The Natural Knowledge of God and Civic Righteousness*
By John P. Meyer

The problem that has been troubling church circles of late does not revolve on the question whether there is a
natural knowledge of God or not, and whether we must grant that man is capable of practicing civic righteous-
ness. It is conceded by all concerned that man has a knowledge of God outside of God's revelation of Himself in
the Scriptures. It is granted also that this natural knowledge is not an illusion, a fond dream or a nightmare as
the case may be, but it agrees to the facts and is true as far as it goes. Likewise it is conceded that natural man
can lead a respectable and honorable life, observing all ordinances of local and federal government, as well as
the common rules of decency. We may also grant that man is capable of finding pleasure in leading such a life,
not only demanding it of others.

Moreover, the problem is not whether such natural knowledge and righteousness is capable of develop-
ment. It is taken for granted that God Himself implanted a concept of Himself in the hearts of men and gave
them their conscience to bear witness to them about their relation to Him as their God, and of their accounta-
bility to Him for their conduct over against His inscribed law. It is understood that this inborn knowledge can be
deepened and widened by a study of nature and of history, and conscience can be trained to react with greater
readiness and precision. So can also the will be strengthened to produce a more vigorous civic righteousness. It
is, of course, a fact too well established by experience that the natural knowledge of God can be dulled by
neglect, and conscience may be blunted.

The question for us to consider is, what is the value of the natural knowledge of God with reference to
the Gospel message? Does it help or hinder the creation of faith? And what is the relation of civic righteousness,
not only to the righteousness of justification that avails before God, but also to Christian sanctification? Spec-
ifically, can the church incorporate the forces of the natural knowledge and of the inborn or cultivated con-
sciousness of our obligation to our God in her program of child training and Christian character building?

In looking for an answer to our question we naturally turn to St. Paul's Epistle to the Romans first,
because there he speaks in express words about. the knowledge of God and the working of righteousness as
found in natural man, in the Gentiles who were uninfluenced by the oral and written revelation of Himself
which God had granted to the Jews. Paul takes up this matter in chap. 1, 19.

In order to grasp his meaning more readily, and to feel the weight of his argument more keenly, it will
be well not to neglect the context. Hence we shall first spend some time on what precedes v. 19. There are
particularly two things which demand our attention. Paul, having never been in Rome before, introduces himself
to the Roman congregation and speaks at length on his office and the nature of his work. Secondly, Paul in a
very formal way announces the theme of his epistle, in the course of which he will also discuss the question
concerning the natural knowledge of God and of civic righteousness.

Who is Paul, and what is the nature of his work? Why does he mention civic righteousness in connection
with his work? Is his work of such a nature that it is benefited by the natural knowledge of God? And can he
profitably integrate the cultivation of civic righteousness in the work outlined for him by God?

Paul introduces himself as a doulos Christou Iesou. We mark the word doulos, which vividly describes
the relation of Paul to Christ Jesus. In a general Way it denotes that Paul is working for Jesus. However, this
term stresses a certain aspect of that relation. It does not stress the work as such, work in so far as it is opposed
to inactivity, to idleness or rest. If Paul had desired to stress that aspect, the fact that his relation to Christ
involved toil and labor, he would have used the term hypéretés. On their first mission journey Paul and
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Barnabas had John Marcus for a hypéretés, (Acts 13, 5). In 1 Cor. 4, 1, Paul calls himself and Apollos hypéretai
of Christ. In Rom. 1, 1, he uses a different word to describe his relation to Christ.

Again, by calling himself doulos he does not stress the fact that his work is benefiting the kingdom of
Christ, that he is rendering a service in the interest of Christ. If that had been his aim he would have used the
word diakonos. He often calls himself a diakonos - of God, of Christ, of the New Testament; a man to whom the
diakonia has been entrusted, the diakonia of righteousness, of reconciliation, diakonia meaning about as much
as administration. In Rom. 1, 1, however, he does not stress this aspect of his relation to Christ. He calls himself
doulos.

Doulos is the direct opposite of eleutheros. If any one stands in the relation of a doulos to some one else,
he has no judgment of his own, nor any will of his own. He must in every respect resign himself to the judgment
and the will of his master. His duty is simply to take orders, and to carry them out to the letter. The word doulos
(and douleia) does not necessarily connote burdensome labor, or unpleasant labor, as does, e.g., our English
word to "slave" for some one. Nor does it even imply that the doulos does his work unwillingly, or merely for
fear of punishment. In 1 Cor. 9, Paul stresses the fact that he is doing his difficult work most willingly; and
Peter warns the bishops against performing the duties of their office either "by constraint” or "for filthy lucre."
All of this is beside the mark in ascertaining the meaning of doulos. The only point of importance is that the
doulos is determined in his work, not by his own judgment or desire, but only and completely by that of his
master. That the stress of the concept doulos lies on the obedience, which a doulos renders is readily seen from
the fact that St. Paul, on given occasions, explains the one term by the other, or substitutes the one for the other.
In our Epistle, chap. 6, 16, he uses the expression to yield ourselves "doulous to obey,” or more literally, to
"present ourselves as doulous for obedience.” In the same verse he declares: "douloi you are to him whom you
obey." In v. 17 he thanks God that the Romans were douloi of sin, but have become obedient to the form of
doctrine which was delivered unto them. When speaking of Christ's state of exinanition, Phil. 2, 7. 8, Paul
explains the morphé doulou by saying that Jesus "became obedient unto death, even the death of the cross."

A little digression will be pardoned. It may help to shed some light on our point. - A passage that is
disturbing many minds and hearts today is Rom. 16, 17. 18. We shall for the present concentrate all our
attention on the remark that certain people are serving their own belly, not our Lord Jesus Christ. Douleuousin
means: they take their orders. When in our English 1anguage we call them belly-servers, this really creates a
wrong impression because of the different connotation. Paul does not insinuate in the least that the division
makers and "scandal” mongers are trying to gratify their carnal lusts. What he wants to say is that, their
"good words and fair speeches™ notwithstanding, they are taking their orders, not from our Savior, but from
their own egotistic interests. He does not even say that they do so deliberately, or are at all aware of it. He states
their servitude to their belly as a bare fact. - By the way, with this charge Paul does not read them out of the
church. He uses the word toioutoi, which both generalizes and specifies. He is not limiting his remarks to some
special group of errorists; e.g., the Judaizers, but includes all who cause division and offenses. On the other
hand, he strictly limits his judgment to just this part of their conduct. In so far as they are such, namely people
engaged in causing division and offenses, they act in the employ of their own flesh. In general, they may
still be Christians, however encumbered with a vicious infection. We may translate: They serve not fully our
Lord Jesus, but in a certain respect their own belly. For a similar use of "not-but” compare Phil. 2, 21, where
Paul in speaking of his own chosen assistants, complains: "All seek their own, not the things which are Jesus
Christ's.”

Back to our text.

If Paul is a doulos, then his own person, his natural endowments, his education, his social standing, etc.,
count for very little; the only thing that counts is whose doulos he is, from whom he takes his orders. Paul calls
himself a doulos of Christ Jesus. If the Romans understand Christ Jesus, then they will know the nature of Paul's
work. If they realize that Christ Jesus came not to be ministered unto, but to minister and to give His life as a
ransom for many; if they realize that Christ Jesus came, to save sinners, all sinners, whether they be high or low,
scoundrels or respectable in the sight of men; if they realize that He came, not to call the righteous to repent-



ance, but sinners: then they will also know what the work is that Paul is doing, and the spirit in which he is
doing it. For he is a doulos Christou Iesou.

This is of importance for our question. Whatever use Christ Jesus has in His work of redemption for the
natural knowledge of God and for civic righteousness; just so much importance must every doulos of His
ascribe to these factors also. We shall not start an investigation now, we only mark this point to help us
understand Paul's approach to the question in the body of his letter.

Next Paul calls himself klétos apostolos aphorismenos eis euangelion Theou. \We must not separate the
various elements of this phrase, but take the whole as belonging together and expressing a single concept: God's
called apostle confined to His Gospel.

The basic element in this compound concept is that of an apostle. An apostle in the general sense is an
authorized representative. Like Paul in the present case, so Jesus also placed an apostle and a doulos in parallel,
Jh. 13, 16: "The servant (doulos) is not greater than his lord; neither he that is sent (apostolos) greater than he
that sent him." Men that were delegated to minister unto Paul are called the apostles of those churches, e.g.,
Epaphroditus, Phil. 2, 25; likewise men that were delegated to deliver the great collection to Jerusalem with
Paul, 2 Cor, 8, 23. Even Christ is called, not only our Highpriest, but He whom we confess as God's Apostle to
us, Heb. 3, 1.

This name was then applied specifically to those men whom Jesus chose to carry His Gospel into all the
world. It will suffice to refer to Lc. 6, 13, where it is recorded that Jesus chose twelve of His disciples, "whom
also He named apostles.” Then in a looser way other messengers of the Gospel were also called apostles. Cf.
Acts 14, 4, where Barnabas is so called together with Paul. To his opponents in Corinth Paul once ironically
gave the title of superfine (hyper lian) apostles (2 Cor. 12, 11).

When Paul in our text calls himself an apostle he wants to be understood, as always when he calls
himself so, in the technical sense, as belonging to the same class with the Twelve. He emphasized this idea in
several places in different ways. He combined with it the concept of a herald (kéryx) in1 Tim: 2,7 ;2 Tim. 1,
11. Over against the Corinthians he emphasized his apostleship by pointing not only to signs and wonders as his
credentials, 2 Cor. 12, 12, but to the Corinthians themselves as being living monuments to his effective apostle's
work done in their midst, | Cor. 9, 1. 2. When both his apostolic office and apostolic authority were questioned
in Galatia, he stressed the fact that he had his apostleship neither of men, nor by the mediation of any man, but
by Jesus Christ Himself and God, Gal. I, 1. Since in Rome Paul's apostleship was not questioned, he appeals to
his office merely to set forth the nature of his work. He is not coming to them for his own purpose, nor with his
own philosophy. He is an apostle, an authorized agent of some one else, whose work he is carrying out.

This fact he elucidates further by speaking of himself as a "called apostle." He did not apply for the
position, he did not volunteer, but an unsolicited call came to him and made him an apostle. His own personal
plans would never have made him one. They lay in the very opposite direction. He was bent, not on building up
the church of Christ, but on pulling it down and destroying it. Then that majestic event, terrifying yet soul-
refreshing, overtook him near Damascus. There a call came to him to accept the very Jesus whom he was
persecuting as his only Savior, and to turn about and henceforth proclaim the Gospel with the same determina-
tion with which he had hitherto endeavored to wreck it. That call made him a Christian and an apostle. Kletos
apostolos.

Yes, he is an authorized agent of God and Christ, and as such he has received very specific instructions.
He is aphorismenos, set aside, "earmarked." His work is circumscribed, confined, limited, restricted: eis
euangelion. His assignment is as wide and as narrow as the Gospel. Whatever the Gospel includes is included in
Paul's program; and whatever is foreign to the Gospel, must be absolutely kept out of his work.

Just as in the first phrase, servant of Christ Jesus, the genitive is the important point, so in the second the
restriction to the Gospel is the decisive concept. It will be well, therefore, to call to mind some of the character-
istics peculiar to the Gospel. When describing the Gospel in First Corinthians Paul applied to it the word of the
prophet: "Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered into the heart of man, the things which God
hath prepared for them that love him." This holds not only in case of man in general, who may be uneducated,
but for the very "princes" among men, viz., those who have developed to the highest degree possible their native
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abilities, including their natural knowledge of God and their civic righteousness. That all their brilliant achieve-
ments in the field of philosophy have not brought them one step nearer to a proper evaluation of Christ and His
Gospel, they evinced by the fact that they "crucified the Lord of glory." It ever remains true, as Paul concludes,
that "the natural man - no matter how highly he develops his natural knowledge of God and cultivates his civic
righteousness - receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God; for they are foolishness unto him; neither can he
know them, because they are spiritually discerned.” Jesus' judgment stands, that the things of the Gospel are
"hidden from the wise and prudent.” The Psalmist of old painted a correct picture of the situation when he said
that the very kings and rulers among the people are the ones who band themselves together against the Lord and
against His Anointed.

Paul wanted the Romans to understand, when he introduced himself as a doulos of Christ Jesus and as
an apostle set apart for the Gospel, that he was coming to them not as an educator aiming to develop something
which they already possessed by nature in embryonic form, not even as a reformer, aiming to lead people back
from abuses to a purer form of worship; but that he represented a cause which is utterly foreign to natural man
and which natural man cannot but hate and oppose as subversive of all moral and religious life.

The thoughts which Paul thus briefly set forth by calling himself a doulos of Christ Jesus and an apostle
confined to the Gospel, he enlarges somewhat in his following remarks, in which he reverses the order, begin-
ning this time with the Gospel, "which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures concerning
his Son Jesus Christ our Lord.”

It will not be necessary for our immediate purpose to enter into a detailed study of all contained in these
words; it will be sufficient to mark in a general way what Paul says and what he omits to say about the Gospel.
In three points he bases his own Gospel work on the Old Testament. His Gospel is the very thing which God
promised afore; God's promise was given by the instrumentality of His prophets; His promise is laid down in
holy Scriptures.

The difference between the Old Testament and the New is precisely that of promise and fulfillment, and
whatever is immediately implied in these terms, e.g., a difference in the degree of clearness, in the number of
details, etc. The difference is not one of narrowness and bigotry on the one hand, and liberality and broad-
mindedness on the other; or something like that. No, as far as content is concerned, or basic principles, and the
like, the two coincide completely. Novum Testamentum in Vetere latet, Vetus in Novo patet. Paul preaches
exactly the Gospel which God promised afore, without additions, or subtractions, or alterations.

The second point is that Paul's Gospel, in the form of Old Testament promises, was conveyed by God to
man through the instrumentality of His prophets. He chose His prophets, trained His prophets, and spoke by the
mouth of His prophets. Were there not other wise men in the world, and learned, who by their philosophy
discovered valuable truths and made them accessible to men? Think of Aristotle's book on Ethics, and the
works of other philosophers along these lines. No, God could not use them. In fact, they were the very ones who
led the people away from God, and their philosophy ran directly counter to God's promise. Paul's Gospel is
limited to what the prophets say; they are his only source of information.

The third point narrows, the matter down still more. The promises God gave by the mouth of His proph-
ets are contained in the holy Scriptures. The writings left behind by the prophets are holy writings, because the
prophets were not their real authors. No book of human origin deserves the name holy. The writings of the
prophets are holy. No prophecy of the Scripture is of any private interpretation. The prophecy came not in old
time by the will of men; but holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. The writings of the
Old Testament prophets were in a class by themselves: they were holy writings, majestic and awe-inspiring,
because they were given by inspiration of God. In them, and in them alone, did Paul find the Gospel which God
promised by the prophets, and which Paul now was called to proclaim.

Paul, in the introduction of himself to the Romans, next returns to Jesus Christ, who is the heart of the
Gospel in every respect. He describes Him in these words: "Which was made of the seed of David according to
the flesh, and declared (ordained) to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the
resurrection from the dead."”



To the most casual reader it must be evident that Paul is here referring to the two states of Christ, the
state of exinanition and the state of exaltation. Since these are not as such a part of our present investigation, it
must suffice to refer to Phil. 2, 6-11, for a general commentary. We mark merely a few of the details.

Paul takes note of the fact that the human nature of Christ was derived from the line of David. This at
once calls to mind all the promises of the Old Testament concerning the Son of David, particularly 2 Sam. 7. -
"Declared” (horisthentos) is the simple verb of which Paul had used a compound when he described himself as
being "separated" (aphorismenos) unto the Gospel. A word like "ordained"” would express the idea better than
"declared" (King James version). He was ordained with "power,” highly exalted, as Paul says in Phil. 2. This
was done in accordance with His "spirit of holiness,” in which He rendered a perfect obedience to God, culmi-
nating in His death on the cross. Since His resurrection He now holds the exalted position as Son of God with
power (this is the concept to be stressed), so that every knee must bow before Him and every tongue confess
Him to be Christ the Lord.

Does this Jesus Christ receive any support in His work from the natural knowledge of God and from
civic righteousness even in their most highly developed forms, either in His humiliation or in His exaltation? Or
was Peter right when he declared, at the risk of his life, that there is none other name under heaven given
whereby we must be saved? And was old Simeon right when he spoke of the Child as being set for the fall and
rising again of many in Israel; when he called Him a sign which shall be spoken against, not by the ignorant
only, but by the very leaders of the people, the most learned and the most pious? Was the Psalmist right when
he called Him the head stone of the corner, but one whom the very builders would reject?

The Gospel, with Jesus Christ as its very heart, is most exclusive. Mix in a little of man's own know-
ledge, ability, or effort, and at once it is turned into another Gospel which is not another.

Very emphatically Paul concludes the introduction of himself by resuming a thought he had expressed in
the beginning, only now holding up the apostleship which he had been called to administer as a gift of grace by
Christ Jesus to His church, both to him that administers it and to the Romans who are served by it: "By whom
we (i.e., the writer and the readers together) have received grace and apostleship, for obedience to the faith
among all nations for his name." "Obedience to the faith,"” hypakoé pisteos, is the obedience which consists in
faith, Glaubensgehorsam. And all this “for his name." The NAME of Jesus Christ, the complete revelation by
which we know and apprehend Him, is the only thing that counts in connection with the grace and apostleship
which the church received for establishing the obedience of faith among the nations. If the natural knowledge of
God and civic righteousness are a part of the Name, of the revelation of Jesus Christ, then may, then must a
cultivation of civic righteousness be incorporated in the work of the church for creating and developing and pre-
serving faith in the world in general, and among its own members in particular. But if the name of Jesus really
is a name "all other names above," then we would be violating His wondrous name by adulterating it with this
foreign element.

This concludes Paul's introduction of himself to the Romans. The words are brief, yet each one is filled
to the brim with powerful thoughts concerning the all-sufficiency and the intolerant exclusiveness of Christ and
His Gospel. - The following remarks about Paul's plans to visit Rome have no direct bearing on our question.
We may omit them, and now take up a brief discussion of the theme of his letter.

Paul prefaces his theme by drawing attention to the fact that through the call which God gave him he is a
debtor, he is bound by some obligation, to both Greek and barbarian, to both wise or educated and unwise,
uneducated, and therefore is ready to proclaim the glad tidings of the Gospel also to them in Rome. The two
classes which Paul here mentions as constituting the group of people to whom he is in debt are not essentially
different from each other, they are for all practical purposes the same, and the two sets of terms he uses are
mutually explanatory. When Paul speaks of Greeks he has in mind people who can boast of Greek culture, and
when he speaks of barbarians he means those upon whom the Greeks looked down as being uneducated.



We had occasion to refer to the highly developed Greek philosophy before, in which they clarified and
elevated the concepts of their natural knowledge of God and the precepts of their inscribed law, to a high
degree. To Paul with his Gospel message this makes absolutely no difference. The most thorough and devout
philosopher had need of precisely the same Gospel as the most uncultured and backward barbarian. No group
was any closer to the kingdom of heaven which Paul was proclaiming, nor was either group farther removed
from it than was the other. What a vast difference between a highly cultured Greek, whose achievements in
many respects stand unsurpassed to this day, and an illiterate, superstitious barbarian! Yet as far as the Gospel is
concerned Paul connects them with a ze-kai, counting them as undistinguishably in the same class, with not a
shade of difference.

The Gospel - what is it all about? Paul says that he is not ashamed of the Gospel. It was the year 58 A.D.
when he wrote these words. It may have been about 20 years after that eventful day on the road to Damascus.
For approximately 20 years he had, with interruptions, been proclaiming the Gospel, spending the last ten years
exclusively in mission work in Galatia, in Greece, in Asia. After this long period of intensive Gospel work he
says, on the basis of his experience, | am not ashamed. Meaning: the Gospel has proven its worth in every case
and under all circumstances, so that | have full confidence in its efficacy.

If we look for a commentary on these words of Paul the best place to which to turn will be Second
Corinthians, a letter written not long before Romans. Men had come to Corinth who tried to belittle the work
and importance of Paul. In his epistle he takes up the gauntlet and with telling blows vindicates his Gospel work
and utterly routs the attack of his opponents. Read chapters 10ff. We cannot go into details now, but merely take
up two points of Paul's defense. In the first place, to serve as a minister of Christ does not mean an easy, care-
free life, there is no glamor connected with it, nor any display of human bravado (ch. 11, 23-33). Yet, in the
second place, in spite of all the personal indignities which Paul underwent in his work, the Gospel always came
out victorious. "The weapons of our warfare (against the idolatry in the Gentile world) are not carnal (weak),
but mighty through God to the pulling down of strongholds, casting down imaginations and every high thing
that exalteth itself against the knowledge of God, and bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of
Christ” (ch. 10, 4. 5). If the Corinthians wish to know the power of Paul's Gospel, all they have to do is to look
at themselves and at the things in their own midst. "If any man trust to himself that he is Christ's" - where did he
get it? who brought him to Christ? - "let him of himself think this again, that, as he is Christ's, even so are we
Christ's" (v. 7).

In chap. 2, he accordingly compares his work as a missionary to one grand triumphal procession, with a
grand array of flowers and garlands, that to the victors spells life, but certain death to the enemy. "Thanks be
unto God, which always causeth us to triumph in Christ, and maketh manifest the savor of his knowledge by us
in every place. For we are unto God a sweet savor of Christ, in them that are saved and in them that perish: to
the one we are the savor of death unto death, and to the other the savor of life unto life.” (y. 14-16).

Such has been Paul's experience with the Gospel. Ashamed of the Gospel? Ready to discard it for some-
thing better? Ready to drop some of its truths? Or ready to supplement it in order to increase its efficiency? Paul
trusts the Gospel, and is convinced that any addition to it cannot but ruin it.

When it comes to dealing with the cultured Greek, Paul proclaims the Gospel to him; and when it comes
to counseling an illiterate barbarian, Paul again resorts to the Gospel. If Paul should come to our conference,
attend our services, visit our schools, inspect our seminary, what would he look for? By what standard would he
gauge our work? He would concentrate on one thing: Do we strictly apply ourselves to the Gospel? Are we
confident that the Gospel will do the work? Do we perhaps show traces of being ashamed of the Gospel by
trying to make it more attractive or more palatable to the people, by supplementing it with other material or
re-enforcing it with other educational programs?

Paul's words stand like a rock: | am not ashamed of the Gospel.

His reason he states in these words: "For it is the power of God unto salvation to every one that
believeth." The emphatic position in this sentence is held by the word power, God's power. If that is the nature
of the Gospel, then why hesitate? God's power is perfect, is complete. God needs no help, no assistance, no
co-operation. God spoke the word, and the universe came forth out of nothing. God speaks the word of the



Gospel, and a sinner's dead heart is reborn to spiritual life; unwilling, madly resisting people are changed into
people that are all willingness. Whether we think of the irresistible power of God's omnipotence, or of the sweet
and suasive power of His love, who would dare try to add anything to it? That would be nothing short of
sacrilege.

Paul is here speaking of God's power unto salvation. The redemptive work of Christ is presupposed.
Christ's vicarious living and death have been performed. His triumphant resurrection has proclaimed the
complete atonement for the guilt of the world, the absolution of Christ from all His sins, which were our sins.
His justification, that is, our justification. In His resurrection Christ shouted out His complete victory over all
our foes, over death, the devil, and hell. All this has been achieved, and now the Gospel is God's power unto
salvation, His power for offering and conveying and sealing the rich blessings of Christ's work to a world of
sinners.

Redemption is complete. No sinner is asked to contribute the least toward the payment of his guilt. But
what are God's terms? What conditions does He stipulate, which must be met before a sinner can hope to enjoy
the fruits of Christ's redemption? Paul says, "to every one that believeth.” What does it mean to believe? What
is faith? A detailed investigation would carry us too far afield at present; we must be content to summarize
briefly. When Jesus was approached by the people'of Capernaum with the question: "What shall we do that we
might work the works of God?" He answered: "This is the work of God - this is the work which God demands
and which pleases Him - that ye believe on him whom he hath sent.” In the course of the conversation He called
Himself the bread from heaven, and defined faith as eating that bread. Faith is like eating, it means to take and
to enjoy. If you want to call eating a work, a condition, a term, then you may also call faith by those names. Our
fathers were right when they called faith the organon leptikon. 1t produces nothing, it merits nothing, it merely
appropriates the blessing which God prepared for us. (We shall come back to these words of Jesus again a little
later.) - Thus by adding "to every one that believeth,” Paul does not limit the power of God in the Gospel, he
does not lay down a condition, perhaps a very easy one, nevertheless a condition which the.sinner on his part
must fulfill, rather, he furnishes a foil which sets off the power of the Gospel in an all the more brighter light.
The Gospel feeds the bread of life to a hungry soul.

In the following phrase we must correct the translation a little before we feel its force. The King James
version reads: "to the Jew first and also to theGreek."” This translation separates Jews and Greeks and puts them
on different levels, while Paul combines them with a ze-kai and applies the modifier "first” to both parties: first
of all to both Jew and Greek. Here we have the cultured Greek again, and united with him as belonging to the
same class we find the Jew. While the Greek cultivated natural ethics, the Jew had the advantage of possessing
the written Law of God. But as far as salvation is concerned, they both belong into the same class. There is only
one way unto salvation open for both, and that is the way of faith. They can be saved only if the Gospel conveys
to them salvation as a gift of God and they accept it in faith.

How much do their efforts help them in this matter, namely that they have seriously tried to produce a
righteousness of their own by living in accordance with their light, the one endeavoring to live up to God's
commandments in His written Law, the other struggling along as best he could with his natural understanding
which he developed as far as was possible for him with philosophy? How much do their efforts help them? Not
one bit. Paul even says proton, first of all, both Jew and Greek. Jews and Greeks head the list of people that
must submit to faith, and that need God's power in the Gospel if they 