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Romans - Commentaries by William Kelly

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:30-33, Notes on (9:30-33)

Thus the case on both sides has been set out with the clearest testimonies of the prophets. It only remains to draw the conclusions so far.

“What then shall we say? That Gentiles that pursued not righteousness attained righteousness, yea, righteousness that is of faith; but Israel,
pursuing a law of righteousness, arrived not at a law of righteousness.” (Ver. 30, 31.) Such precisely had been the bearing of the living
oracles to which the Jews justly pointed as their peculiar treasure from God; yet these oracles declared unequivocally what was borne out by
the actual facts. The Jews were completely broken as a nation. They had enjoyed the most singular favors: how was it now? Why their
disruption? Why the carrying away to Babylon? why their subjection without so much as the shadow of a king of their own to the iron
dominion of Rome? | speak not, it was useless to speak to them, of still worse impending. If they neglected the words of Isaiah, if they sought
not into the visions of Daniel, it was vain to expect that they would heed the warnings of the Lord Jesus. But their own prophets amply
sufficed to interpret the actual state around them and to prove that Jewish rebelliousness to God was as certainly revealed beforehand as
Gentile acceptance of His mercy; and these are precisely the great and invariable characteristics of the time that now is, which Christianity
supposes and Judaism denies. In the Gentiles grace is displayed and triumphs; by the Jews it is for the present refused and calumniated. Yet
does all this only accomplish the prophecies every Jew owns as divine. That Gentiles, spite of their dark ignorance, their utter indifference to
God, should be brought to the right way, not of law indeed (the Jews need not be jealous of that) but righteousness on the principle of faith,
righteousness outside themselves, by the grace of God through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, so that it might be through faith; that
Israel, zealously in quest of a law of righteousness, had not reached it, was not more patent, if the gospel be true, than if the ancient
prophets be accomplished.

The moral ground also is as plain as the word of God. For the pretension of man to take his stand before God on his own obedience of law is
refuted; as on the other hand grace avowedly goes out to the basest and most careless, giving and forming what is good, as well as putting
away the evil to the praise of divine mercy, but withal righteously; yet it is no righteousness of law, but rather of faith, so as to be open to
those who knew not the law, as well as to such of Israel as were broken down as to self and taught of God to receive only of His grace in
Christ. Thus God has glorified Himself as truly as He has convicted the first man of entire hollowness and total failure.

Israel then has not come to a law of righteousness. “Wherefore?” As it was through no lack of privileges from God, so it was from no want of
their own efforts in pursuing after it. But they pursued wrongly. They overlooked, as unbelief ever does, both God and themselves; alike what
is due to His majesty, what necessarily flows from His nature; and again, what sin has wrought in the moral ruin and incapacity as well as
guilt of man: in short, “because [it was] not of faith but as of works.1 They stumbled at the stone of stumbling, even as it is written, Behold, |
lay in Sion a stone of stumbling, and a rock of offense; and2 he that believeth on him shall not be ashamed.” (Ver. 32, 33.)

Sinful man understands duty to obey with a commensurate reward annexed to success; and he is ever slow to conceive his own failure and
inability to meet the just requirements of God. The last thing he likes to do is to take all the blame of his evil on himself, unless it be to
accredit the God he has wronged with real and perfect goodness toward himself in spite of his wrong against Him. But of all men the Jews
were the least disposed to it and the most obstinate in their own thoughts. For why, reasoned they, should we have the law of God if it be not
to attain acceptance with God by our faithful observance of its precepts? Where else is its value and its use? Error fatal to the ancient people,
how much more to Christendom to which the gospel tells the wreck of Israel on this very rock of offense, that men who hear and bear the
name of the Lord should not repeat it to their own yet surer destruction!

Unbelief of grace, self-righteousness, is far more inexcusable now than of old. For Christ the Son of God is come and has accomplished
redemption; and the glad tidings God sends forth on the express ground of universal ruin in man that he may thankfully receive another even
Jesus, and rest on His work before God with peace and joy in believing. But men, baptized men, stumble still, as Israel stumbled, at the stone
of stumbling, the Lord Jesus. If they felt their own real state, how would they not bless God for such a Savior! But they were proud, they were
blind. They were satisfied with their own obedience, at any rate with their own efforts. They stumbled at the stumbling stone; but the same
Christ delivers the believer from hurt, from shame, from confusion. He was set, as Simeon said to Mary, for the fall and rising again of many
in Israel and for a sign to be spoken against, so that the thoughts of many hearts might be revealed: no otherwises aid Isaiah. (Chap. 28:16.)

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:27-29, Notes on (9:27-29)

The apostle now goes a step farther. He had shown from Hosea the grace which will reverse the solemn sentence of displeasure pronounced
on the Jew in view of the captivity in Babylon, as well as the rich mercy to the Gentile to which the gospel lends so bright a light. He cites Isa.
10 for God's ways with His people in view of the Assyrian. “Esaias also crieth concerning Israel, Though the number of the sons of Israel be as
the sand of the sea, a remnant shall be saved: for [he is] completing [the] matter and cutting short in righteousness, because a matter cut
short will [the] Lord make on the earth.” The prophet looks onward to the close of the sorrowful history of the chosen people, when the
Assyrian, whom God first employed as the rod of His anger, will no longer be a just object of dread, and those who used to stay themselves
on a staff which smote them, or even on that broken reed, Egypt, shall stay themselves on Jehovah the Holy One of Israel in truth. It is the
great crisis of prophecy, the end of the Lord with His people who prove Him to be very pitiful and of tender mercy, whatever the rough roads
and stormy skies meanwhile. They may have been ever so numerous; yet not the mass but the remnant shall be saved. For He is finishing
and cutting short the matter in righteousness. It will be no question then of patient mercy, but a matter cut short will the Lord make on the
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earth or land. And this is not the only testimony of the kind: from the beginning we read to the same effect. “And as Esaias hath said before,
Unless [the] Lord of Sabaoth had left us a seed, we had been as Sodom, and been made like as Gomorrha.” Because He was dealing in
righteousness with Israel, they should be cut down to the uttermost; because He was faithful to the mercy promised, His gracious power
would hinder such a total extermination as befell the guilty cities of the plain. The remnant should be saved, a seed for sowing the earth
afresh, when they shall no more be pulled up out of their land which Jehovah their God has given them. Great then shall be the day of Jezreel,
when Jehovah will hear the heavens, and they shall hear the earth, and the earth shall hear the corn and the wine and the oil; and they shall
hear Jezreel. Ere it comes judgment must take its course; but in the end mercy glories over judgment, and the remnant, saved by grace, by
grace is made a strong nation.

Plainly however, as the prophets lacked not the assurance of mercy to the Gentiles, so they still more abounded in warnings of judgment on
Israel. This then was not the new testimony of grace which the Jews so keenly resented as interfering with their ancient privileges. Let them
beware of fighting against God who had taught both these truths in the living oracles specially entrusted to themselves, and their boast,
though certainly but little understood. If they therefore quarreled with such a sentence, it was evidently not so much with Paul as with Isaiah
and the Holy Spirit who had inspired him.

What a witness on the other hand of divine truth, of indiscriminate grace, that the gospel, in itself unprecedented and wholly distinct both
from what was seen under the law and what will be when the kingdom appears in power and glory, does nevertheless find its justification
from words both of mercy and of judgment uttered hundreds of years before by the various servants God sent to declare His message to His
people! But as they blindly despised them and rejected His word then for idols, so now they fulfilled them yet more in the rejection of Christ
and hatred of the grace which, refused by them, sought and was received by Gentiles, and thus yet more proved the word divine to the
confusion of the unbelief which is as blind as it is proud and selfish.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:25-26, Notes on (9:25-26)

The quotations taken from Hosea are worthy of all consideration, both in themselves and in the comparison of the references here and in
1 Peter 2:10. Some feel the difficulty; others, who do not seem to see anything particularly to be noted, prove how little they enter into the
deep wisdom of God here displayed.

The call from among Gentiles is not the question with Peter, who accordingly does not cite Hos. 1:10. He contents himself with using

Hos. 2:23, which he does not hesitate to apply even then to such of the Jews as came to the one foundation stone and became thus
themselves living stones. Writing to the strangers of the dispersion throughout a part of Asia Minor, he had only the believing Jews directly
before him. Hence there is remarkable force in telling them that they were a chosen generation and a royal priesthood. This their fathers
attempted to make their own at Sinai on condition of their own obedience; and, as we know, broke down immediately as well as unceasingly
ever afterward, till the final sentence was pronounced and God by Hosea pronounced the Jew Lo-ammi (not my people). The apostle now,
addressing those who had received the rejected Messiah, not only predicates unconditionally of them under the gospel what was only offered
to their fathers under a condition which utterly failed, but shows that they do not need to wait for the glorious kingdom of the Messiah to be
revealed before they can be assured of the gracious reversal of the old sentence: “which in time past (says he) were not a people, but are
now the people of God, which had not obtained mercy, but now have obtained mercy.” The shining of grace from Christ risen on those that
are His assures even now, not yet indeed of the setting aside of the power of evil in the world, but of the bringing the believing Israelites
addressed into distinct, present, and known relationship with God. If the many still persevered in their unbelief and its bitter consequences,
this did not hinder God from cheering the godly remnant by the apostle's employment of the prophet.

Our apostle cites the same scripture as Peter uses, and more fully too; but he also cites Hos. 1:10 almost precisely as it stands in the
Alexandrian copy of the LXX. Is it then certain that he quotes these two passages from Hosea as applicable to the Gentiles being called to be
the people of God? This is generally assumed 1 as manifest from the words themselves, and from the transition to Israel in verse 27, though
many who say so confess that in the prophecy they are spoken of Israel, which, after being rejected and put away, was to be again received
into favor by God.

But it is always well for the believer to search narrowly an assumption of the kind, more especially when an apparent discrepancy is thereby
insinuated between the Old Testament and the New. It is wise to try our own hypothesis over and over again, for we may rest assured that
the One divine author cannot slight a word He has written. “Scripture cannot be broken.” Is the assumption itself well grounded? We need not
then dwell on the answers which are attempted to the difficulty which appears to me made by those who seek to answer it—answers with
which those who give them scent themselves by no means satisfied, and no wonder. The question is as to the precise aim of the Spirit. For
myself | cannot doubt that He contemplated the Jews and the Gentiles in the two citations from Hosea; for if He meant only the Gentiles in
both, why quote them in so peculiar an order? Why place the fragment of chapter 1:10 after that of 2:23? If on the other hand He means to
illustrate the call of grace under the gospel first to the Jews, spite of their having lost their distinctive name of relationship, nothing can be
more natural and appropriate than his use of chapter 2:23 before 1:10 is quoted; and thus the apostles Paul and Peter are seen to be not only
in perfect harmony with each other, but in their application exact to the evident bearing of the prophet. The common error sets all three in
opposition. The very order too agrees precisely with the verse before (24) in Rom. 9 which is followed up by the citations.

But if this be so with the employment of Hos. 2:23 by the two apostles, if they both expressly apply to converted Jews that which the prophet
expressly wrote of them and of them only, what of chapter 1:107? This, it is freely granted, may not be so obvious, but in my judgment it is on
mature consideration no less sure. Yet why should the latter part of the verse refer to the sons of Israel because the former does? Let it be
observed that there is a striking break or at least offshoot in the middle of the verse, which might most naturally prepare the way for another
disclosure of God's purposes of grace. | allow that it is somewhat veiled; but this was proper and intended. The turning aside to call in
Gentiles was intentionally concealed till the time came; but when it did come, enough was found, expressed hundreds of years before by the
prophets, to prove that all was ordered and left room for and justified in passages here and there, which could scarcely have prepared any
beforehand for so momentous a change but fell in with it expressly when it was a fact. So there is to my mind a similarly rapid transition in



Isa. 65:1, 2, of which the apostle makes use somewhat later in this very argument, and gives us divine certainty that, as verse 1 applies to
the call of Gentiles, so verse 2 goes even farther than the early half of Hos. 1:10, for it intimates the rejection of Israel. The apostle guided by
the Spirit was tender to his brethren after the flesh and would not yet set before them so unpalatable a truth. All he is proving here from
Hosea is that, as the ruin of Israel does not preclude but rather gives occasion for the call of grace in the gospel to the Jews spite of their
dreadful estate, so the same prophet very remarkably leaves room for Gentiles to come in on, a ground which shall yet bless Israel beyond
measure and number. “And it shall come to pass in the place where it was said unto them, Not my people, there it shall be said unto them,
The sons of the living God:” | see no more reason to doubt that Gentiles were not by accommodation but directly and primarily meant in this
striking portion than in the first verse of Isa. 65. The same apostle who warrants the application of two verses of Isaiah in Rom. 10 warrants
the application of two verses of Hosea in Rom. 9. The call of Jews and Gentiles he attests in the latter; the coming in of Gentiles and the
rebellion of Israel he proves from the former.

Thus there is no ground whatever for the idea that the inspired Paul does violence to the prophet by applying to Gentiles what was written
about Jews; or that the principle on which he quotes is merely that of analogy, instead of direct divine authority. Still less is it true that God
makes so light of the ground on which He set Israel as to allow the theory that the nations had ever been in any similar position before the
call of Israel, or that Israel has lost it irrevocably to let the Gentiles in, and thus merge all for the future on one common level. Not so: the
Gentiles have not stood by faith, but become high-minded and will surely, because of unbelief, be broken off the olive-tree, whereon they are
now grafted; and as surely the Jews, not continuing in unbelief but truly repentant and blessing Him who is coming in the name of Jehovah,
will be once more in sovereign mercy grafted into their own olive-free. This will not be under the gospel. For as concerning the gospel they
are enemies for our sakes, jealous that we should meanwhile receive the truth and hating the grace which saves the vilest through Him
whom they cast out. “But as touching the election, they are beloved for the fathers' sakes,” as will be demonstrated in that day, when it will
be no longer the call of indiscriminate goodness as now, which ignores all earthly distinctions and unites to Christ in heaven, but the
fulfillment of the magnificent purposes of God for the world, according to which the Israel of that day, converted and restored to their land,
will be the most intimate and honored and important instrument here below for the universal blessedness of the race and the earth. As the
election of Israel was before the gospel was sent out, so it will be after the gospel shall have finished its heavenly work. Then the purposes of
God for Israel, which came to naught under the first covenant, will be made effectual and stand forever under Messiah and the new covenant.

Meanwhile, if any from Israel are blessed, it is on the principle of God's having called them, spite of the people being Lo-ammi, and giving
them to obtain mercy anticipatively now, as the remnant will another day at the end of this age. But mercy now, as we of all men should
know best, is not confined to them, but has called from among Gentiles also. Thus the two citations of Hosea were each equally required; and
only the latter of the two used by Paul as the apostle of Gentiles, and in fact writing to saints at Rome, who were even more numerously
Gentile than Jewish. Hence the reason and beautiful propriety of our finding the latter part of Hos. 1:10 not in Peter's Epistle but in Paul's.

But there is another feature, not palpable to the careless eye, but most real and in the highest degree confirmatory of a Gentile reference as
originally intended of God in the close of Hos. 1:10. Thus the Holy Spirit does not say merely (as Dean Alford for instance like others ancient2
or modern) “as a general assertion, that in every place where they were called ‘not His people,' there they shall be called ‘His people'.” If
Gentiles were not His people, like the Jews now for a time, those who receive the gospel are called, not “His people” merely as the Jews shall
be, but “sons of the living God.” It is the special well-known title which grace now confers on all who hear the rejected One who speaks from
heaven; and the emphasis is brought out the more powerfully, because it is said so expressly of Gentiles who never enjoyed the title of the
people of God, if scripture is to rule our thoughts. There is thus a propriety in the new title which suits the actual state of things, rather than
the millennial day and the relationship of restored Israel; and this too pre-eminently fitting in with the call of Gentiles, who, if by the Holy
Spirit made willing to take the place of dogs, find “the crumbs” richer fare than those ever tasted who once were free of the Master's table.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:22-24, Notes on (9:22-24)

The absolute authority of God over the creature has been so laid down that none can fairly dispute it. But this is far from being the whole
case: His power is unlimited, His title incontestable. “And if God, wishing to show his wrath and to make his power known, endured with much
long-suffering vessels of wrath fitted for destruction, and that he might make known the riches of his glory on vessels of mercy which he
before prepared for glory, us whom he also called not from among Jews only but from Gentiles?” (Verses 22-24.)

The mind of God was to display His wrath in this evil world and to make known His power where men easily and willingly forget Himself. But
the way adopted was admirable and worthy of His nature. Arbitrariness there was none, but “much long-suffering.” So He bore long with the
corruption and violence of guilty man. Could man then justly tax God either with lack of compassion for himself or with haste to mark his
iniquities? Impossible that a holy God could have fellowship with evil or be indifferent to it! But instead of promptly blotting out of this life the
rebellious creatures who make of the world a field for incessant warfare against what they know of God, or who at least live negligent of His
will though He has revealed it fully, the history of the world since nations began is the fullest proof of endurance on God's part. He never
made them as they are; but the sin of man now fallen He endured spite of countless and constant provocation. They sinned, they
transgressed, they despised His mercy, they braved His wrath; but He endured with much long-suffering.

Sinful men thus living in enmity against God are here styled “vessels of wrath,” on the one hand; as those who believe are designated
“vessels of mercy” on the other. They are objects respectively of wrath and of mercy, and are figuratively supposed to contain each that
quality which will issue in destruction or in glory.

But there is a shade of difference as distinct as it is refined and profoundly true which no reader should overlook. The vessels of wrath are
said to be “fitted for destruction.” But it is neither said nor implied here, or anywhere else, that God fitted them for it. They were fitted by
their sins, and most of all by their unbelief and rebelliousness against God. But when we hear of the faithful, the phrase is altogether
different, “vessels of mercy which he before prepared for glory.” The evil is man's, and in no case is it of God; the good is His and not our
own. Not the saints, but God prepared the vessels of mercy for glory. More strictly He prepared them beforehand with a view to glory. That is,
it was not their preparation while on earth, His only when the glory arrives. The apostle affirms here that God prepared them before unto



glory. It was His doing. None doubts that they became by grace obedient, holy, and thus morally conformed to His nature; but it seemed good
to the Holy Spirit to dwell here only on God's preparation of the vessels of mercy beforehand for glory. Thus the riches of His glory are made
known upon the vessels of mercy, for so they are called, not vessels filled with these or those spiritual qualities, however true this might be,
but vessels of mercy.

But in this passage as elsewhere there is no sufficient reason to depart from the ordinary meaning of “glory” or to give the word the sense of
God's mercy. Nor does Eph. 1:12 sanction this, where glory maintains strictly its own distinctive place, as will appear to him who thoughtfully
weighs verses 6, 7, 12. The word grace is undoubtedly and most properly left out of the last, where grace is not intended to be expressed any
more than in verse 14 where it could not be. The Spirit looks onward to the day when the purpose of God shall be accomplished.

Such is the inheritance when the excellence of what God has given and made us shall be displayed. But the relationships to Himself which His
infinite love has brought us into, and in which he has revealed Himself are far deeper. Hence the word in verse 6 is “to the praise of the glory
of his grace,” the fullness of the revelation of Himself, as in verse 7 the abundant resources of His goodness, in view of our misery and guilt
as once sinners. In all this then | see exact discrimination, not the confusion of different thoughts or words. No doubt then the wrath of God,
long impending but long kept back, while He is sending forth the message of the mercy He delights in, will at length burst on those who have
despised His warnings, but who will then prove what it is to be vessels of wrath. And the vessels of mercy will then be displayed in those
scenes of divine excellence which no evil or failure shall ever sully.

Thus lost man will in the end be compelled to justify God and to take the entire blame on his own shoulders, who preferred to trust Satan as
his friend and adviser rather than God; while the saved, however dwelling in bliss, will know and make known all as the riches of His glory,
themselves debtors to His mere but unfailing and unfathomable mercy.

But the moment mercy is thus fully before the apostle's mind, he by the Spirit turns to the magnificent proof and exhibition God gave of it in
calling—not from among Jews only, but also from among Gentiles. The law distinguished and separated the people which was under it from all
other nations which were not. Grace, as it supposes the total worthlessness not of the Gentiles only but also of the Jews, so it goes out and
calls in not from Jews only but from Gentiles. Distinctions may be in place where there is still hope of man and the trial proceeds. Not so when
the probation of the most favored has ended in irremediable guilt and helpless total ruin. Then the door opens for mercy; and if God is
pleased to exercise it, can the Jew pretend that the Gentile is not at least as good an occasion for mercy as himself? The greater the need,
the misery, the darkness, the greater is the room for God to prove the depth and extent of His grace. On the footing therefore of His own
mercy has God called (for it is a question of calling, not of governing a people already subsisting before Him under His law) even “us not from
Jews only but also from among Gentiles.” (Ver. 24.) He calls in grace, freely to all, shut up to none, from Jews certainly but from Gentiles too.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:19-21, Notes on (9:19-21)

These verses present a fresh objection, and the apostle's answer worthy of all attention not only in itself but as an inspired specimen of the
best method of meeting a cavil, first with a moral remonstrance and then more directly.

“Thou wilt say then to me, Why then doth he yet find fault? For who withstandeth his purpose? Nay but thou, O man, who art thou that
answerest again to God?” (Vers. 19, 20.)

The objection seems founded on the absoluteness with which the mercy of God as well as His hardening had been asserted by the apostle
just before. The unbroken will of man avails itself of this to resolve all question of good and evil into the divine purpose. But this is a mere
human deduction which loses sight of the moral glory of God as well as the responsibility of the creature. It offends therefore against first
principles, and would destroy all truth, holiness, and righteous judgment.

Undoubtedly the purpose of God does stand, and there is no creature which does not in the end subserve His will: yet Satan, little as he
intends it, only clenches it most when he seems most to succeed by his lies and destructive power in thwarting and persecuting those who
are precious in the Lord's eyes. Take the cross itself as the plainest and most unanswerable example. But should this enfeeble our moral
judgment of creature wickedness? Does it deny the fact that Satan and man are responsible for all they do against Him, or that both must be
punished for it? Hence Peter taxes the men of Israel with the guilt of crucifying the Messiah: “Him being delivered by the determinate counsel
and foreknowledge of God ye have taken and by hands of lawless men have crucified and slain.” How different is the holy and perfect word of
God! Everything is in its place, not one side only but both. God has His determinate counsel and foreknowledge. The Jews played their evil
part, the Gentiles theirs. They together, however at variance in thoughts and feelings, manifested their characters and their guilt; but in the
very same fact they fulfilled the prophets and gave occasion to the display of the holiest judgment of God and the accomplishment of the
work of His grace.

Hence the ground of reasoning is wholly fallacious. The probation of man discovered his evil state, the fruit of his first departure from God
who was dishonored by him when all was very good, and whose every fresh trial only served to demonstrate with increasing evidence the
depth and extent of sin and the irremediableness of the flesh. The wisdom of God is such that He can and does turn all that man pursues in
his heartless folly to the account of His purposes; but this is altogether independent of man's will which is always and inexcusably evil. Not
only therefore is God free to censure man, but He will judge him for all by the Lord Jesus at the last day.

If it were true, as Calvin says, that those who perish were destined to destruction by the will of God, the case were hard indeed. But scripture
never really speaks thus, and the language of the texts usually cited in support of such a decree, when closely as well as fairly examined,
invariably avoids such a thought, however near it may seem to approximate.

In truth it is but the expression of the heart anxious to gather an excuse for its own willful evil and a plea against judgment from the
irresistible will of God. Yet better is known in the heart of hearts all the while. It is never said in scripture that sin was God's purpose; but man



fallen under sin is the platform where He does display His ways, counsels, and even Himself. God did not make any man to be evil; but from
all (being evil already) He does choose according to His sovereign will and skew mercy to some, not all, though all be no more guilty than the
some may have been. It would be perfectly just to destroy all. But if pleased to spare whom He will, who shall say to Him, nay? It would be to
set up a claim of superiority over God, and is really a claim to judge Him. Now whenever a sinner is converted, he feels and owns the just
judgment of God, even though such a recognition sanctions the execution of the divine sentence against one's self, yet withal never quits in
despair, but looks and cries, feebly at first perhaps but with increasing earnestness, for mercy.

Cavils of the sort always presuppose the conscience not yet searched and the will not bent and broken before God. Neither insinuations of
unrighteousness with God, nor the plea of the necessity of man's sinning as a part of God's purpose could satisfy, or emanate from, a
repentant soul. So the apostle first of all answers with a rebuke. “Nay but thou, O man, who art thou that answerest against God? Shall the
thing molded say to him that molded, Why didst thou make me thus?” Is it possible a man so speaks? It is equally irreverent and unholy. As
this challenge why God (whose purpose is so firm, inflexible, and sure of fulfillment) should any longer find fault, blots out moral government
and denies the difference of good and evil, so the audacity which disputes against God and practically defies His right to condemn wrong,
proceeds on the assumption that He is bound to save every one alike, or at least to punish none; that is, bound to be worse than the basest
of those who despise and rebel against Him, bound to a moral indifference which they would not tolerate in their wives or children, in their
family connections, in their servants or their tradesmen! Such is the worth of human reason when it does not surrender to the word of God.
The fall is ignored, and its ruinous consequences. God did not form man as he is, but good and upright; and He warned him of his danger and
of the inevitable issue of disobedience. In every point of view therefore the ground of unbelief is as false as it is also a forgetfulness of the
majesty of God and of the due attitude of the creature toward Him.

The apostle takes occasion to affirm the sovereign title of God in the most unqualified way. “Hath not the potter authority over the clay out of
the same lump to make one vessel unto honor and another unto dishonor?” Whatever the holy boldness of this language, however it is
singularly free from swerving to the right hand or the left, it would be easy to prove by countless witnesses how prone the best and wisest of
uninspired men have been to err, even with this divine chart before their eyes to guide them. But it is easy to slip on either side: the hard
thing is to hold only to the truth of scripture, and not to speak where it is silent. The apostle does not say that God has exercised the right
which He beyond just question possesses; but the divine title is maintained in its integrity. We shall see in the next two verses how the right
is used; but it was due to God and wholesome for man that His absolute right should be owned. How seldom those who talk of rights seem to
think that God has any? They are absorbed in themselves, in man: God is in none of their thoughts. Yet surely if any rights are to be
respected, His ought to be the foremost whose sovereign will gave us being and all things. If we count ourselves entitled to do what we will
with our own, what can we say of Him to whom belong ourselves and all that we have?

His right then over man as over every other creature is incontestable: a right which unbelief disputes only because it has never seriously
thought of the matter, or it yields to a spirit of manifestly outrageous presumption and rebelliousness. There are no rights if the Creator has
none: if they exist at all, His must be absolute over us as creatures. He can form as He pleases and assign to us a position high or low in the
scale of creation as it seems fitting in His eyes. In the verses which follow there is the further consideration that we are not only creatures but
sinners, which necessarily must bear its bitter fruit and judgment from God. But His sovereign title it was important to affirm in itself before
the introduction of the actual state or the doom of man.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:14-18, Notes on (9:14-18)

The assertion of divine sovereignty, though a necessary truth which springs out of the very nature of God, is repulsive to the natural mind.
Yet no other thought consists with right, when the subject is duly weighed; and every scheme which man substitutes is unworthy of God and
unbecoming to man. The doctrine which denies God His majesty is self-convicted of falsehood; equally so that which would represent Him as
indifferent either to sin or to misery. He is light; and light is incompatible with the allowance of the darkness which reigns in the heart and
ways of man. He is love; and love is invariably free and holy. Doubtless He is almighty and He will judge the sin which despises or rebels
against Him as well as the offenses which the world seeks to deal with. And what is the universal state of mankind, which this Epistle had
carefully proved not of the Gentile only, but yet more of the Jew who boasted of the living oracles which condemned his iniquity and
transgression? It had stopped every mouth and brought in the whole world guilty before God.

When a sinner is awakened by the Holy Spirit to his own guilt and state before God, he owns this frankly, and justifies God in condemning
himself, though crying for mercy which to his adoring wonder he finds already proclaimed to him in the gospel.

But man as such, ignorant of himself and of the true God, disputes the fact of his own utter and inexcusable evil and looks not to God, but
rather writhes under His word and cavils at His ways. This, as it is the feeling of natural men in general, so particularly found expression in
the probable objection which a Jew might feel. This the apostle confronts. “What then shall we say? [Is there] unrighteousness with God? Far
be it. For to Moses he saith, | will show mercy on whomsoever | show mercy, and will compassionate whomsoever | compassionate.” ( Ver. 14,
15.) That is, it is mere mercy and compassion on God's part wherever shown, not only without desert but in full view of the most grievous and
destructive demerits. No one who feels his own real wrongs against God ever raises a question of righteousness with Him. Confounded at the
sight of his guilty insubjection and disobedience and in short ungodliness, he is struck dumb before the concurrent and continual proof of the
astonishing goodness and patience of God, were it only in dealing with Israel. So to the Jew (and of course for the profit of ourselves and all
the world) the apostle alleges the solemn and most gracious words of Jehovah to His servant in Ex. 33 So apt a testimony, among almost
countless passages applicable in principle, there is not in the Bible.

Consider the circumstances, and the conclusiveness of his answer will be apparent, though at first sight it might seem singular to meet such
a question with such a citation. And can anything be more characteristic of divine revelation than this? Haste pronounces that irrelevant and
unreasonable which, when fairly and fully searched, proves alone right and true, alone suited to meet man as he is, alone consistent with the
character and glory of God.



The national history was scarce begun before all was morally ended by their idolatrous apostasy from Jehovah at the foot of Sinai, where the
people with Aaron at their head danced naked before the golden calf. Unrighteousness with God! There was assuredly the grossest
unrighteousness in Israel; and what could righteousness with God do but call aloud for their irrevocable condemnation? On that ground the
objecting Jew, like the unbelieving Gentile, only shuts himself up to sure and unsparing judgment; for there can be no doubt of man's guilt,
and justice on God's side has but to pronounce and execute the sentence of perdition.

Is God then bound to this and nothing else? He must be, on the blindly suicidal principle of man self-righteous yet unrighteous, who in his
hurry to blame God forgets that it would be to his own helpless ruin. But God, though He can justly answer a fool according to his folly, may
not in His grace. He has resources in Himself on which to fall back.

So in the passage before us the people disowned that Jehovah had delivered them from the house of bondage in their cry, “As for this Moses,
the man that brought us up out of the land of Egypt, we wot not what is become of him.” (Ex. 32:1.) Thereon Jehovah not only plagued the
people for their idolatry (ver. 35), but told Moses to go up thence, “thou and the people which thou hast brought up out of the land of Egypt
into the land which | sware,” &c. Forthwith Moses pitches the tabernacle without the camp, so that every one who sought Jehovah might go
out there. But he does more; he there intercedes for the people, insists that they are Jehovah's people, and would turn the assurance of going
with himself into one of going with him and them. “For wherein shall it be known here that | and thy people have found grace in thy sight? Is
it not in that thou goest with us? So shall we be separated, | and thy people, from all the people that are upon the face of the earth.” Then,
when Moses beseeches Him to manifest His glory to him, He says “I will make all my goodness pass before thee, and | will proclaim the name
of Jehovah upon thee and will be gracious to whom | will be gracious, and will show mercy on whom | will show mercy.”

Thus the bearing of the declaration is as evident as it is appropriate and unanswerable. For a people in such a case to harbor the thought of
unrighteousness with God is a monstrous forgetfulness not only of their actual state in relation to Him but of their only hope in His sovereign
mercy. Once before they took the ground of righteousness in accepting the law; but before the tables of stone were brought down, they had
forfeited everything by their infraction of the most fundamental precept of the law. Hence hope there could not be, unless in His compassion.
They had shown out what they were, and the sooner because of their self-confidence. Now it remained to learn what God is; and this is His
word even in presence of the foul dishonor they had done Him: “l will show mercy on whomsoever | show mercy, and | will compassionate
whomsoever | compassionate.”

Things were no better in the apostle's day. For the people had meanwhile so gone on in idolatrous rebellion that God at length swept them
away, first Israel by the Assyrian, then Judah by the Babylonian. And now the returned remnant were under Roman bondage and had been
guilty of rejecting their Messiah, as well as of quarreling with God's grace to the Gentiles. It is plain then that man is apt to be most
self-righteous when he has least reason for it. “Not this man but Barabbas” cried they all. “We have no king but Caesar” answered the chief
priests. Their moral degradation was complete; their faith was null and void. Ill would it have become such a people at such a time to ask “Is
there unrighteousness with God?” It is just there, however, that the human spirit is most ready to dispute with God.

But the word is exceedingly broad and deep: where does it put any man? where the sinner? We Christians should surely know that only grace
saved or could save us, as it called us with an holy calling, not according to our works but according to His own purpose and grace which was
given us in Christ Jesus before the world began. When a soul is truly broken down and judges itself with integrity and a spiritually enlightened
con science, how sweet is the feeling that there is righteousness nowhere fully, truly, and intrinsically but with God, confessing its own
manifold and utter unrighteousness, and welcoming His own expression of sovereign mercy! It is only hard self-righteousness which holds out
and disputes. Faith bows before the God of mercy and blesses Him. If only low and bad enough in my own eyes, | shall be but too thankful for
the mercy that was sovereign enough to come down and find out me; if | can rest on the word of truth, the gospel of salvation, for such a
sinner as myself, shall | pare down or narrow the indiscriminate riches of His grace to any other? “So then it is not of him that willeth, nor of
him that runneth, but of God that showeth mercy.” There may be an allusion to the frustration of Isaac's notorious wish, and of Esau's efforts
to gain through the chase, and of Jacob faulty enough to lose all by his trickery but for sovereign mercy which secured to him the promise. It
is certainly the conclusion of grace against man's vain confidence in his own will and exertion.

But the greater the grace, the greater the sin of resisting God in it. Hence the other side needs to be presented. For the God who shows
mercy is the judge of all, and will prove what it is to set at naught all that He is. So Pharaoh did of old; and what was the consequence? “For
the scripture saith to Pharaoh, Even for this same purpose have | raised thee up, that | might show my power in thee, and that my name
might be declared throughout all the earth.” (Ver. 17.)

The king of Egypt was a thoroughly selfish, cruel, and profane man when God first sent him a message by Moses and Aaron. The effect of the
summons on such a spirit was to bring out his blasphemy against Jehovah and more savage oppression of Israel. And as sign and his miracle
told on his conscience, but evil desires and counsels prevailed, Pharaoh became incomparably worse till the obduracy of the king shocked his
servants, and even after the concession was wrung out, false hopes of vengeance on Israel lured him and them to find a grave within the
opened waters of the Red Sea. God thus made a most striking example of Pharaoh, not a mere exposure of his malice, but of His own power
on that background, so that His name might be thus told abroad in all the earth. Never does God make a man bad; but the bad man Pharaoh,
made yet worse by his resistance of the most striking divine appeals, He made manifest, raised up as he was from among men to such a
height, that his downfall might tell on consciences far and wide throughout the world. Hard at first, God sealed him up at length in a judicial
hardening; as He warned the Jews by Isaiah should be the case with their impenitent hearts, and so He executed it when they rejected Christ
(John 12), and the Holy Ghost's appeal in the gospel. (Acts 28:25-28.) “So then to whom he will he showeth mercy, and whom be will he
hardeneth.” In both cases the unrighteousness is solely with man, who is, as far as he is concerned, irremediably evil and ruined; before God
acts either in grace or in judgment for the display of His own great mine to the wide, rich, and endless blessing of all who heed His word. He is
always holy but always free. On the other hand, fallen man is always evil and deserves condemnation. God freely acts in grace here, freely
acts in judgment there, that any soul may beware of provoking His indignation and learning what He is in his own destruction, and that the
guiltiest of sinners may know that no man is too far gone to be beyond reach of His mercy. | speak of man as such, not of such as have
believed through grace.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:1-5, Notes on (9:1-5)



The apostle now enters on a new section of the epistle in chapters 9-11, the main object of which is to reconcile the indiscriminate call of
Gentiles and Jews with the special promises made to Israel. In this task he overthrows the fleshly pretensions of those who rested on nothing
but a line of natural descent from Abraham: he proves that special promise has from the first been the principle of God; he points to
sovereign mercy as the only hope for a people such as even Israel had shown themselves to be; he annihilates the poor and selfish and proud
reasoning which arraigns the rights and righteousness of God, when the fact is that man is utterly unrighteous before Him; he demonstrates
that according to the Jewish prophets Israel would be rejected, Gentiles called, and only a remnant of the ancient people saved; he shows
that their rejection was owing to their failure in meeting the law of righteousness which they had deliberately chosen instead of the
righteousness which grace gives by faith, while the Gentiles received it gladly, Christ being the grand test for both; he insists that this did not
hinder his love and prayer for Israel that they might be saved, but salvation could only be by accepting Christ the end of the law for
righteousness to the believer according to the secret of grace intimated in Deut. 30, supported and carried out by Isa. 28:16 and Joel 2:32,
which opens the door of faith to more than Israel, even to those who, if they had not the law, might hear the glad tidings of good things
(Isaiah which God sends out. He points out that the very unbelief of this on the part of the Jews fulfills Isa. 53; that the Psalms (15.) attest the
wide-spread universal message of God, and that, while the law warned them of God's provoking them to jealousy by a no-people, the prophet
(Isa. 65) is bolder still and explicitly announces God found by those who sought Him not (Gentiles), while Israel are condemned as a
disobedient and gainsaying people. But the apostle would not close the subject without the most distinct statement, as well as proof from the
prophets themselves, that God had not finally cast off His people Israel: first, there is always a remnant according to the election of grace, of
which the apostle himself was witness; secondly, their fall was expressly to provoke Israel to jealousy, and therefore not to reject them even
for a time; and, thirdly, on the ruin of the Gentile by unbelief and slight of God's goodness as of Israel before, all Israel shall be saved
according to the written word of God (Isa. 59), all His ways of mercy and wisdom causing the apostle to burst forth into thanksgiving and
adoration. Such is the general outline and argument, which maintains responsibility on the one side and the promises of God on the other,
and reconciles the indiscriminate ways of God in the gospel now with the accomplishment of a special glory for Israel as well as the general
blessing of Gentiles of the earth in the age to come on earth. Heavenly grace is not in question here. Hence it is the olive tree, not the one
new man, of which we read.

The apostle then begins this most instructive episode, in which he explains the ways of God, with the solemn assurance of his fervent
affection, and hence his distress for Israel in their present low estate and exposure to judgment.

“Truth | say in Christ, | lie not, my conscience bearing witness with me in [the] Holy Spirit, that | have great grief and unceasing pain in my
heart, for | was wishingl—I myself—to be a curse from Christ, for my brethren, my kinsmen according to flesh.” (Ver. 1-3.) It is plain that he
alludes there to the love Moses had proved so well, as God records it in the law; and he intimates that he loved them not a whit less. It was a
wish that had passed through his soul. He does not refer to the days of his Pharisaism; for great as his zeal was, his love as a Christian and an
apostle was far deeper as well as wholly unselfish. In his old unenlightened condition there was no question of such a feeling for them; as he
had no right sense of their peril any more than of his own. On the other hand he does not lay it down as the deliberate wish of his present
mind; but as a passionate self-sacrificing desire which had been in his heart, impossible no doubt, but evincing the strength of his burning
love for Israel, as well as his sense of their extreme peril and utter ruin.2 Hence he dwells on his ties of relationship with them.

This leads him to speak of their privileges. Those who hate others lose no opportunity of detracting from them and denying at any rate favors
that seem peculiarly theirs from God. Love makes the most of what is possessed by its object. Judged by such a test, there could. be no doubt
of the love of the apostle who sets out the marks of God's goodness to Israel as none else had ever done before, not even Gamaliel, least of
all his Sadducean enemies, Who could produce from tradition, yea, from the living oracles themselves such a bright roll as Paul here unfolds
before those who ignorantly taxed him with making light of the blessings God had vouchsafed to his kinsmen according to flesh? “who are
Israelites, whose [is] the adoption and the glory and the covenants and the lawgiving and the service and the promises; whose [are] the
fathers, and of whom [is] Christ as to flesh, that is over all God blessed unto the ages. Amen.” (Ver. 4, 5.)

Thus he gives them the divinely conferred name of victory with God and man, which they derived from their father Jacob; then he alludes to
the name Jehovah deigned to call them by in his summons to Pharaoh— “my son, my first-born.” Next he directs attention to the shechinah
or glory-cloud which led out the people from Egypt, through the wilderness into Canaan. After this he speaks of those solemn covenants
which God made first with the fathers, and particularly looking onward to that which He will make in the latter day with the sons. Then he
names the lawgiving, before which all the boasts of ancient or modern times are but the merest smoke compared with the blaze of Sinai or
the marvelous condescension which deigned from the tabernacle to treat of their least as well as greatest matters. The religious services or
ordinances of worship next follow which justly claim to be the only ritual with its priesthood which God ever instituted for a people on earth.
This however would have been short indeed without “the promises;” as these naturally are followed by “the fathers,” and all is crowned by
the Messiah. And here assuredly the apostle does not hide His glory. Let the Jews say all they might of Him whom they expected, they can
never rise above what Paul delights to tell of Messiah. Alas! they would fain lower Him to the measure of their own desires; and worse still
modern unbelief in Christendom answers to the old darkness of Judaism. The apostle however does not more surely lay down His descent
from the fathers as to flesh, than His proper Godhead in His other and divine nature, “He that is” (says he) “above all God blessed forever.
Amen.” A more illustrious testimony there cannot be. But Satan for a while had blinded the eyes of Israel, so that they forsake their own
mercies and deny a truth which, did they but see, they would recognize as both their brightest jewel and the solid ground of all their hoped
for blessing.

Very needless difficulty has been raised about the terms ¢ Qv €nt ndvtwv B€0¢. The Noetian heretics of old drew from this and other
scriptures that God the Father suffered. Others in opposing so flagrant an error were too anxious to restrict ¢ £mt ndvtwv to the Father,
especially as He is unquestionably so qualified in Eph. 4:6. But there is no real difficulty; and it is only ignorance or heterodoxy which finds
any; for scripture is plain in attributing not merely 8g6tnta but 8g6TnTa to Christ. He is God, as is the Father, and also the Holy Ghost. They
are each and all styled Jehovah, the name incommunicable to the creature, let it be ever so exalted. The Son did not deem it a matter of
plunder to be on equality with God. He emptied Himself in taking a servant's shape; whereas even the archangel is at best but a servant and
never can be other: it is Michael's blessedness and part to be serving God. Not so the Son: He humbled Himself to take the place of a servant,



being in His own proper nature and dignity infinitely above it. He learned obedience by the things which He suffered; He had only known what
it was to command; but, taking that position in communion with the love and counsels of the Father, He was therein the perfect pattern of all
lowly obedience. How base to take advantage of His grace to despise His glory!—to be so occupied with the humiliation to which He stooped
to glorify God the Father, and show us both God and man in His own person and ways, and above all, to accomplish redemption—to be so
filled, | may say, with the circumstances of shame into which He went down in love as to forget who He is in Himself that for us descend so
low! No; He that was the perfect man was the very God, equally with the Father and the Holy Ghost. All things were made not only by Him
but for Him.

But is not this true of the Father? Assuredly: yet this in no way impeaches the title of the Son. Scripture is plain as to both. God as such in the
true and full sense is and must be supreme. This attaches to the persons in the Godhead. Differences there may be and are; but not in this.
To deny supremacy of the Son or of the Spirit is to fall into the Arian heresy or the Macedonian. No doubt, as in Eph. 4:5, Christ is
contradistinguished as one Lord from the Father; and so similarly in 1 Cor. 8:6. This however, far from derogating from His intrinsic divine
glory, only shows us another glory which He receives as the exalted man who is made Lord and Christ. He, and He distinctively, has the
official place of lordship, though of course as a term of dignity it belongs alike to Father, Son, and Spirit; and so any one can see who will take
the trouble of comparing the scriptures.

There is no discrepancy in the authorities there that affects the sense, as in 1 Tim. 3:16. Manuscripts and versions proclaim the truth with an
unwavering voice: Christ is over all, God blessed forever. The notion that 8€6¢ is wanting in the citation of the early ecclesiastical writers is a
mistake. They all read as we do, unless we conceive that Chrysostom omitted ¢ before @v, as the Augian and Boernerian MSS. did t6 before
kotd odpka, which was probably mere inadvertence. What the Pseudo-Ignatius (ep. Tars.) or the Constit. Apostol.3 may say is of no moment.
As to Athanasius, not only is it not true that he ever wrote nept 6¢ Tod €ivat ént ndvtwv Beov oTavpwbevta oBiuat (“I fear to say that the
crucified One is God over all”), but it was not even the Pseudo-Athanasius who is so represented, but the Pseudo-Arius in answering the
citation of this passage. Wetstein therefore was wrong here and betrayed his Arian animus. (See Athanasii Opp. i. 125 B, ed. Col. 1686).
Erasmus is equally wrong in thinking that Cyprian and Hilary left out “Deus;” for it is only omitted by careless editors, and is found in all good
editions. As to Origen, his wildness was such as to weaken the weight of his assertions; but what he does say, in answer to Celsus' charge
that the Christians made Christ God the Father or greater still, is that, while some might be hasty enough to aver tov ZwTtfpa Tov HéyLotov
£mL ndoL Bedv AAA o0TL ye fueic ToloDToV ol met0duevol adT® Aéyovtt. Now | do not admit that Origen (contra Cels. vii. 14) was justified in
quoting the last clause of John 14:28 (which he misquotes) where it was a question of the Son's Deity, while the text speaks of His place of
earthly subjection. But even he does not go so far as to deny supreme Godhead to the Son; he does deny, as all taught of God must, the
monstrous folly that the Son has power over God the Father. The doubtful opinion of Eusebius may indeed be cited, who did restrict, it would
seem, TOV €Ml Mdvtwy Bedv to the Father;4. but it is well known that he was feeble as to the great truth of Christ's Godhead if not an Arian.
But these seem really all who have been exaggerated into “multi patres qui Christum tov émt ndvtwv 8€6¢ appellari posse negant”
(Griesbach in loco), save indeed that by very strange logic it is assumed that to call the Father so is to deny it of the Son. But this is only the
mistake handed down through Wetstein to the critic of Jena. The fact is that the fathers as a whole applied our text to the Lord Jesus without
a suspicion of its incompatibility with Eph. 4:6. They are both equally true, as the Father and the Son are equally God. | grant that they
speculated dangerously sometimes; and of their crude assertions controversy and heresy have availed themselves: the latter to cover its
aberration from revealed truth; the former to make councils or the Pope the only securer of the truth, as against the earlier fathers and (what
is worse) holy scripture. But from Tremens to Theophylact among Greeks, and from Tertullian to the middle ages among the Latins, it could
be easily shown that the passage was accepted as we have it now in the Authorized Version and in the ordinary orthodox sense. Cyril of
Alexandria is most express in contradicting from this text the Emperor Julian who was rash enough to say that Paul did not speak of Jesus as
God. Nor is there a single name of sound reputation opposed to this.

The ingenuity of criticism however, having neither various readings nor ancient versions to invoke, is not content with misrepresenting the
testimony of the early Christian writers and has strained itself in the most violent efforts to effect a diversion by the help of points; as it is
well known that they are wanting in the most ancient copies. The Complutensian editors punctuate fairly. Erasmus, not in his earlier editions
but later, suggested a period after cdpka, as had been done before by the writers of two MSS. of the eleventh and twelfth centuries usually
numbered 5 and 47 in the conventional list of Pauline copies. Lachmann and Tischendorf acted on this; and Vater clenched the rent quite as
effectually by putting the cut-off clause or clauses within marks of parenthesis ended by a note of admiration. Now not only is this severance,
however managed, in opposition to the mass of punctuated manuscripts, all ancient versions and citations, but, what is of more weight still, it
is contrary to the invariable idiom employed to express such a blessing (or on the contrary a curse). The regular formula is to open the
sentence with ebDAounTtd¢ or some kindred word.5 Here therefore to bear regularly the desired punctuation the words should have
run:—EOAoynToc 6 éni m. 6., the Qv in this case being worse than useless. The only apparent exception produced is from the Septuagint of
Psa. 67, (68.) 19, kOpLo¢ 6 Bg0¢ e0Aoynd¢. But judging by the old Latin quoted in Holmes and Parsons' note, “Dominus Deus benedictus est,”
it is no exception, because it is an assertion about God, not an ejaculatory blessing. The latter follows immediately; and then the usual order
appears. The former clause may indeed be an interpolation; as there is no Hebrew text to found it on.

Further, the incongruity of such a doxology here, remembering the apostle's grief just expressed and the relation of the Jews to the Messiah,
is also a decisive disproof; and, lastly, it would utterly mar the beautiful antithesis so characteristic of the apostle, even in the opening of this
very epistle, in which he contrasts the human line of the Messiah with His divine dignity.

Another mode of punctuating, also suggested by Erasmus (who perhaps did not know that a Viennese MS. 71 of the twelfth century,
represents it), and adopted by Locke, places the stop after ndvtwv with a shorter clause taken as the blessing, and is even more
objectionable, as it is pressed by the additional difficulty that we ought in that case to have the article with beds. It should stand EbAoyntog 6
0e0¢ €ig T. al durv. But after all it would not effect what is desired, for it would connect 6 (v &émt ndvtwv with the Christ; and it is impossible
to have a stricter predication of supremacy. It is not merely, as Hippolytus and others thought, that the Father delivered all things to the Son,
an important but different truth. Here we have what He is; and He is over all, being essentially divine.

Conjectural emendation of the text is another device of unbelievers to defraud the Lord of His glory; but this may be dismissed into its native
obscurity. Even the Grotian expedient of dropping 8€0¢, is contrary to all authority of MSS. but would be useless if conceded; for 6 Qv &mnt
navTwvy is the strongest affirmation in itself of divine supremacy. Quite as futile was the effort to lower the sense of 8gé¢ by reference to



2 Thess. 2:4, and to translate the clause here, “who is as God,” &c. For, first, the supposed analogy is cast out of that verse on the best
authority; and secondly, it would tell, if genuine, in the opposite way; for certainly the man of sin will not claim to be God in an inferior sense.
The absence of the article is a sign that character is meant to be conveyed, and has nothing to do with inferiority. Compare Rom. 1:21.

On the whole then the reader may rest assured of both the text and the sense of this most impressive testimony to Christ, the importance of
which may be in some measure inferred from the evident desire of so many since the Reformation, Catholics and Protestants, without
reckoning Arians or Unitarians, who have done what they could to neutralize its force. Thanks be to God who vouchsafes the truth to be in us
and to abide with us forever.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 9:6-13, Notes on (9:6-13)

Two things then the apostle had asserted with the utmost strength in the preceding verses of the chapter—his burning love for his brethren
after the flesh and consequent grief at their low estate and danger; and his sense of their privileges far fuller and stronger than their own,
demonstrated above all in his estimate of their Messiah's glory whom they depreciated and had even rejected to their own ruin. This last
however is not openly said but unmistakably implied; for the apostle treats their difficulties with the utmost delicacy, caring for their souls
with a love truly divine. Whether the expression of his grief then or of that glory of Christ which they refused in unbelief raised the question,
which the free grace preached to the Gentiles indiscriminately with the Jews of itself put in the most direct form, whether such a proclamation
of grace to every soul, Jew or Greek, be compatible with the special promises to Abraham and to his seed? The Israelite instinctively resented
the gospel as annulling his distinctive place of favor, and viewed the apostle's deep concern for their salvation through faith in Jesus as an
impeachment of God's pledges to their nation as vouchsafed to their fathers. How could this plighted troth be sure, if the Messiah had come
and been rejected by them? if the door was now as open to the Gentile as the Jew Where the value of the promises in either case? Did not the
apostle's teaching clash with the trustworthiness of the divine word to Israel? This is fully met now.

“Not however as thoughl the word of God hath failed; for not all those that [are] of Israel [are] Israel; nor because they are Abraham's seed,
[are] they all children, but in Isaac shall a seed be called to thee.2 That is [it is], not the children of the flesh that [are] children of God, but
the children of the promise are reckoned for seed; for this word [is] of promise, according to this season.3 | will come, and Sarah shall have a
son. And not only [so], but Rebecca also, having conceived by one,4 Isaac our father (for not yet having been born, nor having done anything
good or bad, in order that the purpose of God according to election should abide, not of works but of him that calleth), it was said to her, The
elder shall serve the younger, according as it is written, Jacob | loved, but Esau | hated.

The reasoning is as conclusive as it is concise and clear, founded on proofs from Old Testament facts and words which a Jew certainly could
not gainsay. Did he reason from the promises to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? From this very history the apostle refutes their unbelieving
abuse of all. The word of God therefore retains all its force. Man only, the Jew specially, is proved to be faulty. Their objection assumed that
God was bound to bless the entire race in natural descent from Abraham. But this would open the promises to the Ishmaelites. Not so, cries
the Jew: the promise is only in the line of Isaac. Then, might the apostle rejoin, the natural descent is an unsound principle; for this embraces
the Arabs sprung from Abraham after the flesh no less than the Jews. They themselves therefore to exclude the Ishmaelites must fall back on
the promise tied to the line of Isaac. Promise therefore, not flesh, decides. How the answer of the apostle exemplifies the truth of the Jew and
circumcision that God praises, stated already in the end of chapter 2, needs no proof. Hence it is equally said of Israel, and of Abraham's
seed. It is universally true. Fleshly descent alone insures no inward blessing. The Israelite indeed in whom is no guile is more than one of
Jacob's posterity: all of Israel are not Israel, nor are Abraham's seed all children. Compare John 8:37, 39. God must be left free; and He is
pleased to call Isaac, not Ishmael after the same sort. The call flows from grace and is inseparable, in the restrictive personal sense here
intended, from choice. Far from disputing it, the Jew could not hear the case without falling under its irresistible force; for he wished not to
take in the sons of Ishmael and must therefore agree to the necessity of God's call, not mere natural line, in order to constitute an adequately
valid claim. And this is made more telling by the striking circumstance that Isaac was born in an exclusively natural way like Ishmael but
according to a distinct word of promise on God's part.

The apostle follows up the argument by a still closer instance; for Ishmael was born of a slave, a concubine, Isaac of the wife. But what of
Rebecca? She was in no sense a bondmaid, but bore to Isaac twin sons. No case can be conceived therefore more in point. Yet without the
children being yet born or having done anything good or ill which could determine between them, God revealed His purpose respecting the
younger or lesser of the two, so that election might thus stand fixed and indisputable where His authority is owned.

Hence the apostle contrasts the call of God with works, rather than our faith, so as to cut of the poor semi-Pelagianism of such as Chrysostom
of old or Tholuck of late, which would make election governed by the foreseen superiority of one to the other. Language cannot more
precisely contradict this, the natural thought (not of natural men only but) of reasoning or imaginative saints. Esau had done noill to
disqualify him, Jacob no good to qualify him; but, before either of the twins was born, God in the exercise of His sovereign will chose that the
greater should do service to the lesser. Such was His purpose. Their works had nothing to do with the matter, and are excluded, so as to rest
all on the caller, God Himself.

On the other hand, there is no ground favorable to that absolute reprobation which Calvin deduces from this place.5 Not a syllable is hinted
as to hating the unborn Esau in Gen. 25 Man hastily infers reprobation of the one from the choice of the other. This is unfounded. Out of two
who have no claim to choose one to a superior place is to exercise will; but to show favor in one case is not therein to condemn the other.
They were in themselves both born in sin, as they no doubt grew up in sins. This is to be obnoxious to condemnation, which turns on man's
sins, not on God's purpose. It is not Jehovah's word to Rebecca, but by Malachi which speaks of hating Esau. It was at the very close of the
Old Testament, after Esau had displayed his unrelenting enmity to Israel. The love to Jacob thus was free; the hatred had moral grounds in
Esau.

Christian Truth: Volume 22, Suffering With Christ (8:17)



If so be that we suffer with Him, that we may be also glorified together." Rom. 8:17.

There is indeed the condition of suffering with Him in order that we may be glorified together; but this He makes good in all that are His. It is
not suffering for Him, for all Christians do not. But all suffer with Him, who have the divine nature, even Himself as their life, in an evil world
which constantly wounds and tries those who have that nature. This suffering flows from possessing life in Him while passing through a scene
where all is opposed to Him; and the indwelling of the Spirit, instead of hindering this holy sorrow, is rather the spring of energy, both in keen
apprehension and deep feeling of every way in which Christ is dishonored, and in meek endurance of all by which we may be tried according
to the will of God. Hence, if this place of suffering in the world, as it now is, be a necessary consequence of divine life surrounded by all that is
working out its way of misery, estrangement, and rebellion against Him, it is an immense privilege to suffer with Christ, cheered along the
road by the prospect of sharing His glory.

Deliverance, Deliverance: Part 2 (8:1-4)

Rom. 8:1-4

The apostle gives two conclusive reasons for this “For,” says he, “the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus had made me free from the law of
sin and death.” Before saying more, perhaps one ought to explain why the last clause of the first verse is quite ignored. It is not scripture. The
same clause is scripture in the fourth verse, but not in the first. It is as perfect and divine in the one case, as it is wrong and human in the
other. But the monastic scribes who copied for us the writings of the apostle seemed to have thought the first verse as it stood meager, and
rather dangerous too, and so did their best to improve and guard it by this addition. Was not this rationalistic? Rationalism does not mean
conscience judging what is wrong, but man presuming to judge where he should believe and learn of God. Any attempt to mend the
scriptures is about as bold and bad rationalism as can be. You may find it in a monk just as much as in a monkey-loving professor. No doubt
the monks included many a rationalist of the middle ages; | leave you to judge who are such now. In the first verse there cannot be a
question that the words referred to are a mere human accretion. Ask any one entitled to speak: Mill, Griesbach, Scholz, Lachmann,
Tischendorf or Tregelles, will tell you that the clause is an interpolation. They rejected it, not because all, or any of them, liked the truth
resulting from the true text, but because they were honest men, and competent scholars, and stuck to the best witnesses. In the Catholic
Greek Testaments of Munich, 1847, and of Dublin, 1860, you will find the same thing; the clause is omitted, and quite correctly, spite of the
Vulgate. So also Bishop Wordsworth and Dean Alford, in their editions of the Greek New Testament, omit it.

Do not mind what people say about, “peculiar views.” For that is just what | eschew, at least as much as they. | want to help souls more fully
into the truth, which surely ought not to be “peculiar.” | call human views, old tradition or modern speculation, peculiar, if not wicked too. But
| do not call it peculiar, and | hope you do not, to adhere uncompromisingly to the words of the Holy Spirit, and to seek the genuine, simple,
and sure sense of God's word. The true form of the verse, then, is, “There is therefore now no condemnation to them who are in Christ Jesus.”
The apostle so speaks without the smallest qualification. If you add, “who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit,” if you translate it more
correctly as not “who,” but “if,” “when,” or “because they walk not,” &c., you bring in another idea—walking in the Spirit, not standing. It
would amount then to this: that there is no condemnation to them if they walk in holiness. But this were to mix up the walk with the position,
the effect of which is that you can never be sure of your position. All is plunged in uncertainty. Place in Christ and walk in the Spirit are two
distinct things. | do not know what a man's position is by looking at his walk, for he may often shift and move. The walk is surely of the
utmost importance. But the first verse of the chapter speaks only of position, and if you bring in walk there, the position is unsettled, and the
truth is spoiled.

When you speak of walk, you bring in Christian responsibility (which | entirely admit); but if the apostle is teaching “no condemnation,” how
can our conduct, our desert, our possible faults be introduced? Do not faults deserve to be censured? Whose walk is such as to claim “no
condemnation?” If the walk is mixed up in the question, it is impossible for one over to know it. The word is thus made void, the apostolic
comfort is also nullified, and people get to a religion of doubt, in consequence of this confusion. They find themselves on a quicksand instead
of a rock, and miscall it Christianity, whereas it is so far a mere consecration of naturalism. The object of the verse is to show the rook on
which God has placed His people.

Surely there is a walk that suits people placed in that position, and scripture furnishes abundant instruction as to it. But the first need is to
know that | am placed by the grace of God where no condemnation can reach us. This gives solid peace, and becomes the means of power to
the believer. Do we want to know the ground of it? The answer follows. “For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me free from
the law of sin and death.” Mark the precision of the language. It is “the law of the Spirit of life,” meaning that fixed principle. Let others boast
about the law of Moses; the apostle says, this is the law for me, a Christian. Has Moses delivered you? He could only condemn. “As many as
are of the works of the law are under the curse.” This is the proper starting-point of the Christian, the soul set free. It is a place of deliverance
that nobody ever had till Christ died and rose again. And it is a remarkable fact that our Lord acted on this truth on the very day He rose from
the dead. He never did so before, coming into the midst of His disciples, He breathed on them the breath of His own resurrection-life. His own
people were plunged into the deepest distress by His death on the tree; but He imparted to them life more abundantly than before His death.
“l am come that they might have life, and that they might have it more abundantly.” While He was here, He was no doubt the life of the
believer; but risen from the dead, He gave life more abundantly.

It is familiarly known that some apply His in-breathing as if it meant inspiring the disciples to write the scriptures, as others take it to be
power to work miracles, and so forth. The truth however is that it means neither one nor other, nor anything but what is said here: “The law
of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and death.” Therefore it was that He said, “Receive ye the Holy
Ghost; whose soever sins ye remit, they are remitted,” &c. They were to go forth, as in Christ, in the power of the Spirit. They were to take
Christ's place in this world; dead to law and sin, and alive from, yet among, the dead. The world outside is the place of death, not of life. The



believer owns this, but thanks God that there are some living among the dead. And whence comes this life? From Christ risen—the law of the
Spirit of life in Christ Jesus. It was not a life breathed into any before He rose from the grave. If it had been before the cross, it would never
suit a sinner to receive it, any more than God to give it; nor could it be a guarantee of deliverance. But when the Lord Jesus went down into
the fight, the rule of that war was, that those who tarried with the stuff should share just as much in the spoils as He that went down to
battle. Such was the law of David; and it is the way of a greater than David. He alone fought the fight; but we reap the full fruits of His victory.
Grace has set me in this position, so that sin and death are no longer a law to me.

Sin is not a law, because | am no longer sold under and in bondage to sin; | am inexcusable if | do sin. There is no such necessity if | come
under grace. If | fail in prayer and vigilance, | am sure to sin; but | ought never to be unwatchful, and so never to sin. No Christian should deny
this. A Christian may sin, and a Christian does, if he is not walking in dependence on God. He is only kept so long as his life is practically one
of faith. “The life that | now live in the flesh,” says the apostle, “I live by the faith of the Son of God.” Where one walks in the Spirit, the
believer does not sin.

Sin, then, is not a law to the Christian, but what about death? Must not we all die? This is exactly what unbelief says—that we must all die.
“Surely,” some untaught soul cries, “you have not the face to say that we are not all to die.” Men are so appointed, but not Christians. We
shall not all sleep, but all be changed: | believe because God says it. “We shall not all sleep.” The moment Christ comes in bodily presence,
not a Christian falls asleep; on the contrary, those asleep arise. We are changed without dying. | say therefore that death is not a law to the
Christian. He is not doomed to die like a man naturally. It is quite true that death is the common portion of humanity, as such, but not of
God's children. “It is appointed unto men once to die.” But, as said before, a Christian is not a mere man. He is already delivered, taken out of
the lot of sin and death in which all mankind are naturally. We enter in Christ a supernatural state. Do you shrink from the supernatural? If
you believe in Christ, the Son of God, you must accept its fullness, for surely He is so. And on all who are His He imprints His own
incomparable blessedness, as He is their life and righteousness. | quite admit that we may die, just as we may sin. But | deny that either the
one or the other is a necessity for the Christian. When life in the Spirit was given, there was power against sin, and when Christ comes, death
shall disappear for all that are His. It is the effect of life in Christ, the life-giving Spirit. When my soul sees Him, my soul gets life; when my
body sees Him, my body will be immortalized and transformed. Such is the Christian's portion, and he should enter by faith into the
blessedness of Christ's triumph now. Consequently we are entitled to have peace, joy, power, and conscious victory now.

But along with it must be kept up the exercise of self-judgment; for if we are in Christ for no condemnation, Christ is in us for the continual
detection of the flesh already condemned by God, that the walk should be truly in the Spirit. “If Christ be in you, the body is dead because of
sin, and the Spirit is life because of righteousness.” As surely as Christ is ascended and the Holy Spirit now given, the two sides for the
Christian are inseparable for privilege and responsibility. Even as our Lord said, “At that day ye shall know that | am in my Father, and ye in
me, and | in you;” and what God has joined, let not man put asunder.

This deliverance has a great deal to do with a man's being spiritual. One may doubt that a person can be truly spiritual, in the scriptural
sense of the word, before he is delivered. Not that a delivered man will necessarily always walk as such, because we are liable to be off our
guard, and turn aside. What may not a Christian be dragged into when he forgets the Lord? But certainly the consciousness of deliverance by
Christ's death and resurrection is a weapon of great power. Like Goliath's sword in David's hand, none is like it. Nevertheless, one needs
dependence, as much after being delivered as before.

Could God condemn the life that is in Christ? But this is the life the Christian has. Do you suppose Christ's grace shown in that act was limited
to those who lived then? “Because | live, ye shall live also.” Was this true of the disciples alone? It was a sample of what He has done for and
gives to every Christian. | speak not of walk, but of what is at the bottom of it, when | say it is life in Christ. In Adam | have the natural life,
which is alas! depraved, proud or vain; willful and selfish. And where do | get the life that hates these and all evils alike? From faith in Christ.
It is no credit to the receiver. It is all and solely of the grace that was in our Lord Jesus. The risen Savior has a family instinct with the same
life that was and is in Himself. And the life is that, of One risen from the dead after all judgment was undergone. This last is the point the
apostle adverts to next. “For, what the law could not do, in that it was weak through the flesh, God sending his own Son in the likeness of
sinful flesh, and for sin condemned sin in the flesh.” (ver. 8.) God has already executed sentence of condemnation, not on us (else we should
be lost forever), but on Christ. The cross of Christ was not merely blood-shedding as the final answer to the various sacrifices; the
explanation, after long waiting, of why it was that God attached such importance to the offering of a bullock, a lamb, or a goat. Surely it was
not with slain beasts that God was occupied. He was giving sensible signs of the One sacrifice—presentiments of His Son that was coming. He
was setting plainly and distinctly before the eyes of a dull people that One who was to shed His blood for the sins of men.

But more than this: that One was to bear the judgment. There are two things appointed of God to men because of sin—death and judgment.
Christ bore judgment as well as death; and the consequence is that the believer now receives a double blessing. Not merely has he life, in
contrast with death, and pardon through that blood shed for the remission of the sins of many, but also deliverance in Him risen, and no
condemnation, through the condemnation having fallen wholly on Christ. This the law could not do. It could condemn the sinner, and nothing
else, because it was a good law. If it had been bad, it might have let off bad men. The law was therefore powerless to deliver; it condemned,
and only could condemn, the guilty. Had this been all, we were hopelessly lost. But sinners were the very people that God intended to save
by grace. In Christ He would save sinners, but condemn sin. The law could not deal with sin apart from the sinner. It dealt with a sinful man
for his sins, and the end could only be death for him. But it could not execute judgment on the nature, any more than extricate the man
himself. Whereas “God, sending His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin [that is, as a sin-offering] condemned sin in the flesh.”
The Son was sent in the likeness of sinful flesh, not in sinful flesh; else He must have suffered for Himself, and could be no unblemished
victim for others. It was not in the likeness of flesh, but really in flesh, He came.

How guarded is scripture! How much better than any formula, even the so-called Athanasian! What a meager effort at symbol is the vulgarly
styled Apostles' Creed! No wonder Whiston and other Arians could admire and use it. But the word of God is divine light to deal with man's
heart and conscience.

Look, then, at the truth of Christ as presented here. God sent His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin. He was the Holy One, and
yet became a man—as truly man as He was God. He, ever Son of God, came in the likeness of sinful flesh. He was born of a sinful mother, so



that none could have known, except by the revelation of God, that there was not the same state of humanity in Him as in her. It was a
revelation, distinct and positive, that He was the Son of God incarnate, not the son of a human father. He was the Son of God and the Son of
man as born of Mary, but certainly not Joseph's son, save legally. The Gospels, though some with more particularity, affirm distinctly, making
it blasphemy to deny it, that He was Son of God in the supremest sense.

That Blessed One came “in the likeness of sinful flesh, and for sin.” Mark this last, for it means as a sin-offering. “For sin” is its technical
expression in both Old and New Testaments. It was to deal with “sin,” not merely sins, that Christ was sent; to meet and remove that dead
weight which, in Rom. 7, the believer discovered—to have the root, as well as fruit, wholly disposed of. The burden of all fell on Christ. Sin in
the flesh God condemned in His cross. It is not pardon that is wanted for an evil nature, but condemnation. Pardon for sins one does want, but
condemnation, unqualified judgment, of the nature that produced them. And in order that you or | should be saved, that condemnation must
fall, not on us, but on the Savior. This is exactly what God has done. The condemnation of sin in the flesh, and by an offering for sin, fell on
the only One who had no sin in Him. If there had been sin in Him, | say not done by Him, then condemnation must have fallen on Him for
Himself. Such a falsification of His person was the peculiar and fatal error of Irvingism. In that system, in order to make the Lord Jesus
sympathize with us as much as possible, He was made to have fallen humanity. It was taught that He had taken into union with the divine
nature, not merely human nature, which is true, but fallen and peccable, which is a ruinous lie. If it had been so, Christ Could not have
suffered for us, but for Himself. But being the Holy One of God, the only One in whom was no sin, He could suffer, not only for sins, but for sin.
Consequently, in executing judgment on Him crucified, God condemned sin in the flesh.

And what was the moral end of it, as here shown us by the apostle “That the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in us whol walk not
after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” (Ver. 4.) Here comes in the walk of the Christian, in its proper order and only true plate. When the
Christian's standing, by grace, in Christ is a settled fact, when consciously delivered, in a new life by the Spirit, when he knows his nature
judged in the cross, then his walk according to the Spirit follows. And do you not know how, when you are not happy and free, everything
goes wrong? You are tried with, this and that, vexed with circumstances and with other people, and, most of all, if you told all out, with
yourself. Such is the condition of the soul in chapter vii. But now see here the efficacious excellence of what, God has wrought and gives in
Christ, Not only are sins forgiven, but the evil of flesh is already dealt with in His death. So that one has not to wait for one's own death for
deliverance. To faith the believer died with Christ, is alive in Him to God, and is therefore entitled to be no longer a self-tormentor because of
the total ruin and corruption within. The old man is as surely condemned in the cross, as the sins of the believer are washed away by the
blood of Christ. He submits to the humbling certainty that the nature is hopelessly evil, but accepts the blessed truth that it has been already
condemned by God in Christ's death. No part of scripture, no rite of Judaism, ever taught that man's nature gets better; Christianity sets
forth, even in baptism, that it is judged and set aside forever in Christ. It is only the fond fancy of a Brahminist, or of others hardly less dark in
principle, this notion of improving the flesh. It is the religion of human nature all over the world. But any effort to deliver myself, as it begins,
so can end, only in a religious imagination. It is by righteousness and in Christ, not by power, that victory comes over self. To trust oneself is
not to be delivered, but only deluded. Whereas, in the sense of total weakness, and ruin, and evil, to rest on Christ dead and risen, is to find
myself in Christ, and “no condemnation” my portion.

But we do well to mark the ground of “no condemnation.” First, God has given me a perfectly new life, the life of Christ risen from the dead;
and this He cannot surely condemn. The life of Christ is the. Christian's life, to which no condemnation can attach. But what about my old and
evil nature? God has already dealt with it, having executed sentence of death on it in the cross of Christ. Thus God gives the believer a new
life, which cannot be condemned, and has condemned the old man, out and out, in Christ's death. Therefore now no condemnation falls on
those that are in Christ Jesus. This is the truth for the soul to seize, a spring of confidence for going on with God (Rom. 7:7-23): a wholesome,
but painful, discipline, a transition state, during which the soul, desiring what is good, because converted, learned its utter powerlessness,
because it was under law, and did not yet submit to the sentence of death. Now it bows experimentally, and sees itself by faith delivered
according to the import of Christ's death in His resurrection. Thenceforth all is clear as to present as well as past, as to what you are, no less
than as to what you have done; and this, not at all because of what you were or are, but on account of Christ, whose death settled all
questions for you, and in whom you now live—alive from the dead to God.

Hence the righteousness of the law, instead of being a claim against you, and so condemning you, is now fulfilled in you, which is more
intimate than by you. Knowing God thus, you cannot but love Him; and, loving Him, you love your neighbor also, and even your enemy. By
the grace of God you are able to rise above the evil to which you once succumbed. If the believer loves God and his neighbor, is not the
righteousness of the law fulfilled in him? | do not admit such a thing as a Christian, in whom the righteousness of the law is not fulfilled. The
grace of God has wrought this immense change. The vain or proud man, who made himself his center, but now a believer, and in Christ, has
his heart drawn out in true love to God and love to his neighbor. And no wonder, when one is by grace so blessed! There is nothing that tends
to practical holiness so much as being, not pardoned only, but made perfectly happy by and in divine love. One does not become holy first,
and then happy, but if made happy, practical holiness follows. | speak now of what is wrought by God and His grace in the believer. But Christ
is all—not only He dying for us, but we living in Him risen.

Thus, as we see, this subject has its practical side. Grace has wrought in Christ for us “that the righteousness of the law might be fulfilled in
us who walk2 not after the flesh, but after the Spirit.” It is carefully added afterward, that, though one be delivered, he may not always walk
in the Spirit. He may yield to the flesh, and prove its bitter consequences. Who knows sorrow so humbling as that of the unfaithful Christian?
His is not the same wretchedness as that of Rom. 7 but of a still deeper kind. What anguish, after such mercy and grace, after knowing such a
God, to have forgotten and dishonored Him, grieved the Holy Spirit of God, and brought shame on the name of such a Savior! How exceeding
sinful does sin then appear in my eyes, and what self-reproach for having yielded to it! Chapter 7 describes the exercises of one quickened,
but not delivered in chapter 8 he is delivered, and consequently knows far deeper affections, nominally in good but it may be as to evil, if he
sin.

There is thus and thenceforward the constant necessity of discerning between flesh and Spirit. The flesh is the old stock, but there is a new
graft inserted. The old stock was nothing but a crab-tree, which, no matter how cultivated, would only bring forth Grabs. Its nature is not
changed, but a good tree is grafted into it. Still, if the old stock is allowed to bear at all, its fruit is, and must be, bad. The point, then, is not to
tolerate the least sprout of the old stock. Cultivate the new graft, and let it bear freely, but do not spare a single bud of the crab. This is just
what we have to do with the old man—the flesh. Walk after the Spirit, and not after the flesh. They are contrary to each other, that3 ye may



not do the things ye would, says Gal. 5 And this is practically carried out by applying the blessed truth, that | am entitled to reckon myself
dead to sin, but alive to God in Christ. It is a part of what grace teaches, and enables me to hold fast, being, we have seen, involved in the
declaration of baptism. Otherwise what means it? Is it merely the application of the blood of Christ that makes a Christian? Did not Christ
come by water and blood? We are not baptized in water, not blood. We needed not only His death for us, but ours with Him. Faith in His blood
gives remission of sins. But His death writes God's sentence on the flesh, treating it as a thing done with to faith. But Christ is risen, and we
are in Him accepted according to His, acceptance. Is this what men present or believe? Is Christianity short of it?
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Deliverance, Deliverance: Part 1 (8:1-4)

Rom. 8:1-4.

The beginning of Rom. 8 is the full answer to the cry of wretchedness in chapter 7: “O wretched man that | am | who shall deliver me from the
body of this death?” There are three great parts in the deliverance: first, the setting free of the soul at the commencement of its career; then
practical freedom in its course; and, finally, ultimate deliverance for the body in resurrection at the coming of our Lord. What concerns souls
pre-eminently, in the first instance, is that spiritual freedom, without which there can be no practical power, any more than in the service of
the Lord, or in worship. Hence it is this first part of the deliverance that it will be my main business to dwell on at present. Not that the
application to practice is not of the highest moment; but we should remember that practical freedom and power depend on this primary
deliverance. Again, final deliverance must not be supposed to be forgotten; but that is a question of the Lord's intervention by-and-by, when
there can be no possibility of a flaw. Now there may be first, failure, in appreciating the soul's deliverance, as in verse 2; and, secondly, in
turning practical liberty to the Lord's account in walk. But when the Lord comes to quicken these mortal bodies—and they are called mortal in
contradistinction from the soul—no failure will be possible. It was not necessary to call the soul immortal, because immortality is essentially
bound up with its nature.

Let us, then, turn to a little consideration of the first grand truth, the setting free of the soul. And this remark may be made at the threshold,
that the deliverance in question is quite distinct from quickening. Rom. 7 is the strongest possible proof of this; for we have, from verse 7
onward, exactly the experience of a man quickened, but not delivered. We see there a soul going through much painful exercise inwardly,
ending in the cry, “O wretched man,” &c. It is not a careless or unawakened person, but neither is it one delivered. There are two errors to be
avoided here, over-rating and under-estimating the condition of the case in Rom. 7. These two mistakes carry away far the largest part of
Christendom, and perhaps of real Christians. There are those who consider that the soul in this distress is unconverted; and one reason why
they do so is, because in the progress of its exercises it says, “l am carnal.” But such an inference is unwarranted, and arises from
confounding carnal with natural, which is ignorance of scripture. There are three classes, and not two only; there are natural, carnal, and
spiritual men. Now Rom. 7 describes the intermediate class; the person there is neither natural nor spiritual. This is where the great mistake
is made, and by none more than by the theologians. They confound a carnal with a natural man, supposing that “carnal” means one dead in
trespasses and sins. But in 1 Corinthians this distinction is plainly drawn. In chapter 2 the apostle, speaking of the natural man, declares that
he “receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God.” In chapter 3 he takes up the other term, and distinctly tells the Corinthian believers that
they were carnal; not, of course, natural, but “carnal.” They were believers, but in a wrong and low condition. They ought to have been, but
were not, “spiritual.”

Thus every believer is not by any means a spiritual person. For this reason the apostle, in addressing the Galatians, says, “Brethren, if a man
be overtaken in a fault, ye which are spiritual restore such an one in the spirit of meekness.” He did not mean by this that every believer is a
spiritual man, but, on the contrary, distinguishes certain believers more fitted than others for the delicate work of restoring a man who has
slipped aside. And who are they? The men who know best the hateful evil of flesh, as well as what is of far deeper moment, the grace of God.
These can therefore feel for souls ensnared and drawn away from the Lord. A carnal man knows God and himself so partially, that he is unfit
for such work. He would err, either on the side of easy-going amiability, which would slip over sin, or in overwhelming harshness. The spiritual
man, by grace, holds the balance even. He would condemn the wrong, but also meet the soul in a restorative grace.

This distinction appears everywhere. Among believers, who does not know some spiritual, with not a few carnal? As believers, they are no
longer natural, but they are not therefore necessarily spiritual. Not that they have not the Spirit, but that they do not walk or judge in the
Spirit. The possession of the Spirit does not necessarily make a man spiritual. The Corinthian saints clearly had the Spirit, but there was
unjudged activity of the flesh in many. There is a shade of difference between the word, and the sense, | also think, in Rom. 7, compared with
1 Cor. 3, which does not call for notice now. It is only one letter, and the Authorized Version always translates both as “carnal.” Do not
suppose that we are going into critical points now; but it surely is of interest and importance to apprehend the difference between being born
of the Spirit, and having the Holy Ghost dwelling in me. A man may be born of the Spirit, and yet may require to have the Holy Ghost given to
him. Now the word in Rom. 7 does not necessarily suppose that the Spirit is there, the word in Corinthians does. However this may be, we
may now turn to the fundamental Christian truth of present deliverance.

In Rom. 7 a struggle is described, and fully argued out; but this conflict supposes life. While a man is dead in trespasses and sins, there is no
such conflict. Mark the language of this soul. He has a hatred of evil, and yet falls into it; he loves what is good, and yet fails in doing it. It is a
state, not of natural wickedness, but of spiritual powerlessness. At Corinth the fleshly activity of the intellect overruled the mind of the Spirit
in too many saints. Here it was a dead weight of evil within, that always dragged him down when he wanted to do the will of God. He is like a
person in a quagmire, not drowned, but sunk deeply, and struggling; yet as soon as he gets one leg out, the other is more deeply in. And so
his state is most miserable. This increases, though with growing discernment of himself, until he turns to Christ. It is not a man who has not
seen Christ, but one who, looking to Him, thought it was enough for all need, and never expected to find, as a believer, evil continually within
him. He wakes up at length to the humbling fact that there is this constant inward evil ever seeking to break out, and that having the blood of
Jesus for his forgiveness does not fully deal with the ease. It is a question, not of pardon only, but of deliverance. “wretched man that | am |



who shall deliver me?” He has life, and the law has probed him as born of God, and killed him in conscience. It is far from true that he is dead
in trespasses and sins; but an awakened conscience has given the law killing power, and he is slain in the conviction of sin, which he had not
been if an unconverted man. The unconverted knows nothing of this inward exercise and soul trouble. Here | am obliged to part from my
Arminian friends, who generally regard this latter part of Rom. 7 as a description of the natural man. “I am carnal,” says the apostle. They are
wrong.

But on the other side are those who tell you that this is a description of a spiritual man in as blessed a state as he over can expect here. The
apostle, they argue, says, “I,” and from this they infer that he means himself personally, and, moreover, in his then spiritual state. Just as if
we did not often see the apostle using the first person singular to put a case. Nothing is more common, even in the language of every-day
life. You hear a person who is unmarried say, “l as a husband,” or “I as a father,” would do so and so. The speaker does not assert that he is
either, but merely uses himself as an illustration. In his First Epistle to the Corinthians, the apostle speaks of transferring to himself and to
Apollos a case which really was meant to apply to others. But we have the beat reason for saying that this mast be the case in Rom. 7. The
same epistle goes on to say in continuous argument, “The law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus hath made me free from the law of sin and
death.” He could not be spiritually both a slave, “sold under sin,” and made free at the same time.

Therefore it is clear that the latter part of Rom. 7 does not describe the state of the apostle himself at the time; and the Calvinistic view, that
the condition of soul there exhibited is the normal state of the Christian, is just as great an error as the Arminian notion that it is the
description of an unconverted soul. The fact is, that both Calvinists and Arminians confound the carnal with the natural man. They have not
seen the distinction that scripture makes. Appeal to any of their writings you please. Though acquainted with their best writers at different
times, | believe that, without a single exception on either side of the controversy, they both confound the carnal and the natural man. | do not
say this in any way as a reproach, but for the purpose of our learning the truth more fully and exactly. To omit this distinction obscures the
whole subject.

It confounds things that differ, and you never can mistake scripture without being involved in serious consequences. The natural man and the
spiritual man do not comprehend all possible conditions of soul. There is the natural man who has not Christ at all, the carnal man who has
Christ, but is not yet delivered from himself—there is such a thing possible in believers—and the spiritual man. In the intermediate condition,
as | may call it, there is always a craving after that deliverance which is not possessed. It was this that led to the movement, which we all
remember, a few years ago regarding what was called” the higher life,” and “holiness by faith.” All that was just a yearning after deliverance.
Now I shall endeavor to show that we need only what is in the Bible, not new views. We want rather to be delivered from speculations, and to
be more deeply grounded in the imperishable truth of scripture.

The experience of the soul is a valuable thing, and that the state described in Rom. 7 is one of no little moment to pass through. No soul ever
values freedom, without having known something of bondage. And | very much question whether those that slip over this seventh chapter
ever really know what it is to get into the eighth. In the proper experience of every believer there is a most seasonable breaking down of self,
which is the consequence of measuring ourselves before God. We have to learn a grave and important lesson from God in this way, and it
cannot be learned by a mere effort of the mind, nor is it without practical working in the soul. Here we have the process followed out in detail.
The apostle takes up the case, supposing a person who was quickened but who had not fully learned himself. How is this necessary lesson
learned? He tries to do what he knows he should and what he desires, but he breaks down; he tries again, and breaks down again. He
betakes himself, of course, to prayer and reading; he tries to better himself by fasting and other forms of self-denial; in short, everything is
tried except the one and only right way. He has not yet learned this—to abandon himself, and rest in another. No doubt he himself is proved
and discovered. God has not let him try all these ways of his own without profit. He gets humbled about himself as a saint, learns to distrust
himself, even as a converted man, and is thus fitted to receive more and more from God of the value of Christ. The truth is, that the effect of
sin is far deeper than men suppose. Life and forgiveness are not all that is wanted. Both are given in the gospel: but besides there is present
deliverance. And this deliverance comes after there has been practical proof, not merely that we are sinners, but that we are without
strength, which is a deeper thing. Here the soul is brought to the pass; “O wretched man that | am! who shall deliver me?” He looks out of
himself; there was the turning-point. He had looked to. the Lord to find life and forgiveness; but when he had Christ, he thought, “Surely |
shall be able to soon now happily glorifying the Lord.” He finds out his weakness, he struggles and strives, but finds it out more and more. At
last he looks about himself, and not his past sins only, to Christ, and this is the consequence, “There is therefore now no condemnation to
them which are In Christ Jesus.”

The first part here stated of this deliverance is, that grace puts us in a new place, or position, in which there can be nothing against us. At
once we see the contrast with Adam. It was not merely that the first man fell, and that his children were sinners, but the whole thing is
involved, and involves them in condemnation. In contrast, then, with fallen Adam stamping the fall on all his family, there is another, or
second Man, and last Adam. What is His position? Risen and in glory. The apostle does not pursue all the consequences here, but particularly
presses this, that Christ is dead and risen. He is not merely an expiatory sacrifice, but a dead and risen Savior. And thus He is applied to the
condition of the man who believes in Him. Nothing so frees from claim as death. Have there been debts? Death cancels them. Claims? Death
comes in, and dissolves their force. Do | deny, then, the responsibility of the Christian? The very reverse. But his responsibility is not that of a
man naturally, which comes to an end in death (not his own, but Christ's, and the believer's with Him,) and where man ends, the Christian
begins. The Christian, therefore, is baptized into Christ's death. It is thus a dead and risen Christ that characterizes Christianity. A living Christ
was what the Jew wanted. They would have liked a mighty Messiah born in the world to lead them on to victory and supremacy. And this is
very much what many Christians think and crave after. But it is not Christianity, which is founded on the death of Christ; and He is risen.

Therefore it is that the Christian now is not merely forgiven, but identified with a dead Christ; and the consequence is, he is dead to sin. Such
is the argument of the apostle in Rom. 6. The Christian is likewise dead to the law. | know there are those who tell you that the law is dead,
but they are quite wrong. The law, far from dead, is a living and killing power; and you must therefore pronounce death, not upon the law, but
upon yourself. (See Gal. 2) God gives the believer in Christ to take the place of being dead, both to sin and to law: but is this all? Surely not; it
is only negative. No, he is in Christ Jesus, the One risen from the dead. The Christ that the believer possesses is One who, after His death, not
only for our sins but for sin itself, passed into resurrection life, and that, too, as a life-giving Spirit. Who receives this life? The Christian. As a
believer in Christ, and submitting to God's righteousness, he has received new life and the Spirit, and consequently his position is in Christ
Jesus. Therefore he partakes of all that Christ is, as risen. All His blessedness—not speaking of Him as a divine Person, the eternal Son of God,



but as Man risen from the dead—now attaches to every believer in Him. And for this reason it is that the apostle says, “There is therefore now
no condemnation to them who are in Christ Jesus.” You might as well talk of condemning Christ as of condemning the Christian. Since Adam's
fall, the curse rested on him and on all his seed. So now, since His death and resurrection, the favor of God rests just as thoroughly on Christ
and all who are His. For in point of fact they are in Christ as men naturally are said to be in Adam. No doubt it is a mystical way of speaking,
but it is a real thing. The expression is a figure, but the fact is certain. Are the effects of connection with Christ less real than of connection
with Adam?

What a blighting thing is the unbelief that perverts and distorts, or destroys, the force of such deep realities! Do you say they are not facts?
Are the only facts things that you can see and feel? Are you a positivist? Is there nothing real but sin and misery? Is God nothing? or are you
as unbelieving, or worse, than a Jew or a heathen? Is not Christ as real as Adam? | admit the reality of sin. Alas, we know it too well! We know
it even as natural men, and we felt it even when we were carnal—if indeed we are spiritual now. Let us search and see how far our souls have
passed out of human thoughts, for this is carnality in a Christian. The Corinthians were in that state; they allowed the thoughts of men to
sway them. We are called, on the contrary, to enter into the revealed truth of God. We are said to “have the mind of Christ.” The Corinthians,
as all Christians, had the title to this, but did not make it good; they had the ground, capacity, and power, but did not use what they had,
through value for the world's wisdom—surely an important distinction, and a common danger.

Here, then, is the first clearing of the Christian position. “There is therefore now no condemnation to them who are in Christ Jesus.” It is not
merely no condemnation for this or that—for particular acts or things—but no condemnation whatever; it is absolute. Were there no faults or
blemishes? Too many and grave; but for what did Christ die? And Christ is risen, and there is no condemnation. Are you still afraid to rest in
Him? Better not be distrustful of Him or the word of God; far better to believe it, and be afraid of ourselves. This is both wiser and humbler. |
know there are many who read the word of God, and hesitate to accept the clear and absolute language of scripture. But we ought, in this
respect at least, to be calm and confident. Remember that | am not now resting on an isolated bit of scripture, though a single text is stabler
than heaven and earth; | refer to what is the very back-bone and substance of this epistle. | am not pressing you with a mere fragment of
scripture, torn out of its place and context. | leave that to others; and there are plenty who preach thus on scraps. Beyond controversy, the
apostle is sheaving that believers have an entirely new position in the dead and risen Christ. They are as truly partakers of the acceptance in
which He stands risen from the dead, as men naturally inherit the condemnation of the first man. No condemnation can any longer touch His
person who secures the Christian. We are in Christ.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 8:31-39, Notes on (8:31-39)

We now enter on the distinct portion which closes this division of the epistle, where the apostle interrogates and, | may say, challenges all
adversaries in presence of the rich and varied provisions of redemption.

“What then shall we say to these things? If God [is] for us, who [shall be] against us? He who spared not his own Son but gave him up for us
all, how shall he not also with him freely give us all things?” (Ver. 31, 32.)

It is no longer that we are in Christ and Christ in us, nor is it the witness and work of the Spirit in us whether in joy or sorrow; but the
deduction from all that God is for us, not only superior to all that would hurt us, but leading to the bold question, Who dare be against us? All
is measured by God's gift of His own Son, not spared but delivered up for us all; a plain and irrefragable answer to every doubt both of the
reality of His love and of its extent; and this for the entire family of God. There was one object above all dear and precious to God, His own
Son; and it was His own on whom for us He spared in no way, but for us all surrendered Him to all that is dreadful in our eyes, to His heart
infinitely worse—who knew His Father's love and felt evil as none but He could. That God should in His grace secure all things to us after such
a gift is what we cannot but feel to be easily understood and suitable to His love, if not even necessarily due to the glory of Christ. Nothing
can be lacking by the way: in the end we shall share all things with Him who is the Heir of all things. He made all, has reconciled all and will
take all under His glorious sway; but we shall reign with Him. He is head over all to the Church which is His body, says our apostle elsewhere.
Here he does not pursue the counsels of God but affirms the principle of grace in righteousness as applied to our individual relationship. It
was no sudden thought but a settled design which went right through to glory with Christ, after the full trial and demonstration of the uniform
and complete failure of the first man. It is now a question of the Second man and of those that are His; and thus it is as plain as it is sure that
God is for them; and if so, who is against them? Our sins have been remitted, sin in the flesh condemned, ourselves believing in Jesus and His
blood, yea dead with Him and alive in Him to God: who then is against us? God has proved Himself for us where we had most ground for
dread, and dread of Him above all; for against Him had we sinned. But in nothing has He shown His grace so deep and conspicuous as in our
hopelessly evil state; in nothing so exhibited the worth and efficacy of the redemption through His Son. We are entitled then in faith to ask:
“If God is for us, who shall be against us?” We are entitled to count that He that spared not His own Son will along with Him lavish on us
everything good for us now everything glorious by and by.

If His Son is the measureless measure of His love to us, “who shall bring a charge against God's elect?” In this epistle the Spirit glories in
connecting the objects He is handling with God. Not only is the righteousness, the grace, the glory, God's, but so also is the gospel at the very
commencement, and so here are the elect. The enemy had better beware of meddling with God's elect. What did Satan make of it when it
was only Joshua the type of a better, and about Jerusalem that he dared to resist? Did not Jehovah then take up the matter for the
encouragement of the guilty whom He meant to save in sovereign mercy? Did He not declare that He had chosen Jerusalem, a brand plucked
out of the fire? Not more distant but nearer is His relationship with us; not darker but far more clear the revelation of His grace to us since the
death and resurrection of His own Son. Just as God interposed and spoke for Joshua, so here (says the apostle), “[It is] God that justifieth: who
is he that condemneth?” This | think is the true way of arranging as well as punctuating the clauses. The Authorized Version impairs the link
between the end of verse 33 and the beginning of verse 34, as also between the rest of verse 34 and verse 35; while others seem to me to
injure the force by putting a note of interrogation at the end of verses 33 and 34.

Remark here that God is represented as the Justifier. It is not only that we have been justified by faith, justified before God, but He justifies.
How does He justify? Is it not with that absolute perfection in which He carries on His work and His ways? Is it less perfect where He justifies



those He destines to be conformed to the image of His Son in virtue of His infinite work on the cross?

But if there be an analogy with one prophet, there is a clear allusion to another. Isa. 1 introduces God's elect Servant, substituted for Israel
who had rejected Him, and skews that He was not more certainly the obedient and suffering one than the Jehovah God of Israel who made
heaven and earth. Hence whatever the indignities He endured, the issue is sure, and all through He reckons on the fullest vindication. He in
the midst of His shame, though thinking it not robbery to be on equality with God, can say “the Lord Jehovah will help me; therefore shall |
not be confounded: therefore have | set my face like a flint, and | know that | shall not be ashamed. He is near that justifieth me; who will
contend with me let us stand together: who is mine adversary? let him come near to me. Behold, the Lord Jehovah will help me; who is be
that shall condemn me? lo, they all shall wax old as a garment; the moth shall eat them up.” (Isa. 1:7-9.)

What Christ says in the prophecy, the apostle does not hesitate to apply to the Christian. How blessed is this identification! It is the more
striking too because immediately follow words descriptive neither of Himself nor of the Christian who now enjoys His righteous vindication
along with Him, but of the godly remnant who have to walk in darkness, though trusting in the name of Jehovah while they obey the voice of
His servant (ver. 10), and of the godless mass who with increasing unbelief turn to every refuge of lies to end all in sorrow, shame, and
judgment. (Ver. 11.) This brings out very definitely the peculiar blessedness of the Christian through known redemption, and the indwelling of
the Spirit who glorifies Christ in their behalf as cannot be with even the righteous remnant.

It was needful to point out our distinctive position before a psalm is quoted (ver. 36) where we are viewed in circumstances analogous to
theirs. For both are true: we have much that is common to all saints till Christ comes; but we and they have what is characteristic and
peculiar.

“[It is] God that justifieth: who [is] he that condemneth [It is] Christ that died, but rather was raised, who is also at [the] right hand of God,
who also intercedeth for us: who shall separate us from the love of Christ? tribulation, or distress, or persecution, or famine, or nakedness, or
danger, or sword? even as it is written, For thy sake we are being put to death all the day; we were reckoned sheep for slaughter.' Nay but in
all these things we more than conquer through him that loved us.” (Ver. 32-37.)

Here not only have we Christ presented in the full extent of His work from His death on the cross through resurrection to His presence and
activity of intercession for us at God's right hand, as the ground for the challenge. Who shall sever us from the love of Christ, but the
difficulties and perils and sufferings for us along the road are mustered and arrayed in all their strength in order to prove its fidelity and
unfathomable depth. Certainly, if we now, as the godly of old and ere long in the latter day, taste somewhat the bitterness of the way and the
obstacles the enemy puts before us, Christ drank that cup and more to the dregs. Not only did He drink what was and could be His alone; but
which of our afflictions was He a stranger to? Deeper by far, and felt according to the competency of His person to estimate and suffer, they
became only the demonstrations of His perfect love to us, Himself all the while the faithful witness. Christ who is risen and on high has been
in them all, having gone down incomparably lower than the lowest of us. None of these, then, shall separate us from the love of Christ.

Thus God has proved Himself for us, first, in the gift of His own Son and of all things with Him; secondly, in justifying us Himself according to
His value for Christ and His work; thirdly, in the love of Christ who has borne witness of its strength here below in all possible trials that could
separate us from any other as surely as He is exercising it for us before God in virtue of redemption. “In all these things we are more than
conquer through him that loved us.”

“For | am persuaded that neither death nor life, nor angels nor principalities, nor things present nor things to come, nor powers,1 nor height
nor depth, nor any other creature, shall be able to separate us from the love of God which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” (Ver. 38, 39.) Here we
have still deeper difficulties, not the visible, but the invisible, the spiritual; but after all (sum them all up as the apostle does in his climax),
they are but the creature, and they are arrayed at their strongest in order to be blotted out as nothing in presence of the all-vanquishing love
of God which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.

For here, as the suited winding up, let it be remarked that it is the love of God, rather than of Christ as in verse 35. Each is exactly in place;
the love of Christ as evident in suffering to the utmost for us here, and animated with the self-same love in His intercession in heaven for us
who suffer still where He suffered; the love of God none the less real if less in sight, His immense and unchanging love whose grace planned
all, gave all, forgave all, justified all, sustains all, and will bring all to that fullness of love and joy and glory which can satisfy such a God and
the redemption of such a Savior. If “the love of Christ” is our boast for its tender fidelity in fathoming all depths and pleading our cause above
all heights, the immutable strength of “the love of God which is in Christ Jesus our Lord,” before all and through all and to all eternity, imparts
the fullest rest and confidence to our hearts.

Notes on the Epistle to the Romans, Romans 8:28-29, Notes on (8:28-30)

These verses are a transitional link from the work of the Spirit in us to the bold challenge in the conclusion of the chapter (ver. 31-39),
grounded on the assurance that God is for us against all adversaries and spite of every weakness. That they may be rightly viewed thus is
apparent. First, there is a distinct allusion, in the opening words, to the previous clause, which traced the value and comfort of the Spirit in
helping our infirmity. For He, when we know not what to pray for as we ought, Himself intercedes for us with unutterable g