity, as if they were acting like men under prejudice or partial enlightenment; he imputes to them cowardice, hypocrisy, and self-interestedness. Theirs was not a mistaken zeal, like that which characterized himself in the earlier part of his life: they were mean and mercenary in their opposition to the apostle, and utterly craven in soul in their relation to their Jewish brethren. 

Verse 14
Galatians 6:14. ᾿εμοὶ δὲ μὴ γένοιτο καυχᾶσθαι εἰ μὴ ἐν τῷ σταυρῷ τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿ιησοῦ χριστοῦ—“But as for me, far be it to glory save in the cross of our Lord Jesus Christ.” ᾿εμοί, emphatic in position, is the dative of ethical relation (Winer, § 31, 4; Thucydides, Galatians 2:7, and Arnold's note): ἐμοὶ δέ-but as far as regards me, in contrast with them and their καύχησις in the circumcision of their misguided converts. The σάρξ in which the Judaists wished to make a fair show is the representative element of a system directly and wholly opposed to that, of which σταυρός is the central principle and in which the apostle gloried. For μὴ γένοιτο, see Galatians 2:17. The formula is here followed by the infinitive, as in Sept. Genesis 44:7; Genesis 44:17, Joshua 22:29; Joshua 24:16, 1 Maccabees 9:10; 1 Maccabees 13:5; 1 Maccabees 13:9-10. It occurs also in a positive form, λαβεῖν μοι γένοιτο, Xen. Cyr. 6.3, 11; and ὧν ἔφη μηδενὶ γένοιτο πεῖραν ὑμῶν λαβεῖν, Polyb. 15.10, 4. The phrase “God forbid” really expresses the strong emotion or revulsion of feeling which interjects these decided words. 

The Saviour is named “our Lord Jesus Christ”-the full name adding solemnity to the abjuration, and ἡμῶν giving believers like himself a community of interest in Him. 

By σταυρός some understand sufferings endured for Christ, as in the phrase, taking up one's cross (Luther, Grotius, Koppe, Rosenmüller),-a view alike superficial and out of harmony with the context. The “cross,” as it is understood by the majority of interpreters, means the atoning death of the Son of God, in that “suffering, humiliation, and here more specially self-abnegation which is essentially involved in the idea of it” (Ellicott). It carries us back to σταυρῷ, with the same meaning, in Galatians 6:12. The Judaizers boasted of their influence, of their converts' conformity to the Mosaic ritual, of the unhappy compromise between law and gospel which they had so far effected, but which secured them from persecution on account of the cross. That cross was to them a σκάνδαλον in a variety of ways, especially as the symbol of a full and free salvation through faith, and without any ritualistic observance. But the cross in its expiatory sufferings was everything to the apostle; and in it, and only in it, would he glory. 

δἰ οὗ ἐμοὶ κόσμος ἐσταύρωται, κἀγὼ κόσμῳ—“by which the world has been crucified to me, and I to the world.” The reading τῷ before κόσμῳ is doubtful-A, B, C1, D1, F, א omit it, while it is found in C3, D3, K, L, and many of the fathers. The ὁ before κόσμος has no authority, though τῷ might be omitted for the sake of uniformity, or overlooked on account of the previous γω. The antecedent to οὗ is matter of dispute and difficulty. Is it “by whom,” that is Christ, or “by which,” that is the cross? The Vulgate has per quem, and it is followed by Luther, Beza, De Wette, Meyer, Baumgarten-Crusius, Bisping, Wieseler, Trana. The reference to σταυρῷ is given by Theodoret, and is adopted by Calvin, Bengel, Winer, Usteri, Bagge, Brown, Hofmann, Lightfoot, Jowett, Schmoller, Matthias. The English version has “by whom,” with “whereby” in the margin—“whereby” occurring also in Tyndale, Cranmer, and the Genevan. Ellicott's argument, that “as the emphasized κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿ιησοῦ χριστοῦ just precedes, the relative will more naturally refer to these words,” is certainly not conclusive, for the relative does not always refer to the nearest antecedent; and the statement of Alford, that “the greater antecedent K. ἡ. I. X., coming after σταυρῷ, has thrown it into the shade,” may be met with a simple denial, for it may be replied that σταυρῷ has the primary place in the verse, and keeps that place as a prominent object in the apostle's mind till it is reproduced by its verb, the instrument followed by a reference to the act done upon it. Wieseler's argument for I. X. as antecedent is weak. “It is not indeed the cross itself,” he says, but it is “the personal Christ through the cross that is the source of all our salvation.” Nobody denies it, and the apostle uses the term in its connection with the personal Christ, for without Him and His death it is nothing. Windischmann thinks that if χριστοῦ were the antecedent, ἐν ᾧ would most naturally have followed it, according to the analogy of many other places, or συν ᾧ, as Lightfoot suggests after Galatians 2:20, Colossians 2:20. Nor is it the analogy of the New Testament to represent Christ as the agent of our crucifixion, or as our actual crucifier; for δἰ οὗ followed by ἐσταύρωται most naturally points out the effective cause, and cannot of itself mean, as Ellicott after Meyer gives it, “by whose crucifixion.” Besides, the object of the apostle, as the context shows, is to exalt the cross, which among these errorists was depreciated and shrunk from. After all, the sense is not materially different whichever view may be adopted. It was by the cross only in its connection with Christ that the world was crucified to the apostle, or it was only by his union with Christ in being crucified with Him that he was crucified to the world. 

κόσμος wants the article, like a proper name, and rather anomalously, as it usually wants it after a preposition, or in regimen with a previous noun. Winer, § 19. There is intercrucifixion-the world has died to him, and he has died to the world. The “world” is not res et religio Judaica; it is the sphere of things in which the σάρξ lives and moves-that in which self and sense delight themselves: opposed to that sphere of things in which the πνεῦμα finds its fitting nutriment and exercise, and also to “the new creature” in the following verse. Nor is “the world” the same as the “elements of the world” in Galatians 4:3 (Bagge), but it is wider in significance- τὰ βιωτικὰ πράγματα (Theodoret). The term represents wealth, power, pleasure, indulgence, “lust of the flesh, lust of the eyes, pride of life,”-all that draws humanity after it, which so many seem to crave as their only portion, and in which they seem to find their supreme delight. The world in this sense is opposed to God: “the friendship of this world is enmity with God,” James 4:4; 1 John 2:15. The apostle had long seen all this hostility and hollowness on the part of the world, and so he had done with it. It was crucified to him; it was a thing done to death for him, and he was done to death so far as regarded it. As Schott pithily puts it, alter pro mortuo habet alterum. Each had been nailed to the cross; each to other was dead. Christ's cross effected this separation. It was the result of neither morbid disappointment, nor of the bitter wail of “vanity of vanities,” nor of a sense of failure in worldly pursuits, nor of the persecutions he had undergone-scourging, imprisonment, hunger, thirst, fastings, and nakedness. By none of these things did he die to the world. But it was by his union with the Crucified One: death in Him and with Him was his death to the world, and the death of that world to him. See under Galatians 2:19-20, and Galatians 5:24. 

Verse 15
Galatians 6:15. The reading varies: the common text begins, ἐν γὰρ χριστῷ ᾿ιησοῦ οὔτε περιτομή τι ἰσχύει. The better reading is probably οὔτε γὰρ περιτομή τι ἔστιν οὔτε ἀκροβυστία—“For neither doth circumcision avail anything nor uncircumcision.” ᾿ισχύει may be borrowed from Galatians 5:6, and it is not read in A, B, C, D1, F, א . The words ἐν γὰρ χριστῷ ᾿ιησοῦ are found in A, C, D, F, K, L, א . B reads οὔτε γάρ with several versions, and with Chrysostom, Jerome, Augustine. The MSS. authority for the longer reading is probably overborne by the fact that it is taken from Galatians 5:6, and thus the shorter reading may be preferable. γάρ introduces a confirmatory explanation. For the first clause, see under Galatians 5:6. 

᾿αλλὰ καινὴ κτίσις—“but a new creature.” κτίσις is sometimes active-the act of creation, Romans 1:20; or passive-what is created, either collectively, Romans 8:19, or individually as here and in 2 Corinthians 5:17. The phrase is borrowed probably from the בריה חדשׁה of the Rabbins, and bases itself on such language as Isaiah 43:18; Isaiah 65:17; Schoettgen, 1.308. Thus you have in Ephesians 2:15, “to make in himself of twain one new man;” Galatians 4:24, “put on the new man;” and in Romans 6:6, “our old man is crucified,” etc. This spiritual renewal springs out of living union to Christ, and it is everything. For it re-enstamps the image of God on the soul, and restores it to its pristine felicity and fellowship. It is not external-neither a change of opinion, party, or outer life. Nor is it a change in the essence or organization of the soul, but in its inner being-in its springs of thought and feeling, in its powers and motives-by the Spirit of God and the influence of the truth. “All old things pass away; behold, all things are become new.” 2 Corinthians 5:17. This creation is “new,”-new in its themes of thought, in its susceptibilities of enjoyment, and in its spheres of energy; it finds itself in a new world, into which it is ushered by a new birth. 

Verse 16
Galatians 6:16. καὶ ὅσοι τῷ κανόνι τούτῳ στοιχοῦσιν or στοιχήσουσιν—“And as many as are walking, or shall walk, by this rule.” For the present we have A, C1, D, F, Clarom., Syriac, Gothic, Cyril, Jerome, and Augustine. The future has in its favour B, C2, K, L, א, the Vulgate (secuti fuerint), Chrysostom, and Theodoret. As there was a temptation to change to the future, Ellicott holds by the present with Tischendorf. Alford says, on the other hand, “the correction has been to the present,” and adds, “no reason can be given why the future should be substituted.” So also Lightfoot and Meyer. The future is certainly the more difficult, and looks forward to the time when the epistle should be received, and they should read and understand what is meant by τῷ κανόνι τούτῳ . Besides, they were scarcely walking by it just now, but he hoped better things of them. The two σσ in the verb might also originate a various reading. The nominative ὅσοι, standing absolute for the sake of prominence, necessitates a broken construction. Winer, § 63, 1, d. The ὅσοι are in contrast to ὅσοι in Galatians 6:12, “as many as desire to make a fair show.” The κανών is in harmony with the verb, it is a line drawn; and the dative is that of norm, as in Galatians 5:16, “Walk by the Spirit.” The figure of walk falls so far into the background, and the idea remains of “course of life.” This rule is plainly that laid down in Galatians 5:15 : as many as live under the guidance of this great leading principle-that what is outer is nothing, and what is inner is everything; that to be a Jew or Gentile, circumcised or uncircumcised, matters not, is neither privilege nor barrier, while a spiritual change is inclusive of all blessing for eternity,-peace be on all those who adopt this norma vivendi. 
εἰρήνη ἐπ᾿ αὐτοὺς καὶ ἔλεος—“peace be on them and mercy”-a benediction- εἴη, not ἐστίν or ἔσται, being understood. The position and order make the whole clause emphatic. The common words are χάρις καὶ εἰρήνη, as in Galatians 1:3 -all blessing. See under Ephesians 1:2. Here the result is put first, not as if he did not intend to add any other blessing, but he emphasizes peace as being the distinctive and prominent theocratic gift suggested by the term Israel and in close connection with it. Peace and compassion, or mercy, now, and “mercy of the Lord in that day.” 2 Timothy 1:18. The blessing comes- ἐπί-on them from above. The prayer is probably a reminiscence of Psalms 125:5, “Peace shall be upon Israel,” and of Psalms 128:6, “Yea, thou shalt see thy children's children, and peace upon Israel.” 

καὶ ἐπὶ τὸν ᾿ισραὴλ τοῦ θεοῦ—“and on the Israel of God.” The meaning turns on the sense assigned to καί. If it be only copulative “and,” then the Israel of God is an additional body to the ὅσοι, and would mean Jewish believers. But if καί be explicative, signifying “to wit,” then the Israel of God is the same body with the ὅσοι, and is the whole believing community, comprising alike Jews and Gentiles. The one view, that the phrase means Jewish believers, is held by Ambrosiaster, Beza, Grotius, Estius, Schoettgen, Bengel, Schott, Matthies, De Wette, Brown, Ellicott, Trana, and apparently Jowett. The other opinion is held by names as great: Chrysostom, Theodoret, Luther, Calvin, Calovius, Borger, Winer, Olshausen, Meyer, Sardinoux, Lightfoot, Alford. Justin Martyr twice calls believers generally ᾿ισραηλιτικὸν γένος; and affirming that Christ is the true Israel or wrestler, he calls all who flee for refuge through Him “the blessed Israel.” Dial. c. Tryph. §§ 11, 125, 135, Opera, ii. pp. 42, 418, 446, 446, ed. Otto. 

Can καί be really explicative? Ellicott says that Meyer's examples do not seem conclusive (1 Corinthians 3:5; 1 Corinthians 8:12; 1 Corinthians 15:38), nor do they. Still it is to be found in this sense, which Winer (§ 53, 3) calls epexegetical, introducing the same thing under another aspect. But there is no case so peculiarly distinctive in sense as this would be. And, 

1. In the quotations commonly adduced to prove this position, that Israel means believers, Gentiles as well as Jews, as Romans 2:28-29; Romans 9:6-8, Galatians 4:28; Galatians 4:31, it is Jews by blood who are spoken of or referred to in connection with the appellation. 

2. The simple copulative meaning is not to be departed from, save on very strong grounds; and there is no ground for such a departure here, so that the Israel of God are a party included in, and yet distinct from, the ὅσοι. 

3. The apostle is not in the habit of calling the church made up of Jews and Gentiles-Israel. Israel is used eleven times in Romans, but in all the instances it refers to Israel proper; and so do it and ᾿ισραηλίτης in every other portion of the New Testament. In the Apocalypse, the 144,000 sealed of Israel stand in contrast to “the great multitude which no man can number,” taken out of the Gentile or non-Israelitish races. Revelation 7:9. The “Israelite indeed” is also one by blood. John 1:47; comp. 1 Corinthians 10:18. The ὅσοι may not be Gentile believers as such, and opposed to Jewish believers, but the entire number who walk according to this rule; while Paul finds among them a certain class to whom his heart turns with instinctive fondness—“the Israel of God.” Jatho's distinction is baseless-the one party being those who, warned by this epistle, should renounce their error and walk according to this rule; and the other, those who had uniformly held the sacred and evangelical doctrine. It may be said indeed, on the one hand, that the apostle has been proving that the Jew, as a Jew, has no privilege above the Gentiles, that both Jew and Gentile are on a level, so that both believing Jews and Gentiles may therefore be called Israel. It may be replied, however, that the apostle never in any place so uses the name, never gives the grand old theocratic name to any but the chosen people. 

4. To the apostle there were two Israels—“they are not all Israel which are of Israel,”-and he says here, not Israel κατὰ σάρκα, but “the Israel of God,” or the true believing Israel; his own brethren by a double tie-by blood, and especially by grace. Was it unnatural for the apostle to do this, especially after rebuking false Israel-the wretched Judaizers-who certainly were not the Israel of God? 

Verse 17
Galatians 6:17. τοῦ λοιποῦ, κόπους μοι μηδεὶς παρεχέτω—“Henceforth let no one cause troubles to me.” The phrase τοῦ λοιποῦ occurs only here, and is simply the genitive of time, and not the same as λοιπόν or τὸ λοιπόν, which also occurs. It means at any time in the future- τὸ λοιπόν signifying simply “during the future.” Hermann, ad Viger. p. 706. Let no one cause me troubles or annoyance, doubting his apostolical authority, neutralizing his preaching or misrepresenting its import, and obliging him to write again in so large characters with his own hand. His apostolical authority he had asserted in full, striking, and unqualified terms in the first chapter; and he has it at this point also especially in view, as he adds- 

᾿εγὼ γὰρ τὰ στίγματα τοῦ ᾿ιησοῦ ἐν τῷ σώματί μου βαστάζω—“for I bear in my body the marks of Jesus.” The Received Text inserts κυρίου before ᾿ιησοῦ on authority which, though good, is not, owing to other variations, free from suspicion. ᾿εγώ emphatic, “it is I who,” not ἔχω, but βαστάζω, “not I have, but I carry them” (Chrysostom). The στίγματα are the brands printed upon slaves-and sometimes on captives and soldiers-burnt into them, to indicate their owners. Herod. 7.233; Revelation 7:3; Revelation 13:16; Revelation 14:1; Revelation 14:9; Revelation 14:11; Vegetius, De Re Militari, 2.5; Spencer, De Leg. Heb 20:1; Deyling, Observat. Sacr. vol. iii. p. 423; Wetstein in loc. Slaves attached to temples were tattooed, bore brands upon them. Herod. 2.113; Lucian, De Dea Syr. § 59. This practice in the worship of Cybele might be common in Galatia, though there is little probability that the apostle is referring to it. The genitive ᾿ιησοῦ is that of possession, not that of author (Gomar, Rückert). He bore on his body the brands of Christ his Master. Indelible marks on his person showed that he belonged to Jesus as His servant. The meaning is not, such marks as Jesus Himself bore (Morus, Borger). Webster and Wilkinson admit the possibility of an allusion to John 20:25. But such an idea is foreign to the simple statement. The marks of the crucifixion are said to have been borne by St. Francis; and his biographer Bonaventura addresses him in words similar to those of this verse. The wounds are said to have been reproduced in other persons. Windischmann renders the words correctly, and says that the stigmatization of St. Francis has no connection with the real meaning of this clause, though he proceeds to defend the possibility and value of such a phenomenon. Bisping rejects also the idea that the apostle's stigmata were in any way connected with the “five wounds,” especially as tradition is silent about it. The reader may see a long Catholic note on St. Francis in the commentary of a-Lapide, and as long a Protestant note in that of Crocius. Nor is the meaning, marks borne on account of Christ (Grotius, Flatt, Rosenmüller). The marks are ἐν τῷ σώματι. His body bore such marks of suffering that no one could mistake his owner. 2 Corinthians 11:23. Any allusion to circumcision as one kind of στίγμα is not to be thought of. The warning, then, is not, “Let no man henceforward trouble me, for I have enough to bear already”-the view of Bengel and Winer; but, let no man impugn or doubt my authority,-the στίγματα of Jesus which I carry are the seal of my apostleship, the visible vouchers of my connection with Jesus. The Judaists insisted on circumcision that they might avoid persecution, but he had suffered many things: the stoning must have disfigured him, the scourge must have left its weals on his back-cicatrices plagarum (Ambros.),-and the fetter its scars on his limbs. The idea of Chrysostom, that he prided himself in those marks as a “trophy and regal ensign,” is not suggested by the solemn mandate of the previous clause. Nor can the notion of Chandler be at all accepted, that the words conveyed a threatening of spiritual punishment to his enemies, as though he had said, “Be it at their peril to give me any further trouble or disturbance on this account.” 

Then comes the parting benediction- 

Verse 18
Galatians 6:18. ῾η χάρις τοῦ κυρίου ἡμῶν ᾿ιησοῦ χριστοῦ μετὰ τοῦ πνεύματος ὑμῶν, ἀδελφοί. ᾿αμήν—“The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit, brethren. Amen.” χάρις is invoked to be, not μεθ᾿ ὑμῶν or μετὰ πάντων ὑμῶν, but μετὰ τοῦ πνεύματος. Philemon 1:25; 2 Timothy 4:22. These two passages show that no special stress is to be laid on the phrase here. πνεῦμα is not opposed here in any way to σάρξ, as in some previous clauses of the epistle (Chrysostom, Beza, Rückert, Usteri, Schott). There are no salutations appended, perhaps because the epistle is an encyclical one, meant for believers throughout the province. The πνεῦμα is the higher nature, the region of divine operation in renewal and sanctification-distinct from the ψυχή by which it is united to the σῶμα. See Heard's Tripartite Nature of Man, Clark, Edin. 1868; Delitzsch, Psychologie. And the last word ἀδελφοί is unusually placed-placed last on purpose. After all his sorrow, amazement, censure, and despondency, he parts with them in kindness; after all the pain they had cost him, yet were they dear to him; and ere he lifts his hand from the parchment, it writes, as a parting love-token- ἀδελφοί. 

