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The determination of the boundaries of the letter body are
somewhat challenging, particularly the beginning point. The
travel plans section in 15:14-32 stand as a fairly typical ancient
letter closing section coming at the close of the letter body and
helping to transition into the Conclusio segment. But consid-
erable difference of opinion exists regarding the beginning of
the letter body after to Proem section. As | argued above, my
conviction is that seeking to define a clear beginning point re-
flects modern western desires for precision. And the letter writ-
ing in Paul’s world shows much less concern for such precision.
Add to that Paul’s scribal Jewish training where units of thought
often need to be linked together by connectors of some kind,

Quick Links to Study

and one thus encounters a situation like in Rom. 1:13-17 where
small internal units form a transition from the Proem to the letter
body as reflected in the ve chart.

Praescriptio

Rom. 1:1-7

10.3.3.2.1.1.2 Defense of Declaration, 1:19b-23

10.3.3.2.1.2 God’s Response to this Rejection, 1:24-32

10.3.3.2.1.2.1 God handed them over to uncleanness, 1:24-25
10.3.3.2.1.2.2 God handed them over to degrading passions, 1:26-27
10.3.3.2.1.2.3 God handed them over to a debased mind, 1:28-32
THEOLOGICAL AND INTERPRETIVE OBSERVATIONS

Romans 1:13-17
Transitions from Proem to Letter Body

Letter Body

1:16-17 Rom. 1:16-15:32

Grammatically, the causal yap conjunction repeated for
both sentences in vv. 16-17 link this unit of text back to vv. 14-

The bridge building tendencies of Jewish scribal writing
techniques that Paul reflects becomes challenging to many
modern interpreters who desire clean breaks between sec-
tion A and section B. Paul’s mind and the modern interpret-
ers’mind do not coincide with one another at all. One more
example of the difference between then (Paul’s 1st century
way of thinking) and now (modern western based thinking).

True exegesis is building understanding bridges between

the two. Not imposing the now down on to the then.
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15 as a conceptual
foundation for the
axiomatic principle

of Paul’'s sense of

1:8-12 ==>1:13 ==> 1:14-15 ==> 1:16-17 indebtedness. But

also clearly, vv. 14-15 provide a conceptual basis for vv. 8-13. His prayer
requests along with repeated earlier attempts to travel to Rome reflect his
thanksgiving for the witness of the Roman Christians. But all of this emerg-
es out of his sense of divine calling to preach the Gospel to the Gentiles.
Now in vv. 16-17 that sense of divine calling to preach the Gospel rests on
the basis of what that Gospel message is and the pride in it that Paul pos-
sesses. Additionally, vv. 16-17 serve to set up the discussion of the Gospel
that encompasses the rest of the letter body down through 15:33. So just
like a linked chain, each of the small units leads to the next unit in vv. 8-17.

The precise structure of 1:18-15:13 is also debated among modern
scholars. For most of the modern era until the last few decades, the older
dual division of doctrine (1:18-11:36) and practical (12:1-15:13) has dom-
inated the understanding. Although highly questionable literarily, the influ-
ence of this perspective has been enormous. Earlier commentators have
tried to make this twofold structure a template for virtually all of Paul’s let-
ters -- something utterly false and misleading. But beyond this the impact
of this twofold structure on theological training in seminaries and divinity
schools for the past four hundred or so years is seen in the dividing of de-
gree curriculum into a twofold division of ‘classical’ and ‘practical.” Out of
this has often come a priority on the classical / doctrinal over the practical.
To be sure distinct directions can be easily seen between theological edu-
cation in North America and in Europe and the UK. But the dual structure is
foundational to both sets of traditions. The so-called Practical Theological
studies has generally struggled to gain recognition and anything close to
equal standing with the so-called classical studies side. Such impact sub-
sequently shows up in much of church life where how one behaves is not
nearly as important as what one believes. Of course, the clear teaching of
the New Testament flatly denies and condemns such understanding, as is
seen in Jas. 2:14-16; Mat. 7:22-25 et als. Amazingly, the beginning root of
all of this lies in this very questionable early modern viewing of the struc-
tural contents of the letter body of Romans. This should be a reminder of

how important for interpretation is the structural arrangement of ideas in
the biblical text.

What can be said then about any structural arrangement of ideas in
1:18-5:137 First, let it be said that in Romans, more so than any other Pau-
line letter, a traceable progression of thought surfaces from careful analy-
sis. It doesn’t fit any kind of western outline using a |., Il., Il kind of pattern.
Thinking in any of the first century cultures that Paul had exposure to sim-
ply does not follow this kind of logic.

What we do encounter is the core concepts in 1:16-17 providing a
launch pad for a large number of expansions stitched together very loose-
ly, and sometimes incoherently, over the remainder of the letter body. One
should know that the four listings below under the general caption The
Gospel as... will bunch together often more than one of these launch pad
topics for the sake of keeping the posted units of commentary relatively
equal in size. This periodic ‘spurting out’ of a new topic can drive a modern
reader up the wall in trying to follow the apostle, simply because we crave
logical, smooth progression from section to section. And we’re not going to
get that in the original Paul. For that pseudo-Paul you have to turn to many
of the post-enlightenment commentaries on Romans where what you actu-
ally get is the distorted thinking of the commentator, not Paul. My objective
for this commentary is to explain to the best of my ability the original Paul
and then seek to connect him up to modern thinking in the clearest manner
possible.” Only then can the actual voice of Paul flow through this text into
our Christian experience today. And it is solely through that authentic voice
of Paul that the voice of God flows in inspiration to us today.

10.3.3.1 Body Opening: the Gospel, 1:16-18

16 OU yap £naioxUvouaLto ebayyEAlov, Suvapig yap Beol €0ty €ig cwtnplav
navtl T® rotevovty, loudaiw te Mp@Ttov Kal“EAANVL. 17 Sikalocuvn yap Bgol év
aUTE AMOKAAUTITETOL €K TIOTEWCG €iG TioTY, KABWC yéypamtal: 6 6& dikalog €k
niotewg {nostal.

16 For | am not ashamed of the gospel; it is the power of God for salvation
to everyone who has faith, to the Jew first and also to the Greek. 17 For in it the
righteousness of God is revealed through faith for faith; as it is written, “The one
who is righteous will live by faith.”

The internal structure of this pericope is clear from the above diagram.

'The many proposals made in recent times by commentators with orientation toward the literary side of ancient texts are interesting and often helpful, but most seem to impose too
much of some modern methodology onto the text for the analysis. More balance in the methodology used is needed. This seems to be especially problematic for American commentators
with a penchant for fadism. Thankfully not all are so oriented. From my observation, the more familiar the commentator is with literary patterns in the ancient world, along with ways

of thinking in that world, the better the insights of the commentator.
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Letter Body:
1.16

Yop
8 OU énaiLoxUvopaL 10 eUAyyéALOV,
Yop
9 dGvapLg Ogol éotTLV
elg ontnplov
novtl T miLotefovtl,
Toudaley te mEATOV
Kol EAANV L.
1.17 de
gV aUuT®
10 SLRNLOOUVY O€0T... AMOKAAUNTETAL

¢x nloTeng
elc miotLv,
KOO®OG YEypomTal *

o¢&
O dikalog ¢k miotewg (njoetal.
The second and third yap conjunctions introduce reasons for each preced-
ing statement. Together all three statements (#s 8-10) provide a basis for
the declarations in 1:14-15. And Paul sees enough content in these three
declarations to flesh out the rest of the letter body, even through the travel
plans, down to 15:33 which ends on a note of rejoicing and prayer: O &¢

Be0¢ Tiic lpnvng LETA MAvVTWY VUGV, aunv. And may the
God of peace be with all of you, amen. Do you desire to
know the meaning of 10 euayyéAiov? Rom. 1:18-15:33
gives you the most detailed explanation anywhere
inside the NT. And this explanation is summarized in
Rom. 1:1b-6 in anticipation of the letter body.

Each of the three declarations needs to be carefully
examined since this pericope plays such a pivotal role
to the letter body.?

a) OU yap énawoxuvopat to vayyélov, for | am not
embarrassed by the Gospel. The verb with the nega-
tive 00 énawoyxvvopar is followed by the direct object
10 evayyéhiov. The English can’t follow this syntax
due of the nature of the English verbs used for trans-
lation. When énawoyuvopar has an impersonal object
in the NT usage, it is 10 ebayyéhlov, the Gospel (Rom.
1:16); 6 paptuplov ol Kuplou AUV, withessing to our

Lord (2 Tim. 1:8); or tnv GAvciv pou, my chains (2 Tim. 1:16). The word group
aloylvw, ématoyUvw, KatoaloxUvw, aioyxvvn, aioxpog, aioxpotng (- aidwg)
forms the backdrop for clearer understanding of the verb.® Central is the
idea of shame either feeling it (¢'ann,wxana) or producing it (w'a).* Socio-

2Among modern commentators with rhetorical interests prominent in their methodology, this text of 1:16-17 is commonly labeled as Propositio.
It would be hard to overestimate the importance of a propositio in a rhetorical discourse. It sets forth the basic theme or proposition which the author will then advance

by a series of arguments. It has been characteristic of some treatments of these verses to see the quotation of Habakkuk as the key foreshadowing what follows in chs. 1-8, but
in fact the entire propositio needs to be given its due weight. The stress, for example, on the gospel being the power of God for salvation of the Jew first as well as the Gentile
foreshadows the discussion in chs. 9—11. Furthermore, the reference to faithful living or living by faith in v. 17 is precisely what chs. 12-15 will focus on. Of course the reference
to the righteousness of God is crucial and indicates one of the major themes to be dealt with throughout chs. 1-11. But no one should miss that the one word, with its cognates,
which gets repeated four times in this propositio is faith/faithfulness/believing. This whole discourse will be an attempt to instruct about the nature of faith and faithfulness.
God’s own faithfulness in Christ to Jews and his impartiality when it comes to Jews and Gentiles will be under discussion, as will human faith and faithfulness.

Quintilian tells us that it is important, if there are multiple propositions (which is perfectly appropriate: Instit. Or. 4.4.2-5), or a cluster of related propositions to be dealt
with in the arguments, that they should be enumerated up front, and so there must be a sort of partition (partitio) of these propositions, instead of just a presentation of one
proposition. In my judgment this is precisely what we find in Rom. 1:16-17
[Ben Witherington III and Darlene Hyatt, Paul s Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 47.]

3Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:189.
“'In contrast to — aiddg and aideioat, aioydvn and aicydve (or aicydvopat) remained in common use even in the lower strata of Greek, and must often have replaced the less

usual terms. As in all the literature of Hellenistic Judaism, they are thus common in the LXX (mostly in translation of w12 and n2). Nor are they used in a special sense, except that

there is a one-sided application which gives them a certain nuance.

"The verb aioydvo, fully interchangeable with £r- and esp. kotoioyOve, is often found act. in the sense of 'to shame' or 'to bring to shame' (mostly for ¥12). Most frequently God
is the subject, and the shame to which He brings is His judgment (y 43:9, v.l. é&ovdevow; 118:31, 116). The mid. is relatively uncommon, and has the common Greek sense of 'being
ashamed' (i.e., of doing something, 2 Esr. 8:22 etc., or of having done something, 2 Ch. 12:6). Mostly aicybvesOat denotes experience of the judgment of God; and it is usually difficult
to decide whether the form is mid. or pass., i.e., 'to be shamed or confounded,' or 'to be ashamed' in the sense of 'having to be ashamed.' What is in view is not so much the state of soul of
the aioyvvOeic but the situation into which he is brought and in which he is exposed to shame and has thus to be ashamed. That the thought is primarily of one’s own despair rather than
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logically, it must not be overlooked in understanding the profound sense
of shame experienced in a collective oriented society such as the world of
Paul. Western individualistic societies have little ability to comprehend the
intensity of being shamed in such societies. Modern readers with Asian or
rural African backgrounds grasp this far better than anyone else in today’s
world. For Paul to assert that he feels no shame caused by the Gospel is
a powerful assertion of pride and confidence in the Gospel message he
proclaimed.

The eUayyéhov asserted here has already been summarized as
gvayyéAllov Beol in 1:1b-6. The centerpiece of it is to0 viod avtol, His Son
who is Inco0 Xplotol 1ol kupiou AUV, Jesus Christ our Lord, through whom
grace and apostleship has come to Paul. One should note that in the first
century Christian use to evayyéhov only referred to the orally proclaimed
message about Christ and salvation, and not to any written document.®
This second meaning comes in the late second century when the docu-
ments about the life of Christ had circulated long enough to need identi-
fying labels.® The label 10 ebayyéAov was attached to not just the first four
documents of the NT, but to quite a large number of similar documents
focusing on Christ in some manner or another.

Paul's connection to the Gospel as apostle to the Gentiles is a major
point for this letter. He has been called by God to proclaim this message to
humanity. Central to this point is the profound importance of this message
as the only source of authentic spiritual life with God. Thus, as he will go
on to explain the Gospel in the letter body, it will consistently be from the
perspective of his connection to it. This was the necessary perspective for
this letter of introduction to the church at Rome. One will not find in Romans
a detached, objective discussion of the Gospel. Such only exists in modern
theology textbooks.

b) buvauic yap Scoi éotiv gic owtnpiav navti T@ niotevovrti, lovdaiw T

npdartov kai’EAAnvi. For it is God’s power unto salvation to all who are believing,
both Jews and Greeks. This yap clause provides a reason for the first state-
ment [cf. a)] as the basis of Paul’s pride in the Gospel. Paul’s pride in the
Gospel rests on what it is, not in his proclamation of it. The dynamism em-
bedded in the word duvauig is virtually impossible to adequately translate
over into English. But one can sense something of it from the syntax of this
phrase here. The Gospel is not just power, but rather 800, God’s, power.
The power of One who merely spoke a word and creation came into being.
Further, it is power eig owtnplav, into salvation. This is power to move an
individual into a condition of being delivered from his/her sinfulness and
eternal fate because of that sinfulness. The experience of being in a saved
condition is huge in the letter body of Romans, both in implications for
now and for eternity. The implicit movement in the preposition eig signals
the verb action placing mavti t® motevovty, everyone who believes, into the
whatever is defined by the accusative case object of ig, in this instance,
owtnpiav. But here with the nature of €éaTv, the picture of the believer being
inside salvation is presented as accomplished fact.

Thus the picture is clear. The Gospel represents God’s dynamitic pow-
er that puts the believer inside salvation. Important to note the individual
being placed inside salvation. It's not everyone among humanity. Instead it
is TTavTi T TTIOTEVOVTI, everyone who is believing. The present tense ongo-
ing action designation of T TMOoTEVOVTI means not the individual who has
only made a confession of faith. Rather the individual who is in continuous
commitment to Christ. Confession is just the beginning of a life long com-
mitment to Christ. This commitment being lived out is what places the indi-
vidual inside salvation. The importance of this is underscored with 21 uses
of the verb motevw just in Romans and sprinkled all through the chapters.
Added to that are 39 uses of the noun niotig scattered all through Romans
as well. Exclusively it is the person of niotig who is inside salvation.

the 86&a of others is shown by the fact that — dyaAAdcOot and edpaivesHar are the most common opposites (v 34:26 f.; 69:3-5 etc.); indeed, when 60&aecOat (— 06&n) and —
kovydoOot are the opposites (Is. 45:24 £.; y 96:7 etc.), they do not have their Greek sense, but indicate pride rather than good repute. Characteristic are the combinations and parallelisms
of aioyvvOijvar with évtpanijval, tapaydival, dtipmdival, dveldiobijval, katayelacOijval, Emotpaeijval, droctpoeijvar gig T Omicw, EkAginew, frrdobat, patoiwdival, drorésbar,
cuvtpBijvar etc., which illustrate the breadth of meaning. Since the reference is mostly to the aioyvvOfvon of those who are full of proud confidence and expectancy, or to the fact that
those who trust in Yahweh will not be confounded, aicyvvOijvon often has almost the meaning of 'being disillusioned' (e.g., Jer. 2:36).

"Accordingly, the subst. aioybvn is very seldom used for the 'feeling of shame.' It mostly denotes 'disgrace,' though sometimes with an emphasis on the fact that this also means
being ashamed. Its primary reference is to the shame brought by the divine judgment. Here, too, the range of meaning is shown by the combinations with évtpomn, oveldiopdc, dtytia,
etc. It is also characteristic that aioydvn is used for H¥2 or for the equivalent nga."

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 189.]

SThe common root for gbayyéiiov (noun) and edayyelilw (verb) underscore the oral nature of the idea. The verb stresses the act of speaking while the noun the content of what is
spoken. The adverbial prefix €0 means good while the core stem ayyé\ denotes message.

°In most of the late first century the label used for the first four NT documents was Memorabilia de Apostoloi, Memoirs of the Apostles.
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But such opportunity is widely available. The adjective navri, to every,
affirms this. But the appositional Toudaiw te mp&tov kat “EAANvL, both first to
the Jew and then to the Greek, assert this inclusiveness in emphatic expres-
sion. Whereas Paul first used the traditional Greek way of dividing human-
ity into two groups, "EAAnotv te kal BapBapolg, codoig te kal dvontolg, both to
Greeks and barbarians, that is, both to the wise and the ignorant (cf. 1:14), now
he utilizes the traditional Jewish way of slicing humanity into two groups,
loubaiw te mMpiTOV Kal"EAANVL, to both the Jew first and then to the Greek (=non-
Jew). This phraseology is commonly used by Paul with five more instances
in Romans: 2:9-10; 3:9, 29; 9:24; 10:12.7

As a Jewish Christian, Paul’s sense of communicating the Gospel to his
own people (louvdaiw te mp&tov), even in Diaspora Judaism, remained very
strong. In his missionary journeys, his approach was always to go first to
the Jewish synagogue in a new city to present the Gospel. But careful anal-
ysis of Acts 13-28 also reveals that it was here in the Jewish synagogue
that he found the first group of non-Jews who typically became the starting
core of the churches established. Interestingly in the one or two places
with little or no Jewish population in the city, e.g., Athens, here he had his
greatest challenges establishing a group of believers in the city. So the syn-
agogue became a pivotal launch pad for preaching the Gospel to non-Jews
in his ministry. The role of the Jewish people in the Gospel, alluded to here,
will be expanded significantly in chapters nine through eleven.

c) O&ikailoovvn yéap 900 v aUT@ AMOKAAUNTETAL €K MIOTEWG £I¢ MiOTLY,
kadw¢ yéypantai- 0 6¢ bikailo¢ €k miotewg {Hostail. For God’s righteousness
in Him is being disclosed from faith into faith, just as it stands written: And the

just out of faith will live. In a similar fashion to the second yap clause [cf.
b) above] this third clause stands as a basis for the second statement.
ouvapig Beol, God’s power, is concretized as dikaioouvn Bgol, God’s righ-
teousness, by means of faith commitment of the individual believer. The
powerful, life changing righteousness of God comes alive in the life of the
believer thus enabling him to discover spiritual life both now and for eterni-
ty. The anchor point of Habakkuk 2:4 here quoted confirms Paul’s point.
Key to this declaration is &wkatoolvn Bgol év alt® dmokaAumntetat, God’s
righteousness is being disclosed in Him. What is God’s righteousness? Ro-
mans is central to answering this question. Out of the 90 uses of dikaioouvn
in the NT 32 of them are in Romans. It is part of the larger word group
6ikn (22x NT; Ox Rom), Sikatog (159x NT; 7x Rom), Sikatoouvn (90x NT; 32 Rom),
Swkatdow (54x NT; 15x Rom), Sikaiwpa (22x NT; 5x Rom), Sikailwolg (2x NT; 2x
Rom), Swkatokpioia (1x NT; 1 Rom).2 But a long list of derivative words also
go back to the 6&ik-root: dikaiwg (5x NT; Ox Rom); Sikalw (0x NT); Sitkaotrig (2x
NT; Ox Rom); &dikog (46x NT; 1x Rom); &dwkia (56x NT; 7x Rom); AStkew (45x NT;
0x Rom); adiknua (6x NT; 1x Rom); adikwg (1x NT; Ox Rom); avtidikog (5x NT; Ox
Rom); ékdikéw (24x NT; 1x Rom); ékbiknotg (34x NT; 1x Rom); €kSikog (5x NT; 1x
Rom); &vdikog (2x NT; 1x Rom); katadikalw (5x NT; 0x Rom); katadikn (1x NT; Ox
Rom); UmoSikog (1x NT; 1x Rom). Clearly the idea of this word group looms
large over the pages of both the New Testament and Romans in particular.
One cannot grasp the concept of this word group in the Old Testament
outside the norms of the Torah of God.® The ethical norms established in
the Law of Moses define conduct acceptable to God since these norms re-
flect God’s character as well."® The images of God as Ruler and Judge are

"Tovdain te TpdTov kai "EAAnvy, 'to Jew first, but also to Greek.' 'Jew and Greek' is the Jewish equivalent to the Gentile categorization of the world given in v 14, only here with

'Greek' replacing 'Gentile,' reflecting the all-pervasiveness of Greek culture (cf. 2 Macc 4:36; 11:2; 3 Macc 3:8; 4 Macc 18:20; Sib. Or. 5.264). The two terms form a regular combination
in Paul (2:9-10; 3:9, 29; 9:24; 10:12; 1 Cor 1:22-24; 10:32; 12:13; Gal 2:14—15; 3:28; Col 3:11); and note also 3:1-4 and 11:18, 28-29. The stepping back into a Jewish perspective
(following on from v 14) will be deliberate. The phrase here reflects Paul’s consciousness that he was a Jew who believed in a Jewish Messiah yet whose life’s work was to take the
gospel beyond the national and religious boundaries of Judaism. The np&dtov here balances the mavri of the preceding phrase: he does not for a moment forget, nor does he want his
Gentile readers to forget (‘a certain polemical overtone'—Zeller, Juden, 145) Jewish priority in God’s saving purpose (cf. 3:3—4; chaps. 9—11); but equally fundamental is his conviction
that Jewish priority does not shift the 'terms of salvation' one whit beyond faith. The need to explain and defend this double emphasis is the driving force behind the whole epistle. For
‘Tovdaiog see further on 2:17." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 40.]
8Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:174.

*"The concept of law exercised so strong an influence on the understanding of all social relationships that even theological reflection on the fellowship established between God and
man was decisively affected by it. One may say that law is the basis of the view of God in the OT in so far as it is theologically developed, and that conversely the endowment of legal
concepts with religious meaning contributed to an ethicising of law (— 0ed¢ ). This is proved especially by the usage of the OT. The concept of law is expressed by a series of terms
which are used not merely for the relations of God to man and man to God, but also for the conduct of both God and man as determined by these relations. If vital religious relationships
and interconnexions are regulated by a religious norm, it is obvious that this norm is valid for all social relationships, and therefore that law fashions the ethical norm." [Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:174.]

™That God posits law, and that He is bound to it as a just God, is a fundamental tenet in the OT knowledge of faith in all its variations. The element of unity in the faith of all
the righteous in Israel, whether prophets, priests, lawgivers, or men of a less distinctive sociological type, is the acknowledgment of God’s law ordering all life both great and small
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very central here." God as a just Judge and Ruler transfers to the divine solutely radical fashion. But there is also a Greek background that must be
demand for humans to conduct themselves in a just manner as a condition considered since it clearly would have been in the minds of the non-Jewish
of their relationship to God.'? This very rich Hebrew background stands readers of this letter at Rome.

behind this expression &waloctvn 6g00 that the apostle plays off of in ab- The concept of &ikn, law, arose in Greek history out of religion before

and forming a basis for hope. There can be no mistaking the causal connexion between the various ideas of religious law and the historical development of the religion of Yahweh and
the form of tribal religion in which God is not merely the Lord of law but also one who is bound by it. Yahweh is the source of all the bodies of law in the OT.> Even in the nomadic
period the sacred lot (Ex. 28:30) mediated the divine decision not only in civil law but also in political questions; Yahweh’s 0o, i.e., His institution of valid law, constitute His direc-
tion (77730, Dt. 33:10). In virtue of His quality as chief v5t, His authority as God extends to the concrete relationships of the historical existence of Israel, and the confident question of
Abraham (Gn. 18:25]): vawn miwy> X yIRT~22 v, may be a bold challenge, like all attempts to weigh God’s actions by human ideas of equity, but as an expression of boundless trust
that Yahweh'’s action, whatever it may be, will correspond to the binding norm of a va¥p, it is a valuable testimony to the subjection to the divine decision which was customary from
the very first in the groups which served Yahweh.® The law of Yahweh is an order of life which cannot be challenged or changed. It is against nature to despise it (Jer. 8:7). Yoy» omp,
says the Song of Moses (Dt. 32:4). God’s action is a perfect whole which stands because all His ways are right. They are right as the dealings which are worthy of acknowledgment,
which give to all men their existence, and which assure them in this existence. Yahweh’s law is righteous because He is righteous: X7 22 >78 219 1R 7208 2X. One may rely upon it
because it is nor crooked or devious; the mind of Yahweh is upright as that of one who is righteous.” [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:176.]

""In such declarations Yahweh is undoubtedly thought of in terms of His office as Ruler and Judge, as p>7¢ v (Ps. 7:11; Jer. 12:1). At a very early stage in Israel His action was
seen from this standpoint even though it had little in common with law in the sense of civil or public law. The Song of Deborah calls the victory of the tribes of Israel M np7x (Ju.
5:11): 'the righteous rule of Yahweh." If we follow through the implications of this view, we can see how confidence in the judicial qualities of Yahweh advances the concept of God.
For if His benefits are considered as righteous judgment even in victories over peoples with other gods, then some place must be found for the view or the belief that the omnipotent
rule of the one Yahweh who decides legal disputes extends to other nations. At any rate, the idea of conducting the case of Isracl was a means to interpret the order ruling in the world.
The dubious feature in this view is that it necessarily separates into parties those who stand under the rule of Yahweh, so that human judgment is far too readily inclined to anticipate
the divine. Thus we can see in prayer a tendency to claim the righteousness of God and to ask for the condemnation of opponents (e.g., Ps. 5:8, 10).8 The concept of righteousness is
robbed of its objective power when an attempt is made to force the Judge on the basis of His sense of right. The point may even be reached where the righteousness of God is thought
to be operative only for the righteous and innocent (Ps. 18:25 f.). But we hardly do justice to such sayings if we press them theoretically. They rather show how strong religious motifs
can arise from a theological mode of viewing the just God, so that it is no longer possible to understand the concept of divine righteousness in purely formal terms. This concept is a
legacy of faith, expressing boundless confidence in the moral will of God, in virtue of which what is good endures and what is evil or lawless falls victim to annihilating judgment. From
P78 as the norm for the fulfilled state of Y7y there arises npIX as action, as the conduct which brings about, renews and secures this state." [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 2:176-177.]

12"This applies not merely to God’s action but also to man’s conduct in relation to God and man. The strongly marked love of the authors of the OT for juridical thinking in relation
to ethical and religious conduct means that they have continually before them the picture of the righteous as one who seeks justice before the judge, defending and vindicating his cause
against those who are full of malice and deceit. This is the way in which to depict the overcoming of the unrest and need of the righteous by faith in the constancy of the saving will
of the covenant God. He helps to right (?>7%;7), and the man who is set in the right by His pronouncement is p>7%. Strictly, this picture of the legal process (227) is always present when
the OT describes as righteous the pious man who is acknowledged by Yahweh. As the judge decides between two parties, pronouncing in favour of the 7% and against the ¥, the
wrongdoer,” so Yahweh takes action when He intervenes in the confusion of human affairs on behalf of the pious who keep His laws. Thus p>7% comes to have the sense of 'the pious,'
and np7¥, the conduct which is vindicated before a public tribunal and thus leads to pardon,'® becomes a synonym for 'piety' as recognised by the divine pronouncement.!" It means
the sentence of death demanded by his opponents, on the basis of unshakable fidelity to the command of God.!? The word n31m§ excellently describes the demand made on conduct by
faith in God’s righteousness and hope of His recognition. The personal misfortune of individuals and the fate of the covenant people often enough seem to justify the view that God’s
judgment works itself out in the form of condemnation, when misfortune comes on the pious. 7% does not take here the form of success.!® In such a situation the thought of righteous-
ness yields to other motifs. Yahweh is a rock to which the righteous finally withdraw for protection against the outside world (Ps. 62:7 etc.). But from this place of refuge it is again
possible to make the declaration of faith: 7pp %378 72, 'to thee, O Lord, a sense of right is proper; for thou renderest to every man according to his work' (v. 12). The torture of doubting
God’s righteousness constitutes the spiritual grief of Job, and the author of the dialogue has tried to depict the experience that when it is a question of confidence in the validity of right
between God and man we are dealing with something which we must be able to take for granted. He realises, however, that if the dogma is not to become a hollow phrase it must be
projected into a higher sphere than that which is commensurate with human understanding."

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 2:177-178.]
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coming under the influence of reason.™ By the time of Paul, the general
idea of &ikn is that it is to be defined and enforced by the TToAIg established
by men.™ It touches all of existence which the state has the duty to enforce
by punishment and reward.'® As the philosopher Plato taught three centu-
ries before Paul, dwkatoolvn is the basic structure both of the state and of
the human soul. Living then by 6ikn elevates one to the status of dikaiooUvn
which is the greatest of all virtues, kpatiotn t@v apetdv. But the religious ori-
gins of 6ikn are not lost in this later Greek thinking applied largely to human
conduct. The sacred origin of 6ikn guaranteed the inherent justness of law.

Thus when Paul sets forth the idea of dwatoolvn 8eol being disclosed
in Christ (¢v abt® anokaAvumntetal) rather than in either the Jewish Torah or
Greek &ikn, his thinking was radically challenging to virtually everything
taught and believed by both his Jewish and non-Jewish readers / listeners

at Rome. The place of discovery of God’s righteousness was exclusively
in the person of Jesus Christ. The picture presented by Jesus’ life and
character defines what God as righteous means. Thus righteousness is not
statically defined by law, either Jewish or Greek. Instead, it is dynamic and
represented by Jesus as the perfect reflection of God. One should note that
nowhere do Paul assert that law either Jewish or Greek is fundamentally
wrong. Instead, what he does insist on adamantly is that the exclusive path
to discovery of God’s righteousness is Jesus Christ. And this discovery un-
covers a brand new way of thinking about righteousness and its application
to human life. Thus we can easily understand why the rest of the letter body
is devoted to unwrapping this radically new way of thinking. It possesses
enormous implications for human life and living.

What then is the key for humans to make this discovery? Paul’s an-

3"The basis and centre of early Greek social life from the 8th to the beginning of the 5th century, and then in the philosophical political theory of the 4th century, is the idea of
law as a religious, political and ethical magnitude. It is worth noting that the starting-point for the Greeks is not the rational and logical concept of dikn but the mythical figure of the
goddess which bears this name: Hes. Op., 256 ff.

1 0¢ 1€ maphévog Eoti Aikn, Aldg Ekyeyovia

KLdp1 T° aidoin te Beoic, ot ‘Olvumov Eyovoty.

"With increasing rationalisation and intellectual refinement, Hesiod’s robust and tangible goddess seated beside the judgment throne of Zeus becomes in Solon the immanent
though no less divine principle of law in the world and in civil life (Fr., 1, 8 [I, 17, Diehl]; Fr., 3, 14 ff. [, 23, Diehl]).3 For Solon law is not an invention of man; it is an independent
law which, however men may adapt or force it, will always triumph because it is divine. The only difference from Hesiod is that the mode of its divinity is now different. The recog-
nition of dikn in political life carries with it by analogy its presence as universal law in the cosmos (— k6opog). In the only surviving fragment of Anaximander* dikm is an immanent
rather than an external force. The movement from a divinity which punishes from without to the immanence of penal retribution leads to the concept of a universal divine norm,’ as in
Heraclitus Fr., 94 (I, 96, Diels): fjA1og yap ovy bmepPnostor pétpa- €i 8¢ pn, ‘Epwvoeg pv Atkng énikovpot é£gvpricovcty.

"After Solon the greatest proponent of the concept of law is Theognis, in whose sayings we have the much quoted text: év 8¢ ducaroctvy cLAAMPONY s’ dpet oty (v. 147 [1,
124, Diehl]). In this early period righteousness is not something inward; it is what is legally (— vopog) laid down by the government in relation to society. We can thus understand why
the new concept of dikaioovvn® should include all that is implied by dpetn. If for Plato dikaroctvr is the basic structure both of the state (Resp., I-IV) and of the human soul (Resp., IV,
443c ft.), we can see here the influence of the underlying religious components of the origin of dikm. In the ethics of Aristotle too, who devotes a whole book to dwaroctvn (Eth. Nic.,
V), dwaoctvn still occupies the place of honour among all virtues (kpatiotn t@v dpetdv, V, 3, p. 1129b, 27); it is the application of all virtues in human society (1 tfjg 6Ang dpetiig
xpfiotc mpog dAlov, V, 5, p. 1130b, 11 f.). Aristotle begins with this general understanding of righteousness as the conjunction of all ethical and political norms. Only secondarily does
he distinguish (V, 4, p. 1130a. 14) as one part of virtue the legal righteousness or justice which is concerned with the distribution of honour and money and the regulation of private
dealings (V, 4, p. 1130b, 3 ff.; V, 5, p. 1130b, 30 ff.). Purely linguistic investigation confirms this comprehensive usage."

[Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:178-179.]

A major function of the moMg, city, was for the moAnzai, citizens, to determine the proper understanding and application of the 8ikn to the residents. Remember that the moAntal
were the recognized elite of the city who formed the governing authority. This structure essentially remained in place and under general adoption by the Romans even in the era of the
empire. The modification was that the moAig of Rome assumed world wide authority to determine and execute its interpretation across the empire. This worked itself out differently
either through the senatorial provinces or the imperial provinces. Mostly, however, Rome, through the local provinces in very loose structure and administration, merely exercised
veto power over the larger cities in the provinces which remained the primary governing agency over the people. The annual appointment of provincial governors in virtually all of the
provinces guaranteed minimum interference from Rome in the regional affairs across the empire. The exception was in the imperial provinces where a Roman military officer held the
post a military governor. This happened only in provinces perceived to be trouble makers, e.g., in the three provinces among the Jews in Palestine.

15t is out of the idea or reward and punishment that the legal sense of rendering verdicts and executing punishments on offenders is derived. Thus terms such as adikéw, | act
unjustly; ddiknua, crime; ddikwg, wrongfully etc. are derived from the core idea of &ikn. The negative idea of punishment is picked up in most NT uses of these terms through the
influence of the LXX usage.
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&K TrioTEWC gl TrOTIV swer is an idiom: ék prepositions means that they qualify the verb dnokaAintetar and not its

out of faith into faith niotewg eig miotw, subject, dwkawoolvn. The discovery is a faith adventure from beginning to
Romans 1:17 out of faith into end.
faith. Note that the But the precise meaning of the idiomatic phrase £k nictewg €ig niotwv

adverbial nature of has been debated extensively down through the centuries. Clearly the two
these two Greek prepositions specify point of origin, ék, and terminus objective, €ic.'® But

éK )EI & 16"Ex micteng &ig miotwv (literally 'out of faith unto faith') has also been extensively debated, both in earlier

times and during the past one hundred and fifty years of NT scholarship. Most patristic interpreters understood the

11i{e) Tewg TH@mN expression to mean 'from faith in the law to faith in the gospel,’ and so to signify the movement in redemptive history
INTERPRETATIONS: as 'from faith' as expressed in the OT 'to faith' as proclaimed in the NT. Tertullian, for example, commenting directly
1. From Torah faith Into Gospel Faith on this expression in 1:17b, said, 'He [God] removes people from faith in the law to faith in the gospel—that is to
2. From conversion faith Into faith living say, His own law and His own gospel.” Likewise, Origen argued, 'The first people were in the faith because they

3. From God’s fulnessness  Into man’s faith commitment believed God and Moses his servant, from which faith they have now gone over to the faith of the gospel.® In the

sixteenth century John Calvin referred to most interpreters of his day as understanding 'from faith to faith' as 'an
implied comparison between the Old and New Testaments."! And in the eighteenth century John Wesley proposed that the expression has to do with 'a gradual series of still clearer and
clearer promises' as first 'revealed by the law' and now 'revealed by the gospel.'®

"The fourth-century commentator Ambrosiaster seems to have been the first to have understood the first mention of 'faith' in the expression as referring, in some manner, to God
and the second as referring to the one who responds to God, though without spelling out how he visualized 'the faith of God—and so he wrote, "What does this mean, except that ‘the
faith of God’ is in him because he promises, and ‘the faith of man’ is in him because he believes the one who promises."™ And Augustine in the fifth century interpreted the expression to
mean 'from the faith of those who preached the gospel [particularly, Paul’s own faith and his preaching of faith] to the faith of those who heard the gospel preached'z—or, more expan-
sively, 'from the faith of words (whereby we now believe what we do not see) to the faith of the things, that is, realities (Whereby we shall hereafter possess what we now believe in).'®?

"Most commentators today, however, have carried on Calvin’s understanding that the expression 'marks the daily progress of every believer,"® and so have understood £k TicTemg
€ig miotw as signaling some type of progression of faith in the Christian life. Joseph Lightfoot, for example, interpreted the phrase to mean 'faith the starting point and faith the goal."’
James Denney read Paul as saying that God’s righteousness in a person’s life 'presupposes faith' and 'leads to faith."® And William Sanday and Arthur Headlam understood the phrase
along similar lines and so translated it 'starting from a smaller quantity of faith to produce a larger quantity.'®

"Others have viewed Paul’s second reference to faith (eig miotwv) as an 'emphatic equivalent' of his first reference (éx mictewc), and have read the expression as emphasizing that
the Christian life is 'altogether by faith."° Still others have understood the phrase as being simply rhetorical, and so have read Paul as declaring that a person’s response to the Chris-
tian gospel, as well as to God’s righteousness revealed in that gospel, is 'by faith from start to finish.”! And many have attempted to combine all these understandings, as does Joseph
Fitzmyer in saying that (1) possibly the expression means 'from a beginning faith to a more perfect or culminating faith,' or (2) possibly ' ‘through faith’ would express the means by
which a person shares in salvation; ‘for faith’ would express the purpose of the divine plan,’' or (3) more likely the phrase means that 'salvation is a matter of faith from start to finish,
whole and entire."?

"Admittedly, €k mioTtewg €ig mioTwv is notoriously difficult to interpret. But when mictig is understood in terms of the Hebrew word n11mR, which means both 'faith' and 'faithfulness,’'
it is not too difficult to view Paul as having in mind here both (1) divine faithfulness in his use of the genitive phrase £k mictemg (whether the reference is to the faithfulness of God or
the faith/faithfulness of Jesus Christ, or both), and (2) human faith in his use of the accusative phrase gic niotwv. Viewed in this manner, Paul can be seen here as setting out, in rather
cryptic and somewhat perplexing brevity, both of the primary factors involved in God’s salvation and reconciliation of humanity: (1) divine faithfulness, which is the source and basis
for all that the gospel proclaims, and (2) human faith, which is necessary for its reception.

"The most common way of interpreting £k mictewc and €ig wiotwv has been, until recently, to understand them both as referring to a person’s faith in God, faith in Christ Jesus, and/
or trust in the proclamation of the Christian gospel—not only the second phrase €ig miotiv, which is clearly an accusative of direct object and therefore must be understood to signify
human faith, but also the first phrase €k miotemg, which has usually been read as an objective genitive (i.e., the noun in the genitive functions as the object of the verbal idea). So both
€K miotemg and &ig wioty have been usually understood as referring to human faith—that is, to a person’s faith in God, in Christ Jesus, and/or in the gospel.

"From the early 1890s to the present, however, there has been a rising tide of scholarly opinion that mictewc is a subjective genitive functioning as the subject of the verbal idea,
thereby signaling that the source and basis for the salvation of any person is the faithfulness of God and/or of Christ Jesus. On such an understanding the phrase ék nictemg €ig mioTtv is
understood not as referring twice to human faith but first to 'divine faithfulness' as the basis for all that is proclaimed in the Christian gospel and then to 'human faith' as the necessary
response for the reception of that 'good news' in a person’s life.

"This thesis was first proposed in the late nineteenth century by Johannes Haussleiter.” It was popularized in the English-speaking world during the 1950s by Gabriele Hebert* and
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what are the points of reference? If completely a human angle, then from understanding sees this as divine / human angles: from God’s faithfulness
faith refers to Torah and to faith means Gospel. This long standing view go- to human faith commitment. The Hebrew heritage of namx,'” which means
ing back to some of the church fathers has been replaced in modern times both ‘faithfulness’ and ‘faith,’” is understood to be in the background of
by individual perspective rather than group perspective. Thus from faith Paul’'s meaning of mrioTig here.'® And even the idea of faithfulness for mioTig
means conversion and to faith means Christian living. But the alternative can be found in the Stoic philosophical literature of Paul’s time, although

Thomas Torrance.”” Karl Barth was the first commentator on Romans to espouse this position in his Romerbrief of 1919, translating £k miotewg ig miotiv as 'from faithfulness unto faith
(aus Treue dem Glauben).” It was then advocated by T. W. Manson in his Romans commentary of 1962.°7 And during the past fifty or sixty years this understanding of the conjunction
of 'divine faithfulness' and 'human faith' in Paul’s theological language—both here in 1:17b and in 3:22a (probably also 3:26 and perhaps 3:30), as well as elsewhere in his letters—has
been developed by a number of scholars in various articles and monographs.*

"As an indication of the growing acceptance of this thesis, it may be noted that such an understanding has been accepted as an alternative footnote reading for the expression o1
niotewg Incod Xpiotod in 3:22 by both the NRSV ('through the faith of Jesus Christ") and the TNIV ('through the faithfulness of Jesus Christ'). Further, this interpretation has begun to
be proposed by some recent commentators on Romans—principally by Charles Talbert, who in his commentary of 2002 translated (1) éx wiotewg €i¢ miotwv here in 1:17 as 'through/out
of either God’s or Jesus’ faithfulness for the faith of humans,"’ (2) did niotewg Tnood Xpiotod in 3:22 as 'through the faithfulness of Jesus Christ," (3) duwt tfig miotewg &v T® avTOD
afpatt in 3:25 as 'through his/Jesus’ faithfulness in his blood,"" and (4) tov ék mictewg Inood in 3:26 as 'the one who lives out of the faithfulness of Jesus."®* I, too, argued for this
understanding in my Paul, Apostle of Liberty of 1964, my Galatians commentary of 1990, and my article “The Foundational Conviction of New Testament Christology: The Obedience/
Faithfulness/Sonship of Christ” of 2004.1 And I continue to believe that these features of 'divine faithfulness' and 'human faith' are what Paul had in mind when he used this rather
cryptic expression €k miotemg ig wioTv here in 1:17b—which expression he will (1) develop further in 3:22 in the context of his expanded thesis statement of 3:21-23, (2) cite in 3:25
and 26 as prominent in the early Christian confessional material that he quotes in 3:24-26, and (3) highlight in his responses of 3:27b—29 and of 3:30 in elucidating his expanded thesis
statement of 3:21-23, which repeats and builds on his original thesis statement of 1:16—17.

"There is, of course, much more that could be said—and, indeed, that needs to be said further—about Paul’s understanding of 'divine faithfulness' and 'human faith' in Romans and
his other letters. And a great deal more could be highlighted regarding contemporary scholarly treatments of ék nictewg gic miotwv here in 1:17b and its cognates elsewhere in Romans
and Paul’s other letters. But since Paul’s understanding of these vitally important matters is set out in only very abbreviated fashion in this opening thesis statement of 1:16—17 and since
these same features appear again in 3:21-23, 24-26, and 27-31, it is best to reserve a more extensive discussion for our comments on these later passages."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 176—180.]

""In the OT to believe in God is to acknowledge Him as such, — 187, 9 ff. This includes trust (— 191, 10 ff.) and hope (— 194, 14 ff.), fear (— 188, 20 f.) and obedience (— 187,
22 f.). But these are a unity, since trust is taken radically (— 189, 1 ff.) and thus includes the overcoming of both anxiety and self-confidence.!® Faith is a daring decision for God in
man’s turning aside both from the menacing world and also from his own strength, — 189, 20 ff. As is sometimes stressed (e.g., Gn. 15:6), it is thus faith in spite of appearances. 'As a
confident decision for God it contains within itself suppressed temptation."*! This faith in God is not just general trust. It is grounded in what God has done in the past.'** Hence it has its
own firm relation to the past; it is also faithfulness, — 188, 29. The trusting man (782 == miotev V) is also the faithful man (3283 == mo10¢g). Similarly, faith has a firm relation to the
future, — 187, 23 ff. It is the assurance that God will do what He has promised. Its opposite is murmuring and doubt (— I, 729, 28 ff. yoyy0lw, — II, 97, 46 ff. Storoyiondg), whereby
God is tempted. It is expectant hope (— II, 522, 22 ff., — 194, 35 f.) and stillness. Again, it has a firm relation to the present as obedience to God’s commands (— 187, 21 ff.), in the
fulfilment of which the covenant faithfulness of the people must be demonstrated." [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 6:198.]

18"If on this basis we consider the whole development of OT usage, the following answer is the only one which can be given to the question with which we began. The LXX and
NT were right when they related their term for faith (motevew) to the OT stem 12X, for in this word is expressed the most distinctive and profound thing which the OT has to say about
faith. From a purely quantitative view the use of 181 may well be secondary to that of other terms, but its qualitative preeminence is undoubtedly to be seen in the fact that assimilation
to the content of j1X, combined with a more or less strong shift of meaning, must be described as one of the most essential marks of the linguistic development of all the other stems.
The reasons for this highly remarkable process are to be sought 1. (linguistically) in the formal character of the stem nX, which shows itself thereby to be the broadest and in content
the most fluid term, capable of absorbing new elements without losing its basic sense, so that in the form of the hiphil it embraces the comprehensive, exclusive and personal relation
between God and man; 2. (historically) in the fact that the concept X in this sense was closest to the unique relation between Yahweh and Israel and very quickly came to express
the specifically OT divine relationship preserved in the covenant tradition; and 3. (theologically) in the fact that the prophets, especially Isaiah, being led by their own experience and
thought to the ultimate depths of the divine relation and to an understanding of its nature, gave the usage a creative profundity and, from the OT standpoint, completion, which, adopted
by individual piety, promoted inner triumph over the catastrophes of history and the afflictions of individual life.'*¥ The significance of the OT view of faith may be seen in the fact that,
as an expression of the particular being and life of the people of God which stands both individually and collectively in the dimension of a vital divine relationship, it embraces the whole
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it is human and not divine faithfulness. That nictig can be pitted against
arotéw is seen in 3:3, ti yap; el Amiotnodv TWVeG, KA A arotia aUTGV TAV TioTV
to0 Be00 katapynoet; For what? If some are unfaithful, can their unfaithfulness
render void the faithfulness of God?

This last interpretive view seems to have more going for it on linguistic,
contextual, and historical grounds than do the earlier views which see both
references to niotig as human oriented designations. No where else in an-
cient literature is the phrase €k niotewg eig niotv found so that some idea
could be gleaned as to possible idiomatic meaning. The derived sense of
this phrase from the divine / human angles moves along the lines as fol-
lows. God in his faithfulness is the source of this disclosure. Man in his faith
response becomes the recipient of the disclosure.' Not to forget is that the
place of this discovery is év alt®, i.e., in Christ.

What is disclosed then is Sikatoolvn Bgol, God’s righteousness? But what
is that? From the above discussion, it becomes clear that divine righteous-
ness references both who God is morally and how God treats people. The
tone of the judicial is prominent in the background. God is morally and
spiritually the ultimate purity. Although Paul makes limited use of the image
of ¢, light (2:19; 13:12) in Romans, the idea is present some 13 times in
his writings. The image of ¢d&g, derived from the literal idea of a fire cre-
ating light, conveys a variety of meanings. Central to these is the idea of
purity crushing darkness along side the idea of illumination in the sense of
communication of what is pure. dikatoouvn being uncovered (amokaAumrtetal)
for understanding and experiencing has to do with the revealing that God'’s
purity as holy, dylo¢?® can be counted on to treat believers in a Sikatoc, just

manner. That is, He will carry out actions toward humanity fully within the
framework that He has disclosed through divine revelation. Absolute con-
sistency here is guaranteed. He has no favorites; He never takes short cuts
or end arounds; He never violates His own guidelines. He is absolutely
Sikawog thus possessing total dwkatoouvn. This quality of God possesses
dynamism and action.?' It is not just an attitude or character trait. The dyna-
mism of light encountering darkness is relevant here.

A huge part of the radicalness of Paul’'s axiom statement here is the é&v
aUT®, in Him, location as the place of this discovery. To the informed Jew,
the place of discovering God’s righteous was exclusively in the Torah. Key
to discovering God as righteous was obedience to the Torah. To the Greek
and also Roman reader, the discovery of divine righteousness was also in
Law, that is, the laws established by the city state for stabilizing society.
The town council composed of the citizens should seek to discover the sa-
cred divine law through deliberation and debate. The apostle rejects both
of these traditions in favor of locating that discovery of what is right solely
in the life, teachings, and ministry of Jesus Christ. That will take some ex-
plaining! Which 1:18-15:33 seeks to provide.

Very importantly then the discovery of God’s righteousness centers in
0 e0ayyEloy, the Gospel. The inner connection between 16 sbayyéAov and
Swkatoolvn Bgol is undeniable in vv. 16-17. The Gospel is the message
communicating God’s righteousness in the discovery of it by people. The
communicating of that message unleashed God’s power. This because
communication is the uncovering and exposing of God’s righteousness to
an unrighteous world. The verb amokaAimtetal from dnokaAUmtw means to

span of this form of life, even to the final depths which are disclosed only when, under the threat to human existence, certainty in God releases new energies of faith and life." [Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 6:196.]

"¢k mioTemg €ig mioTv, 'from faith to faith.' As the verb motevew (‘believe') shows, miotig for Paul has the twofold sense: both of belief that — acceptance of the truth/reliability of

what has been said (cf. 4:3; 6:8; 10:9, 16; 1 Cor 11:18; Gal 3:6; 1 Thess 4:14; 2 Thess 2:11-12); but also of consequent trust in, reliance upon (4:5, 24; 9:33; 10:11; Gal 2:16; Phil 1:29),
as expressed particularly in the initial act of being baptized, that is, identifying with Jesus in his death (6:3—4) and placing oneself under his lordship (10:9). The old debate polarizing
'objective’ faith and 'subjective’ faith is passé (cf. further Kuss, 131-54; Liihrmann, Glaube, 55-59). Paul will go on to analyze the plight of man as his failure to accept this status of
complete dependence on God (1:21, 25, 28), including his fellow Jews whose narrower definition of covenant righteousness in terms of ethnic identity and 'works' (9:6—13) in Paul’s
view involved a departure from the fundamental recognition that faith on man’s side is the only possible and sufficient basis to sustain a relation with God, as exemplified above all in
Abraham’s unconditional trust and total dependence on God and his promise (see further on 4:4-5, 18-21). Nygren’s warning of the danger of understanding Paul’s sola fide legalis-
tically (67—72) runs ahead of Paul’s exposition but is nevertheless important and valid. That wictig can also mean 'faithfulness' (quite likely in Gal 5:22 and 2 Thess 1:4; in the latter it
stands alongside vmopovr|, 'patience, steadfastness') and is used by Paul of God’s faithfulness (3:3, which is the next passage in which it appears) is certainly significant, as his use of
the Habakkuk quotation shows." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 43.]

2"The AT -family of Greek words is most extensive. In biblical Greek it is found not only in words like &yioc, ayialewv, ayaotiprov, aydtng and ayiwobvn, but also in such words
as ayvog, ayvilew, dyviopa, ayviopog, ayveia and ayvotnge. Here, indeed, it enjoys its most significant history.'" [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds.,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:88.]
2'Thus the full range of the dwk- stem of verbs surfaces throughout the letter to the Romans, as we have already shown.
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uncover something that has been hidden or out of sight.?? The righteous-
ness of God in Christ has been hidden to the world until the Gospel is pro-
claimed thus making it known. Thus Paul’s pride in the Gospel (v. 16), and
his commitment to preach it to all humanity (vv. 14-15). He sees a calling to
this ministry as a profound privilege and blessing from God.

The final modifier of the verb drokaAUntetal is the adverbial compara-
tive clause introduced by the conjunction kaBwg, just as.?® The clause is two
part: a) core verb yéypartat in the intensive perfect passive voice form, it

stands written, and b) the Old Testament quote from Hab. 2:4, 6 6¢ 6ikaiog £k
niiotewc {oetat, And the just shall live out of faith, that functions as the clause
subject of yéypamrtar.?*

The introductory scripture quote formula kabwg yéypantal reflects a
solemn declaration: 2:24; 3:4, 10; 4:17; 8:36; 9:13, 33; 10:15; 11:8, 26; 15:3,
21.%2° The comparative nature of kaBwg sets up the base criterium against
which what goes before is to be measured. Thus Swatooclvn 8ol év alT®
anokaAuTteTal €k mioTew( €ig miotw, is to be measured by 6 6¢ Sikalog €k

2Note the word group koAOTT®, KAAVUUE, AVOKOADTTO, KOTOKOAITTO, drokalbntw, drokdioyis with the root forms koAdmto, kdAvppua meaning to hide or hidden, while the
amo prefix changes the meaning to uncover or remove from hiddenness. dvaxoAivnte is similar but is limited to unveiling a persons' face as in 2 Cor. 3:18 at the figurative meaning. Its
opposite is katakaAdTT® meaning to veil or cover up, as is used in 1 Cor. 11:6-7. [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:556.]

B"Kabag yéypamron (‘just as it is written') is used here and another twelve times in Romans (3:4, 10; 4:17; 8:36; 9:13, 33; 10:15; 11:8, 26; 15:3, 9, 21) to introduce immediately
following biblical quotations. Outside Romans, however, kafag yéypantar is found in Paul’s letters only three times in 1 Corinthians (1:31; 2:9; 10:7) and twice in 2 Corinthians (8:15;
9:9). Its usage is in line with the distribution of biblical quotations in his letters. Of the approximately 83 quotations of Scripture in Paul’s letters — or about 100 biblical citations if one
disengages conflated texts and separates possible dual sources — well over half appear in Romans (45 of 83 citations or some 55 to 60 OT passages of a total of about 100), whereas
elsewhere in the Pauline corpus there are only 15 quotations of biblical passages in 1 Corinthians, 7 in 2 Corinthians, 10 in Galatians, 4 in Ephesians, 1 in 1 Timothy, 1 in 2 Timothy,
and none in 1 Thessalonians, 2 Thessalonians, Philippians, Colossians, Philemon, or Titus. So it is understandable that most of the occurrences of what seems to be a rather distinctive
type of introductory formula used by pious Jews and (presumably) by Jewish Christians — whether understood in its Hebrew form as 2102 2wx> (‘just as it is written') or as expressed
in Greek translation as ka0ag yéypantar — appear in Romans, where over half of Paul’s biblical quotations are found.

"Nonetheless, it still needs to be recognized that most of the places where this Jewish type of introductory formula appears most prominently in Paul’s letters are in Romans, with
the occurrences of this formula being much less frequent in the other Pauline letters that contain OT quotations. This has some importance for an understanding of what Paul writes
in Romans (even though, admittedly, at this point only of rather minor importance) — particularly if the Christians at Rome, both Jewish and Gentile believers in Jesus, had been ex-
tensively influenced by the theology, ways of thinking, and religious language of the mother church at Jerusalem. Further, and possibly more significant for our present purposes, this
particular introductory formula kaBa¢ yéypantot appears principally in those sections of the letter where Paul is arguing in a distinctly Jewish and/or Jewish Christian manner with his
addressees: four times in the first section of the letter’s body middle (1:16—4:25) and seven times in the third section (9:1-11:36). It is also found once in the letter’s body closing (15:14—
32) when Paul explains to his Roman addressees why he has not come to them earlier and uses this introductory formula at 15:21 to introduce his quotation of Isa 52:15 in support."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 180—-181.]

24"The quotation from Hab 2:4 is known to us in basically four different versions, including Heb 10:38:
MT 72772 302832 P27X)  the righteous (man) by his faith(fulness)
shall live
LXX 0 6¢ Sikalog ék miotewg pou {nostat
the righteous out of my faith(fulness)
shall live
Paul 6 6¢ 6ikalog ék miotewg {rjoetal
the righteous out of faith/faithfulness(?)
shall live
Heb 0 6¢& 6ikalog pou ék miotewg {rostat
my righteous one out of faith/
faithfulness(?) shall live
[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 44.]
2"2b. of pronouncements and solemn proceedings write down, record: a vision Rv 1:19; commandments, parables Hv 5:5f. tadta ndvra 5:7. €ig fipriov (Tob 12:20) Rv 1:11.
Pass. &v 1. BifAie J 20:30; of the book of life &v t® B. (t7] B.), €mi 10 . Rv 13:8; 17:8; 20:15; 21:27; cp. 20:12; 22:18f (s. EpArist 311). Esp. freq. is the perf. yéypoantot (abundantly
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niotewg {Roetal, as the established framework for understanding. Hab. 2:4 vealed. No interpretation of the latter is legitimate if it contradicts the former

sets the limits for understanding the main expression. OT quote. This determination of limits is one of the big challenges of vv.
Thus determining the limits of meaning for the OT quote are important 16-17.%
for understanding the declaration about the righteousness of God being re- What was the prophet Habakkuk talking about? The NRSV translates

attested as a legal expr.: Dssm., B 109f, NB 77f [BS 112ff, 249f]; Thieme 22. Cp. also 2 Esdr 20:35, 37; Job 42:17a; Jos., Vi. 342) as a formula introducing quotations fr. the OT (cp.
Jos., C. Ap. 1, 154) Mt 4:4, 6f, 10; 21:13; Mk 11:17; 14:27; Lk 4:8; 19:46. &g yéypanton (SIG 45, 44; Inschr. d. Asklepieion von Kos A, 14 ed. RHerzog, ARW 10, 1907, 401; Just.,
D. 56, 8; 86, 5 al.) Mk 7:6. kaOac yéyparrar (SIG 736, 44 [92 B.C.]; CPR 1,154, 11; cp. 1 Esdr 3:9; Da 9:13 Theod.; 2 Ch 23:18) Mk 1:2; Ac 15:15; Ro 1:17; 2:24; 3:4, 10; 4:17;
8:36; 9:13, 33; 10:15; 11:8; 1 C148:2 al. obtwg yéypantar 1 Cl 17:3. kabdanep yéypantor (PCauer, Delectus Inscr.2 1883, 457, 50f [11I B.C.]; IPergamon 251, 35 [II B.C.]; oft. in pap,
e.g. PRev 29, 9 [258 B.C.] xabdmep v 1. vou yéyp.); as v.l. in Ro 3:4; 9:13; 10:15; and 11:8. yéypamron yap 12:19; 14:11; 1 Cor 1:19; 1 Cl 36:3; 39:3; 46:2; 50:4, 6. yeypappuévov
gotiv J 2:17; 6:31, 45; 10:34 (yeypappévov &v 1d voue as 2 Esdr 18:14. Cp. Inschr. d. Asklepieion [s. above] In. 9 Ta yeypappéva €v toig iepoig vopoig; Just., D. 8, 4 ta év 1@ voum
v.; 57, 3 y. éotiv, so also w. acc. and inf. 79, 2); 12:14. 0 Adyog 6 yeypaupévos (cp. 4 Km 23:24; 1 Ch 29:29; 2 Ch 16:11) 1 Cor 15:54. xata 10 y. (SIG2 438, 13 and 84; SIG 955, 22f;
1016, 6 al.; PEleph 2, 13 [285 B.C.]; 2 Esdr 3:4; 18:15; cp. 1 Esdr 1:12; Bar 2:2) 2 Cor 4:13. éypaon Ro 4:23; 1 Cor 9:10; 10:11. W. a specif. ref. (4 Km 14:6;2 Ch 23:18; 1 Esdr 1:12;
Da 9:13; Just., D. 34, 6 and 8; 79, 4. Cp. Diod S 9, 30 o¢ yéypomtar &v 1d mepi dwadoyilg Paciiémv=in the book of the succession of kings; Philod., ITepi gvoef. p. 61 Gomp. &v toig
avapepopévolg gic Movoaiov yéypantot; Ael. Aristid. 33 p. 618 D.: yéypamtar yap &v avtij [a peace treaty]; 34 p. 654): in the book of Psalms Ac 1:20; in the second Psalm 13:33; in the
book of the prophets 7:42; in Isaiah Mk 1:2 (cp. 2 Ch 32:32); in the Decalogue B 15:1. Also of noncanonical apocalypses: (Diod S 34+35, Fgm. 33, 2 év 10ig Tfi¢ Z1pOAANG xpnopoig
gbpetn yeypappévov 6t ktA.): Eldad and Modat Hv 2, 3, 4; Enoch B 4:3, cp. 16:6. Of dominical words 4:14; 14:6 (JFitzmyer, NTS 7, °60/61, 297-333). Pilate’s official pronouncement
bears the mark of administrative parlance: 6 yéypaga, yéypaga what I have written I have written, i.e., it will not be changed (on the pf. cp. the expr. taken over fr. the Romans kékpiko=I
have decided once for all Epict. 2, 15, 5. Pilate’s action means that Caesar has spoken, Dig. Just. 1, 19, 1. For the repetition of the same form of the pf. s. Gen 43:14; for the repetition
of the word y. see Aeschrion Iamb. [IV B.C.] 6, 9 [Diehl3, *52, fasc. 3, p. 122] &ypayev dcc” Eypay’.) J 19:22. Cp. the solemn tone Rv S:1 (s. Ezk 2:10) BipAiov yeypoppévov Ecmbev
kol dmiobev a scroll covered w. writing inside and on the back.—W. acc. of pers. or thing (Bar 1:1; Tob 7:13 S; 1 Esdr 2:25 al.): write about someone or someth. v &ypayev Mwbotig
about whom Moses wrote J 1:45; of righteousness Ro 10:5. Also mepi twvog (Diod S 2, 36, 3; 14, 96, 3; 1 Esdr 2:17; Esth 1:1p; 1 Macc 11:31) Mt 26:24; Mk 14:21; J 5:46; Ac 13:29
(on étélecav ta yeypappéva cp. Diod S 14, 55, 1 and Just., D. 8, 4 woielv ta yeyp.). €ni tiva w. reference to someone Mk 9:12f; &xi tivi J 12:16. T0 yeypoppévo 51t T. TpoenTdV T@ Vi)
T. avBpodmov Lk 18:31 (on dud t. w. cp. Esth 8:10 [=0mo6 9:1]; the dat. designating the pers. written about is made easier to understand by ref. to 3 Macc 6:41; 1 Esdr 4:47). W. 6n foll.
(cp. X.,An. 2, 3, 1; Just., D. 49, 5 al.) Mk 12:19; Ro 4:23; 1 Cor 9:10.—In a traditional formulation: un vzép @ yé€ypamton not beyond what has been written 1 Cor 4:6 (s. vnép B)."

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 207.]

2"Paul’s quotation of the latter part of Hab 2:4, 6 8¢ dikaiog ék niotemg {foetan (‘the righteous [or ‘the Righteous One’] will live by faith'), has presented commentators with a
number of difficulties. One major problem has to do with how this text was read in Paul’s day. The MT and 1QpHab 7.17 have 1> 1namR2 p>7¥), 'but the righteous/just person by his
faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live.' The preposition 2 ('by') and the third person pronominal suffix 1 ('his') joined with 711X make it clear that the verse is talking about the 'faith,' 'faith-
fulness,' or 'fidelity’ of a 'righteous' or 'just' person. But what is signified by 'faith,' 'faithfulness,’ or 'fidelity' (7112%)? Who is this 'righteous' or 'just' person (?>7%)? And what is meant by
'he shall live' (7on)?

"The Greek translations of Hab 2:4b, however, set up a number of other textual and interpretive problems. One family of LXX texts represented by MSS &, B, Q, and W* reads
0 0¢ dikatog €k miotemg pov {noetan ('but the righteous/just one by my faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live'), thereby making it clear by the use of the Greek first person pronoun pov
(‘'my") for the Hebrew third person pronominal suffix 1 ('his') that the wiotig (‘faith,' 'faithfulness,' or 'fidelity') in view is God’s faithfulness. Another family of LXX texts represented by
MSS A and C reads 0 6¢ dikarog pov €k miotews &foetar ('but my righteous one by faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live'), suggesting by its positioning of the Greek first person pronoun
pov (‘'my') a close connection between 'the righteous one' and God himself. Further, the article 6 ('the') in both Greek versions suggests that dikaiog (‘righteous') is to be understood not
just generically as 'anyone who is just or righteous' but more specifically in a substantive sense as 'the just or righteous one.'

"There is also a fragmentary Greek reading of this final portion of Hab 2:4 in a scroll of the Minor Prophets found in cave 8 of Wadi Habra that seems to read as follows: [dik]atog
év mioter avtod doet[at] ('the righteous by his faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live').!% And three other Greek translations of the OT, all dating from the second century A.D., present
somewhat different versions of this final phrase of Hab 2:4: (1) that of Aquila of Pontus (early second century) reads kai dikaiiog &v miotet ovtod {Roetan (‘and the righteous by his faith/
faithfulness/fidelity shall live'); (2) that of Symmachus 'the Ebionite' (mid or late second century) reads 6 8¢ dikaiog tf] €avtod miotel {fogtot ('but the righteous one, based on his own
faith/faithfulness/fidelity, shall live'); and (3) that of Theodotion (c. 180-90) reads: ¢ 6¢ dikatog &v miotel avtod {Roetar ("but the righteous one by his faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall
live').

"The Dead Sea covenantors applied Hab 2:3—4 to their own situation, understanding these verses as exhorting a strict observance of the Mosaic law and an absolute fidelity to the
sect’s founding teacher. Thus their comment on 7°1° 1N1MR2 P>7¥1 (‘but the righteous/just one by his faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live') is as follows:
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the entire verse as follows:
Look at the proud!
Their spirit is not right in them,
but the righteous live by their faith.
A bit of interpretive translation is done here of the Hebrew text:?’
[N INANXA [7UTX 12 1Y) NIYITRYT NZOY NN

The singular forms n%oy, the proud man, and 1. his, are taken collectively
with a plural translation rather than individually. More literally, the MT text
reads,
Look at the proud man.
His spirit is not right in him,
but the righteous man comes to life by his faith.?
This switch from the singular ‘man’ to the collective ‘proud’ is legitimate
given the ancient Jewish collective society.
The translation in the LXX is distinct:
€av umooTteiAnta,
oUk g080Kel i Puxn Hou év alth-

—0 02 Sixauoc £k mioTewC uou {HoETa

If he is timid,
My soul is not pleased with him;
but the just man out of My faith will live.
The role of God in the LXX version of the saying is much more prominent,
than in the Hebrew MT. Paul seems to favor the major family of LXX mss
rendering above the MT but drops the pronoun pou in his rendering of the
Greek text: 6 6¢ Sikalog ék miotewc {roetal.

Does the apostle deliberately drop the pronoun pou in order to create
room for the anarthrous £k niotewg to encompass both God’s faithfulness
and the believer’s faithfulness? It seems likely so. The parameters of the
Hab. 2:4 text in Rom. 1:17 assert £k niotewg as the source of {Aoetal for
0 dikalog. Being o6 6ikalog before a holy God means roetat. Such cannot
be achieved by the individual or by his own effort. Its unique, exclusive
source is &k niotewg. The faithfulness of the believer depending upon the
faithfulness of this holy God is the point. One should note with the English
words, as well as for the Greek word niotig, that faithfulness arises out of
faith commitment, and represents but a continuation of it in daily living. éx
niiotewg covers both in the lifetime of the individual. Our commitment to
Christ is consistently lived out daily over the remainder of our life.?® Thus éx

The interpretation of this concerns all those who observe the law in the house of Judah, whom God will deliver from the House of Judgment because of their suffering and because of their

fidelity to the Teacher of Righteousness.'”’

"The rabbis of the Talmud seem to have coupled Hab 2:4b with Gen 15:6 as two important testimonia passages having to do with the nation’s inheritance of Abraham’s meritorious
faith!® and thus viewed Hab 2:4b as presenting a summation of the whole Mosaic law in one principle: 'faithfulness rewarded by faith."%
"In the NT the author of Hebrews gives an interpretive rendering of Hab 2:3—4 (Heb 10:37-38) in support of his exhortation to his addressees not to draw back from their faith in

and faithfulness to 'the One who will soon come and not delay.' But the purpose of that anonymous Jewish Christian author was different from that of Paul in Romans. Likewise, the
Greek text on which that author based his exhortation seems to have been different from Paul’s, being evidently drawn from the LXX reading found in MSS A and C (6 8¢ dika10g pov
€Kk miotemc (Noetat, 'but my righteous one on the basis of faith/faithfulness/fidelity shall live'). Paul in Gal 3:11, however, quotes Hab 2:4b in arguing for the supremacy of faith, using,
it seems, some type of conflation of the Hebrew text and one of the then existing Greek translations — though without including 'his' from the Hebrew or either 'my’ or 'his' from the
Greek."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 182—183.]

YBiblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (Stuttgart: German Bible Society; Westminster Seminary, 1990), Hab 2:4.

2"The MT clearly has in view the sadig, the righteous man. At the time of Paul this would be understood to be the man who is a faithful member of the covenant, who fulfills the
obligations laid upon him by the law of the covenant as a loyal Jew; namely, faithful observance of and devotion to the law as the ideal of Jewish piety. This self-understanding of 'the
righteous' is particularly prominent in the Psalms (1:5-6; 5:12; 7:9—-10; 14:5; etc.), in the wisdom literature (e.g., Prov 3:32-33; 4:18; 9:9; 10:3, 6-7; etc.; Wisd Sol 2:10, 12, 16, 18;
3:1, 10; etc.), in 1 Enoch (e.g., 1.8; 5.4-6; 82.4; 95.3; 100.5), and in the Psalms of Solomon (2:38-39 [LXX 34-35]; 3:3-8, 14 [LXX 11]; 4:9 [LXX 8]; etc.). The same understanding
of the Hebrew of Hab 2:4 is evident both in the Qumran pesher ('it concerns the observers of the law ..."; cf. 1QpHab 7.11; 12.4-5; 4QpPs37 2.14, 22), in the range of Greek versions
which held more closely to the MT form of the text despite the LXX, and in the rendering of the Targum. 'One believes in that one obeys the law' (Michel). See further on 2:13; 4:2-3;
10:2-3; also 5:19. The LXX in some contrast embodies an assertion with which Paul would certainly have had no quarrel—that individual righteousness is a product of God’s fidelity
to his obligations to humankind, to Israel in particular by virtue of Israel’s being his chosen people." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas:
Word, Incorporated, 1998), 45.]

"How, then, did Paul use Hab 2:4b here in Rom 1:17b? First of all, as Ernst Kdsemann has rightly insisted, it must be recognized that 'Paul’s interpretation of Hab 2:4 neither
does justice to the OT text nor finds any support in Jewish exegesis.'!® He did not quote the text according to either the MT or the best MSS of the LXX. Likewise, he did not have in
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nilotewg €ig miotwv correctly interprets ¢ 6¢ ikalog ék miotewg {ioetal against
the Hebrew backdrop of God’s faithfulness to do the righteous thing in His
treatment of the individual who is faithful in his commitment to Christ (év
aut®) through the Gospel. In this comes the discovery of dikatoolvn Beod in
one’s experience with God.

10.3.3.2 The Gospel as God’s Righteousness, 1:18-4:25

One of the perplexing challenges of the letter body is to assess literary
pericopes at the differing levels of length that clearly are present in the
text. Our post-enlightenment interpretive tendency is to insatiably crave to
group smaller units into larger units. More recent commentators reflect this
in @ more sophisticated manner than was generally true half a century ago
or longer. Those with a strong focus on rhetorical literary analysis seem
most inclined toward this approach.3°

The structuring of the letter body in 1:16-15:33 into four or five sub-

groups has some merit from a modern perspective. But to insist that such
a structuring was in the thinking of either Paul, or his writing secretary Tat-
icus, is a completely different matter. The frequent repetition of words and
phrases consistently throughout the letter body argues strongly against
such assessment. Was Paul’s thought completely unstructured? Probably
not. But also clear is that whatever structure that may be reflected in the let-
ter body does not follow modern western patterns derived from logic rather
than text analysis.®'

In dropping down to the next lower level of unit division, the following
places seem to signal turning points: 2:1 (A0 avamnoAodyntog), 17 (Ei 6€ ol

loudatog érovopdln); 3:1 (Ti o0V 1O meplocdv Tol loudaiou), 21 (Nuvi 8¢ xwplg

vopou SikatooUvn Beol mepavépwtat); and 4:1 (Ti olv épolpev). Something of
a pattern of concentric circles moving from the outside to the center seems
to be the general pattern here. Humanity’s guilt altogether (1:18-32), fol-
lowed by a focus upon Jews and God fearing Gentiles (2:1-3:20), followed

mind in his use of the Greek verb {ioetat (‘'he will live') simply deliverance from a military invasion and death, as did the prophet Habakkuk in his use of the Hebrew i’r>. Nor did he
understand the Hebrew 7117mR or the Greek miotic to mean primarily a person’s own 'integrity' or 'faithfulness' to God and his law, as did most Jews of his day. Rather, Paul interpreted
this OT testimonium passage from a Christian perspective, using it, it seems evident, in support of a Christian understanding of 'faith' and 'life' — perhaps even viewing the subject of
the sentence, 'the righteous one' (Hebrew 7%, Greek 0 dikatiog), as having messianic significance.

"Principally, however, Paul used this Habakkuk festimonium in support of his emphasis on 'faith' as the only proper response to God’s gift of 'righteousness,’ which is 'now being
revealed in the gospel,' just as he did in Gal 3:11. For 'the righteousness of God' is not only 'based on the divine faithfulness' (ék wictemg), it also calls for 'a response of human faith'
(glg mioTwv). It is, Paul insists, only on the basis of 'divine faithfulness' and a response of 'human faith' that a person can 'live' (Hebrew i, Greek {fjoetat) — with 'life' used here as
equivalent to the experience of 'salvation' (cotnpio) and a positive response to the gift of 'God’s righteousness' (dwarootvn 0eod), which were highlighted earlier in this thesis para-
graph of 1:16—17. And it is this insistence on 'divine faithfulness' and a '"human response of faith' for the experience of 'salvation' that Paul elaborates on and develops further throughout
Romans, particularly in Section I (1:16—4:25) and Section III (9:1-11:36) of the body middle of his letter to the Christians at Rome."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 185-186.]

A fairly common pattern from this methodology structures the letter body as:

1:16-4:25

5:1-8:30

9:1-11:36

12:1-15:13

Dividing points are seen usually in the resurfacing of earlier combinations of word and phrase, along with obvious signals of new content emphasis. Thus 1:16-17 and 3:21-4:25
are seen as positive 'inclusio’ borders of the negative orientation of 1:18-3:20.

The second section of 5:1-8:30 continues the theme of dwkatoctvn Beod but with emphasis upon peace and reconciliation along with an internal unifying repetition through S
70D kvpiov NGV Incod Xpiotod or the cognate &v Xpiot® Incod t@ xvpie fudv (5:1/8:30 and 5:11, 21; 6:23; 7:25).

9:1-11:36 more clearly holds together as a subsection of the letter body largely through content elements. The point of contention by modern commentators is the literary function
and setting of the unit. A parenthesis interruption? An integral focus growing out of 5:1-8:30? And many other proposals.

Also 12:1=15:13 is commonly considered the final sub-unit section of the letter body. The one variable is the 'travel plans' unit of 15:14-32/33. Most with familiarity of ancient
letter patterns consider this unit to function as the closing of the letter body that transitions into the letter Conclusio at 16:1.

S"Hermeneutically, it is a fair question to raise as to whether a modern structure must be used for interpretation in order for the interpretation to make clear sense. My hesitant
answer is 'Maybe.' But a clear distinction must be maintained between it and whatever original structure out of Paul's world and mind that is concluded. One major test of authentic
interpretation is correctly synchronizing the two patterns.
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by a focus upon God'’s provision for all humanity (3:21-4:25). The negative
is followed by the positive.*? The combination of both unit themes and rhe-
torical signals of theme shifts stand behind this assessment.

10.3.3.2.1 God’s Wrath against Human Sinfulness, 1:18-32

18 AmnokoAUmteTal yap opyn 6ol am’ olUpavol €mi mdoav AcEPelav Kol
adikiav avBpwnwv TV TNV AAnBeLav év adikig katexovtwy, 19 8LOTL 1O yVwoTtov
100 B0l davepov éotv €v alTOlC: O Bedg yap auTtolg Epavépwoev. 20 Ta yap
adpata altol Anod KTioewg KOGHUOU TOIC MoLuacLv vooUpeva kabopdrtal, A Te
GitSloc alTod SUVaLS Kal BELOTNC, €i¢ TO glval alToug dvamoloyrtoug, 21 Sttt
YVOVTEG TOV BedV ol wg Bedv éd6€acav i nOxapiotnoay, AN épatatwbnoav
€v tol¢ Slaloylopolc alt®v kal €okotiodn n Adcuvetog aut®wv kopdia. 22
Ppdokovteg eivat codol Epwpdvenoav 23 kat AAAagav thv §6€av Tod adOdpTou
B0l év opowwpatt gikovog pBaptod AvBpwrou Kal METEW@OV Kal TETPATTOdWY
Kal EpreT®v. 24 AL mapedwkev alTtolC 0 B0 v Talg mbupiolg TV KapdLiv
aut®v el¢ akabapoiav tod AtpalecBbal Td cwpata alvtdv év aldtolg 25
oltveg petnAhagav trv dAnbelav tol Beol €v T® Yevdel kal £o0efacBOnoav kal
£Ndtpevoay T KTioeL Topd TOV KTioavta, 6¢ 0Ty EUAOYNTOC €i¢ TOUC aidvag,
Apnv. 26 Al todto mapedwkev altolg 0 B¢ eig madn dtwuiog, ai te yap OnAetlal
a0tV petnAAaav v duoiknv xpfiotv eig TV mapd ¢uaoty, 27 OHOLWG TE Kal ol
Adpoeveg adevieg TRV duotknv xpfiowv Th¢ Bnlelag £€ekalBnoav év T 6pétel
a0tV €l AAANRAoUC, Gpoeveg v GPOECLV THV AoXNUOoUVNV KATEpYa{OUEVOL Kal
TV avtueBiav fv €6eL Th¢ mMAavng adt®v €v éautolc damoAappavovteg. 28 Kal
KaBwg oLk £8okipooay TOv Oedv Exelv év Emyvwoel, mapédwkev alTolg 6 B0¢ i
adokipov volv, oLelv T Ui kabrikovta, 29 menmAnpwuévoug maon adikia movnpla
mAeovetia kakia, peotoug pOOvou dpdvou £pLdog 6Aou kakonBeiog, PLOuplotdg
30 kataAdAouc Beootuyeic UBpLoTAC UTtepndavoug dhalovag, EHEUPETAG KAKDV,
yovelolv dmnelBeic, 31 AouvETOUC AoUVOETOUC AOTOPYOUC Avelenovag: 32 olTLveg
10 Sdwkaiwpa tol Beol €myvovteg Ot ol td Tolalta mpdooovteg Glol Bavatou
elolv, o povov alta nololiov AAAA kal cuveudokoloLv TolG MPACCOUOLY.

18 For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and
wickedness of those who by their wickedness suppress the truth. 19 For what
can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to them. 20
Ever since the creation of the world his eternal power and divine nature, invisi-
ble though they are, have been understood and seen through the things he has
made. So they are without excuse; 21 for though they knew God, they did not
honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking,

and their senseless minds were darkened. 22 Claiming to be wise, they became
fools; 23 and they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resem-
bling a mortal human being or birds or four-footed animals or reptiles.

24 Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to
the degrading of their bodies among themselves, 25 because they exchanged the
truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the creature rather than the
Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen.

26 For this reason God gave them up to degrading passions. Their women
exchanged natural intercourse for unnatural, 27 and in the same way also the
men, giving up natural intercourse with women, were consumed with passion for
one another. Men committed shameless acts with men and received in their own
persons the due penalty for their error.

28 And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to
a debased mind and to things that should not be done. 29 They were filled with
every kind of wickedness, evil, covetousness, malice. Full of envy, murder, strife,
deceit, craftiness, they are gossips, 30 slanderers, God-haters, insolent, haughty,
boastful, inventors of evil, rebellious toward parents, 31 foolish, faithless, heart-
less, ruthless. 32 They know God’s decree, that those who practice such things
deserve to die—yet they not only do them but even applaud others who practice
them.

A check of the diagram below reveals at minimum a twofold division
of ideas in vv. 18-32. Verses 18-23 stress the corruption of humanity in
general, while with the threefold stating of napédwkev avtolg 6 Bedg, God
gave them over to... (#s 16, 17, 20) in vv. 24-32 defines how God responds to
the rejection of His efforts to reveal Himself. Less well defined is the first
segment of vv. 18-23. The lead declaration # 11 in v. 18, ArnokaAUmttetal yap
opyn Beod, for being revealed God’s wrath, clearly signals a connection to the
preceding statement # 10 in v. 17 by repeating the verb drnokaAUntetal and
by the coordinate causal conjunction yap. But the verb subject shifts from
Sikaloouvn Begol, God’s righteousness, to 6pyn Beol, God’s wrath. This lead
statement # 11 is followed by several follow up core statements (#s 12-15)
in vv. 19-23, and found in 3 sentences (vv. 18-23).

The connectors among these follow up statements are very insightful
as to the organizational structure: &6t wherefore; #12, yap, for ]; [#13, yap,
for; 810t wherefore; fj, or; AN, but; kai, and]; [# 14, ---; #15, kai, and]. The
brackets [] indicate sentences. The causal conjunctions &i6tt and yap are
major signals of efforts to explain and defend preceding statements. The

320f course, even smaller sub-units of text materials will surface upon closer examination. These will be analyzed in the subsequent treatments of the mid-level units under
10.3.2.2.#s. Again one must remember this structuring represents a more modern structure. But it seeks to uncover the presence of any group patterns present in the original Greek text

of Romans.

Page 15



11

12

13

14

15

1.18

Yop
AnoxkoAUntetal 6pyr 6egol
am’ oUpavol
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dLOTL TO yVvwotov ToU 60T @avepdyv €0TLV
€V auToliq -
Yop
6 0ed¢ aUTOig £pavépwoev.

Yop
and ktlocewg rbopou
TOTC MOLAPACLY VOOUHREVA
T Adpata aUTOoT. . .KABopATAL,
N 1e &idLog aut|oU dUvaulc ral OeLding,
glc 10 glval aUtoUc &GvamoAoyhtouc,

yvévTeg 1OV BedV
16Tl oUX g Bedov £d6&acav

—————————————— nuxaploTtnoav,
AN’
————— fuaToLOONoOV
€V TOTQ OLOAOYLOUOTIC AUT®V
Kol
————— ¢oxkoT (06n 1 &oUvetog aUut®dv rKopdio.

PAOKOVTEC €lval CoOpol
gpwpavenocav
Kol
AAAagav tnv d6fav tolU &pOApTOU Oeol
€V opoLduaTL €ilxkdvocq
eBapToU &VBPOIOU
Kol
IIETELVOV
Kol
TeTpanddwV
Kol
EPIETAV .

others add additional assertions to the lead reason in
each series.

The progression builds off the lead statement (#11)
of the uncovering of the wrath of God in this world.
This first part (#s 12-16) develops the modifying ex-
pressions éni mdocav dcéPelav kal adikiav avBpwrnwv
TV TNV AARBeLav év AdIkig KATEXOVTWY, upon every ex-
pression of ungodliness and wickedness of the individu-
als who are suppressing the Truth by wickedness. Then
the second part (#s 17-20) defines God’s response to
this rejection of divine Truth around the core assertion
nap£dwkev alTolg 6 Be0¢, God handed them over, three
times (#s 16, 17, 20).*3 This understanding of the struc-
ture of this pericope will provide the organizing basis

33"Two rhetorical conventions embedded in this passage are
immediately evident. Most obvious is the thrice-repeated phrase
'God gave them over' (mopédmwkev avtovg 0 B€dC) in vv. 24, 26,
and 28, all used, it seems, to hold together the structure of 1:24—
31 and to drive home the impact of what is being said in that
part of the passage. Likewise in vv. 23, 25, and 26 the verb 'they
exchanged' appears three times, first as a simple aorist (FAAaE0v)
and then twice more as a compound aorist (petnAiaav), with
the compound form evidently meant to intensify the significance
of the verb’s action and the ominous sound of the final Greek
syllable of the word (-Eav), which would ring in the minds of the
hearers and resonate in their memories.

"Both repetitions of 'God gave them over' and of 'they ex-
changed' may be classified rhetorically as anaphora (i.e., the
repetition of a phrase or word at the beginning of a series of
successive statements)—though they could also be viewed as
instances of paronomasia (i.e., the play on two or more words
in a relatively brief context that are similar in form, that sound
alike, or that make use of different meanings of the same word).
Jean-Noél Aletti has proposed a number of other possible rhetor-
ical features in 1:18-32 (as well as in 2:1-3:20).5 But these two
instances of anaphora (or paronomasia) are the most obvious
rhetorical conventions in the passage.

"Two observations about these two sets of anaphora (or
paronomasia) in 1:18-32 need, however, to be highlighted: (1)
such rhetorical conventions, whether in oral or written commu-
nication, were always intended to function as aids for the under-
standing and remembrance of what was said or written, and (2)
their inclusion in whatever written material they appear suggests
something of an original oral setting for that material. Thus when
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Vv avrtipLodiay —————————————-
nv €del 1fg mA&vNg oUTRV

€V eautolg &moAauBdvoviec.

of our interpretation. Some of the idiosyncracies present in the Greek
text will be treated in the exegesis below.

10.3.3.2.1.1 God’s Wrath revealed but rejected, 1:18-23 18
AmokaAuTttetol yap épyn Beol at’ ovpavol ént mdoav doéBelav kal adikiav
AavOpwnwv TAV TV AAROLayv v Adikia katexovtwy, 19 S1OTL TO yvwotdv tod
Beol davepov éotiy €v auTolg O Bedg yap alTolg ébavépwaoev. 20 ta yap
aopata altod Amo KToEwE KOGUOU TOLG oL UaoLY vooupeva kabBopdtal, i
Te &idloc autod SUVaLS Kol BELOTNG, €i¢ TO Elval AUTOUE AVATTOAOYHTOUC,
21 810TL yvovteg TOV Bedv 0o0) wg Beodv €do&aocav i nixapiotnooav, AN
£uatalwbnoay év toig SLaloylopolc au Ty Kal £éokotioBn ) douvetog alT®OV
kapdia. 22 GAcKOVTEC elvat codol épwpdvencav 23 kot HANagav thv Sd€av
to0 adpOaptou Beol év opolwpaTL eikovog dBaptold AvBpwIou Kal METEWVRV
Kal TeTpamnodwy kal pret®v. 18 For the wrath of God is revealed from heav-
en against all ungodliness and wickedness of those who by their wickedness
suppress the truth. 19 For what can be known about God is plain to them,
because God has shown it to them. 20 Ever since the creation of the world
his eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are, have been
understood and seen through the things he has made. So they are without
excuse; 21 for though they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give
thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their senseless
minds were darkened. 22 Claiming to be wise, they became fools; 23 and
they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling a mor-
tal human being or birds or four-footed animals or reptiles.

The diagram sketches out this portion of the text visually in order to
make clearer how the core ideas of the text are organized together.3*

10.3.3.2.1.1.1 Basic Declaration, 1:18-19a AnokaAUmtetal y&p 6pyr Oegol

Paul includes these two instances of anaphora, it may be presumed that he does so (1)
with the hope that his addressees will better understand and remember what he writes,
but also (2) with the suggestion that what he writes has a history in some type of past
oral communication — whether drawn from his own past preaching or from an earlier
writing that incorporated such oral communication, or both.

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the

Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016),

192-193.]

30One of the modern interpretive disputes centers on the relation of Rom. 1:19-32 to the Wisdom of Solomon, especially 13:1-14:31. This section along with some isolated state-
ments in chapters 11 and 12 are a part of Section Three: "A Glorification of the Jews," in 11:2-19:22. Part One is "The Book of Eschatology" (1:1-6:8) and Two: "An Oration of Wisdom"
(6:9-11:1). Written by Hellenistic Jewish authors sometime between 50 BCE and AD 10, the document speaks to the wrath of God on the pagan world of Paul's era. In this Jewish writ-
ing that precedes the letter to the Romans by at least half a century, one hears similar declarations to many of Paul's statements in Rom. 1:19-32. Was Paul depending on this writing for
his statements in 1:19-32? Some have sought to make such a case. The fatal flaw is that the core ideas for both the Wisdom of Solomon and Rom. 1:19-32 are found in numerous texts
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128 Kol &’ oVpavoi i ooy AcéPeLav kat dSikiav
KaBwC oUK &dokipoocav TOV 60V

avBpwnwv TV TAV AAnBeslav év Adikig
EXELV €V EmLYVOOEL,

Katexovtwy, 60Tl T0 yvwotov tol Beod

20 napédWKEV aUTOUg O Oed¢ L , N h h of
clc 56K ov voTv, davepdv éotv év autolg For the wrath o
moLelv T& |pn KOBHKOVT, God is revealed from heaven against all un-

1.29 NETANPOUEVOUC godliness and wickedness of those who by
|  méon adikia their wickedness suppress the truth, because
| novneE LQ‘/ what is knowable about God is clear among
: TAEOVEG [§ them. Essentially the lead statement

KoK (o . ,
N L (#11) asserts the uncovering of God’s
peotouc @eBovVou , , s ~
| - wrath, AmokaAUntetal yap opyn 6eo0,
| 26100 as a critical element of the uncovering
| d6Aou

of the Hebrew Bible, e.g., Num 16:46; 18:5;
Josh 9:20; 22:20; Pss 38:1; 102:10; Isa 60:10;
Jer 10:10; 21:5; 32:37; 50:13; Zech 7:12. Sec-

| kaxkonOe lacg,
YLoupLotdg

130 KATOAYAOU
BeooTuyeT 2 ondly, the condemnation of the non-Jewish
BBoLeae pagan world was relatively universally assert-
Sme Svou ed in the wide body of non-canonical Jewish
é()\.O(Z)gﬁO(C, s apocalyptic writings of this period, most all

of which originated in Diaspora Judaism. This
literature was widely circulated not only in
Jewish circles, but in Christian circles for the
first several centuries.

Rather than contending for a highly

EQEUPETAC KAKDV,
yoveUolv &mnelbelqg,
AoUVETOUCQ
aouvOétoug

dotdpyoug questionable Pauline dependence upon the
dveXefpovag - Wisdom of Solomon, a much more likely con-
B oltiveg 10 dikalwpa 100 OeolU emLyvoOVIEG nection is that the apostle chose language and
| StL ol t& tolaUta mp&ooovVTEG_ perspectives out of early Christian and Jewish
| e | preaching familiar to his readers in order to
| &f Lol Bavatou eiciv,  convey his view of the dynamics of paganism
——————— oU pdévov aUTtd moLoUolLv in its rejection of the wrath of God being dis-
| SANY closed to them through the created order.
| rol When, therefore, Paul began his procla-
_______ oUVEUBOKOTOLY TOlC mPAOCOUs LY. mation of the Christian message in his letter

to Christians at Rome, he began in a way that

he believed would be familiar to and appreci-
ated by his addressees—that is, in a manner that reflected a rather distinctive type of Jewish presentation and ethos. Christians at Rome, whatever their ethnicity, seem to have
been extensively influenced by Jewish Christianity and so would probably have readily understood such an approach and accepted it. Further, it was a type of approach and form
of argumentation that would have been very well known and appreciated by Paul as a Jewish Christian—even though, as one who declared himself to be “all things to all people,
so that by all possible means | might save some” (1 Cor 9:22), he may not have usually used this type of approach or form of argumentation in his own evangelistic ministry to
Gentiles.
[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-

mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 195.]
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of God’s righteousness in Christ, dikatocuvn yap 8ol év alT® dmokaAUTTETOL
(v. 17; #10in diagram). Here stands a very important theological point. God’s
righteousness in Christ is inseparably linked to God’s wrath. The two con-
cepts cannot be disconnected from one another. And to deny one is to deny
the other! God is not righteous without His wrath! The causal yap conjunc-
tion links the two ideas in this manner.

Immediately then comes the questions What is that wrath? and How is
it being uncovered to what humanity? The phrase opyn 600, wrath of God, is

commonly found throughout the NT with some 36 instances of 6pyn. Only
five of these instances references human anger; the rest God’s. Twen-
ty-one of the 36 instances, however, are found in Paul’s writings, with 12
of them in Romans: 1:18; 2:5 (2x); 3:5; 4:15; 5:9; 9:22 (2x); 12:19; 13:4, 5. One
translation issue relates to whether 6pyr) 600 is best translated God’s wrath
or God’s anger.® |s there a difference since 4pyry means both in biblical us-
age.*

The difference between Buudg and opyr), both of which can be trans-

3"t is not easy to find an appropriate term for God’s wrath. The literal translation of wrath may suggest far too much—'God’s rage' or 'God’s anger.' There is certainly a semantic
component of anger in the biblical expression of wrath, but it is important to try to find some term which will avoid wrong connotations and at the same time focus upon God’s act of
judging. Some translations actually employ 'God’s judgment because of his anger' in an effort to represent both semantic components of wrath. In many languages one cannot speak
of 'wrath ... coming down' since neither an emotion nor an event of judging can come down from heaven upon all the sin and evil of men. Hence a rather considerable restructuring of
the semantic components of this first clause is usually necessary. An appropriate equivalent in some languages is 'God has revealed how, in his anger, he will judge all the sin and evil
of men.' On the other hand, in some languages one cannot speak of judging sin and evil, because one can only judge people who are sinful and evil. Therefore one must say: 'God has
revealed how he will judge men for all the sin and evil which they have done'.” [Barclay Moon Newman and Eugene Albert Nida, 4 Handbook on Paul’s Letter to the Romans, UBS
Handbook Series (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973), 22.]

%opyN, fic, 1 (Hes. et al. in the sense of ‘temperament’; also ‘anger, indignation, wrath’ (so Trag., Hdt.+)

1. state of relatively strong displeasure, w. focus on the emotional aspect, anger GPt 12:50 (s. pAéym 2). W. mikpio and Bopdg Eph 4:31; cp. Col 3:8 (on the relationship betw.
opyn and Bopodg, which are oft., as the product of Hebrew dualism, combined in the LXX as well, s. Zeno in Diog. L. 7, 113; Chrysipp. [Stoic. III Fgm. 395]; Philod., De Ira p. 91 W.;
PsSol 2:23; ParJer 6:23). W. dwodoywopoi 1 Ti 2:8. W. pepiopodg IPhld 8:1. 1 a0épitog tod {jhovg op. the lawless anger caused by jealousy 1 ClI 63:2. dnéyecBar mdong dp. refrain from
all anger Pol 6:1. pet’ 6pyf|g angrily (Pla., Apol. 34c; Esth 8:12x; 3 Macc 6:23; JosAs 4:16 peta dhaloveiog kai opyfg) Mk 3:5; Bpadvg &ic op. slow to be angry Js 1:19 (Aristoxenus,
Fgm. 56 Socrates is called tpay¥g gic 0pynv; but s. Pla., Phd. 116¢, where S. is called mpadtato ‘meekest’). Eéléyyete dAlAovg ur| €v Op. correct one another, not in anger D 15:3 (év
opyfi Is 58:13; Da 3:13 Theod.). Anger dopova dvarpel 1 C139:7 (Job 5:2); leads to murder D 3:2. dikaroctvny 0e0d ok £pydletar Js 1:20; originates in Bupdg and results in pfjvic Hm
5,2, 4.—Pl. outbursts of anger (Pla., Euthyphro 7b £0pa kxai 0pyai, Rep. 6, 493a; Maximus Tyr. 27, 6b; 2 Macc 4:25, 40; Jos., Vi. 266) 1 C1 13:1; IEph 10:2 (B-D-F §142; W-S. §27,
4d). JStelzenberger, D. Beziehgen der friihchristl. Sittenlehre zur Ethik der Stoa ’33, 250ff. S. also Ps.-Phocyl. 57f; 63f and Horst’s annotations 153, 155-57.

2. strong indignation directed at wrongdoing, w. focus on retribution, wrath (Ilovog 6pyai Eur., Med. 1172; Parmeniscus [I1I/II B.C.] in the schol. on Eur., Medea 264 Schw.
g Bedic 0pyn; Diod S 5, 55, 6 d1a v 0pynv of Aphrodite; Philostrat., Vi. Apoll. 6, 29; SIG 1237, 5 &gt dpynv peyddny tod peydiov Adg, OGI 383, 210 [1 B.C.]; LXX; En 106:15;
TestReub 4:4; ApcEsdr 1:17 p. 25, 11 Tdf.; ApcrEzk pap. Fgm. 1 recto, 6 [Denis, p. 125]; SibOr 4, 162; 5, 75f; Philo, Somn. 2, 179, Mos. 1, 6; Just., D. 38, 2; 123, 3; oft. Jos., e.g. Ant.
3,321; 11, 127; Theoph. Ant. 1, 3 [p. 62, 21].—EpArist 254 0e0g ympic 0pyfig andong) as the divine reaction toward evil (moudevet 1 kalovpévn op. Tod Bgod Orig., C. Cels. 4, 72, 4)
it is thought of not so much as an emotion (ov éOo¢ & avTod avTV [sc. OpyNVv] eivai popev Orig., C. Cels. 4, 72, 1) as the outcome of an indignant frame of mind (judgment), already
well known to OT history (of the inhabitants of Nineveh: ot v dp. d1d petovoiog ékdivoav Did., Gen. 116, 22), where it somet. runs its course in the present, but more oft. is to be
expected in the future, as God’s final reckoning w. evil (dp. is a legitimate feeling on the part of a judge; s. RHirzel, Themis 1907, 416; Pohlenz [s. below, b, end] 15, 3; Synes. Ep. 2
p. 158b).—S. Cat. Cod. Astr. V/4 p. 155.

a) of the past and pres.: of judgment on the desert generation dpoca &v tf] 0pyif) pov (Ps 94:11) Hb 3:11; 4:3. In the present, of Judeans &pBacev €n’ avtovg 1) 0p. the indignation
(0py" abs.= op. B=od also Ro 12:19—AvanVeldhuizen, ‘Geeft den toorn plaats’ [Ro 12:19]: TSt 25, 1907, 44-46; [on 13:4; 1 Th 1:10]. Likew. Jos., Ant. 11, 141) has come upon them
1 Th 2:16 (cp. TestLevi 6:11; on 1 Th 2:13-16 s. BPearson, HTR 64, *71, 79-94). Of God’s indignation against sin in the pres. dmokadvrtetar 0p. Bgod énl ndoav acéPeiav Ro 1:18
(JCampbell, ET 50, 39, 229-33; SSchultz, TZ 14, ’58, 161-73). Of God’s indignation against evildoers as revealed in the judgments of earthly gov. authorities 13:4f (here op. could
also be punishment, as Demosth. 21, 43). The indignation of God remains like an incubus upon the one who does not believe in the Son J 3:36 (for 1 0p. péver cp. Wsd 18:20). Of the
Lord’s wrath against renegade Christians Hv 3, 6, 1. The Lord dnoctpépet thv 0p. avtod 4o tivog turns away (divine) indignation from someone (drnootpépm 2a) Hv 4, 2, 6.—Of the
wrath of God’s angel of repentance Hm 12, 4, 1.

b) of God s future judgment specifically qualified as punitive (€xpuyelv v Op. Kol kpicty Tod Bgod Theoph. Ant. 2, 14 [p. 136, 16]) £otat 6p. T® Aad tovte Lk 21:23; 1 pélhovoa
op. Mt 3:7; Lk 3:7; IEph 11:1. 1j op. 1| épyopévn 1 Th 1:10; cp. Eph 5:6; Col 3:6. cowbnodpeda ano tiic 0p. Ro 5:9. ovk £€0et0 Mudc 0 0e0g €ig 0p. God has not destined us for puni-
tive judgment 1 Th 5:9. Oncavpilewv eavtd dpynv (s. Onoavpilm 2b and PLond VI 1912, 77-78 tapugvopevog pavtd ... opynv and 81 &ig opynv dwkaiav [opp. internal hostility, line
80]; s. SLosch, Epistula Claudiana 1930, 8. Claudius reserves to himself punitive measures against ringleaders of civil unrest; the par. is merely formal: in our pass. it is sinners who
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€lg TO €lval aUTOUC AVATIOAOYNTOUG,

yvévTeg TOV 60OV

dLOTL oUX ®C Beov €d6Eaoav

—————————————— nuxoplotnoav,
GAN'
————— fuaTaLOOnoav

€V TOTCQ dLOAOYLOUOTIC aUTI®V

Kol

————— ¢okot(0o6n 1 &oUtvetog aUT®dV Kapdia.

PAOKOVTIEC €lVal COPol
gpwpavenocav
Kol
AAAagav tnv d6fav tolU &pOApTOU Oeol
€V opoLduatLl €ixrdvocq
POapTOT &VOPOHIOU
kol
IETELVROV
kol
TETPUIOSWV
kol
EPIETAV .

opyfg by nature children of wrath, i.e. subject to divine indignation Eph 2:3 (JMehlman,

Natura Filii Irae etc. ’57). tékva 0pytig AcP1Cor 2:19 (on gnostic opponents of Paul). Cp. ckedn dpyiig katnptiopéva gig andieiav objects of wrath prepared for destruction Ro
9:22b. Of the law: dpynv katepyaletan it effects/brings (only) wrath 4:15.—In Rv the term is also used to express thoughts on eschatology 6:16; 11:18. 1 Nuépa 1 peydin Tiig 0p. aOTOV
the great day of their (God’s and the Lamb’s) wrath (s. above) 6:17. On 10 motfipov tfic 0p. avtod the cup of his wrath 14:10 and oivog tod Bvpod Tiig Op. Tod Bcod 16:19; 19:15, s.

fury

ev adLxilq

) anger
. .RKATEXOVTIOV,
I
Bupog
anger; wrath; indignation; soul rage
enraged
wrath
wrath
> [ 4
opyn
anger; wrath
anger

ensure divine indignation against themselves) Ro 2:5a. This
stored-up wrath will break out &v nuépa opyfic (s. uépa 3bP) vs.
5b. Elsewhere, too, the portrayal of the wrath of God in Paul is
predom. eschatological: dp. kai Bupdg (s. Bopds 2) Ro 2:8 (cp.
1QS 4:12); cp. 1 C1 50:4; d6te om0V 1] 0p. Ro 12:19 (s. 2a above;
tomoc 4). Cp. 9:22a. émpépetv v opynv inflict punishment 3:5 (s.
13:4f under a above; s. Just., A I, 39, 2). Humans are tékva @Ooet
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lated as anger, is that 6updg tends to reference more often human anger
than divine anger. But especially in Revelation one finds tfi¢ opyfic altod,
His wrath, and to0 Bupol tol Beol, God’s wrath, used interchangeably. Of
interest is the combination of both like in Rev. 16:19, 16 notrptov tod oivou
tol Suuod th¢ 6pyfh¢ awtol, the wine cup of the fury of His wrath. Here Bupdg
stresses the intense emotion while épyr| the action expressing the intense
emotion. Similarly is Rev. 19:15, tv Anvov 100 oivou tod Suuoi ti¢ 6pyii¢
to0 Be00 tol mavtokpdtopog, the wine press of the fury of the wrath of God the
Almighty One. But one should not forget that both terms can be used inter-
changeably with one another, and also as separate entities (e.g., Col. 3:8 //
Eph. 4:31; Rev. 14:10). The Hebrew, especially the prophetic, background will
stand behind to0 Bupol tol Beol, God’s wrath, with strong emphasis upon
the expression of that anger of God in judgment.

Of importance also is the timing of the pouring out of this divine wrath.
The biblical text frequently speaks of God having expressed His wrath in
past events and also in present time events (cf. 2. b in the above footnote
for listing). But very common is the eschatological expression of God'’s
wrath on the Day of Judgment. For example just in Romans see 2:5, 8; 4:15;
9:22 et als. Clearly here in 1:18-32 the present time expression of divine
wrath is the focus. That is, the expressing of God’s anger and punishment
upon sinful conduct is an ongoing matter that spans the ‘moment’ in time
whenever it is.%’

The two modifying prepositional phrases of the verb AmokaAvUmtetal

throw light on these questions of what and how.

First is @’ oUpavod, from Heaven. The origin of this discovery is coming
from Heaven, not from earth. One of the interpretive issues is the syntacti-
cal role of the prepositional phrase ar’ ovpavod. Is it adjectival? Or, adver-
bial? If adjectival, then the idea is God’s wrath from Heaven. But if adverbial,
then it is God’s wrath is being revealed from Heaven. The post position of the
phrase obscures the syntactical function. That is, it follows both the poten-
tial verb and the noun that it could modify. Normally prepositional phrases
in Greek precede what they modify. But the inherent adverbial role of a
Greek prepositional phrase favors the adverbial function. Although the dif-
ference in meaning is ultimately not too much, the preferable understand-
ing is that God’s wrath is being disclosed from Heaven as a divine action.
Human initiative is not present in this discovery.

God is in the process of letting humanity know that He is profoundly dis-
pleased with its sinful behavior. Exactly how He is making this known will
be explained beginning in verse 19. But what arouses His anger is defined
in the following second prepositional phrase.

Second is éni ndoav ac€Beilav kai adikiov avipwnwy TV tnv aAndelav év
adikig kateyovtwy, upon all acts of ungodliness and wickedness from men who
are suppressing the truth in wickedness. This addresses the question of who
the apostle is targeting in vv. 18-32. The Wisdom of Solomon clearly pits
non-Jewish Gentiles as pagans and over against the glorious Jewish world.
Often Paul has been understood to be doing the same thing.*® But is he?

Bopog 1 and 2 (AHanson, The Wrath of the Lamb, *57, 159-80).—ARitschl, Rechtfertigung u. Verséhnung 114 1900, 119-56; MPohlenz, Vom Zorne Gottes 1909; GWetter, D. Vergel-
tungsgedanke bei Pls1912; GBornkamm, D. Offenbarung des Zornes Gottes (Ro 1-3): ZNW 34, °35, 239-62; ASchlatter, Gottes Gerechtigkeit 35, 48ff; GMacGregor, NTS 7, 61,
101-9; JHempel, Gottes Selbstbeherrschung, H-WHertzberg Festschr., *65, 56-66. S. also kpioig, end: Braun 41ff and Filson.—B. 1134. DELG 1 6pyn. M-M. DLNT 1238-41. EDNT.
TW.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 720-721.]

3™The dpyr| Oeod was a familiar concept in the ancient world — divine indignation as heaven’s response to human impiety or transgression of divinely approved laws, or as a
way of explaining communal catastrophes or unlooked for sickness or death (TDNT 5:383—409). Paul takes up this well-known language as a way of describing the effect of human
unrighteousness in the world (vv 19-32), though clearly, in Paul’s view, 'wrath' is not something for which God is merely responsible, 'an inevitable process of cause and effect in a
moral universe' (Dodd; Macgregor, 105; similarly Hanson, Wrath, 85, 110), nor merely an attitude of God (far less a vengeful attitude of God), but something God does (see Travis,
37-38). The parallel with 'the righteousness of God' would be sufficient indication of this, especially when taken in conjunction with other references to God’s wrath later in Romans
(3:5; 9:22; 12:19), and the repeated nopédwkev of vv 24, 26, and 28 puts the issue beyond dispute (cf. Ladd, Theology, 407; Robinson, Wrestling, 18-21; Maillot, 62). Not merely a
psychological or sociological process is in view but a process on earth in which heaven (ovpavod) is involved." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary
(Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 54-55.]

3B"Who Is Discussed in 1:18-32? As for who is being discussed in 1:18-32, it must be acknowledged that Wis 13:1-14:31 presents a number of vehement, even rather vitriolic,
denunciations of Gentiles and conditions in the Gentile world, which are then followed by self-congratulatory statements about Jews and the Jewish world. So Paul’s use of material
drawn from Wis 13—14 could also be understood as his denunciation of the godlessness and wickedness of non-Jews in the Gentile world. Some commentators, in fact, have argued that
Paul in 1:18-32 is speaking exclusively regarding 'the situation of the Gentile world."?

"But though Paul uses material drawn from Wis 13—14 in speaking about idolatries, immoralities, and injustices, it needs also to be recognized that he never once in 1:18-32 uses
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No! He is not! The
language of Paul
targets a broad
group, not merely a
non-Jewish group.
Here in the lead
declaration that
group is defined as
avOpwnwv TV TAV
aAnBelav €v adikiq
KATEXOVTIWVY, men
who suppress the
Truth in wickedness. The implication here is what Paul concludes in 3:23,
TAVTEC yap fpaptov Kat botepoiival thg 86&ng tod Bgod, for all have sinned and

held maintain

suppress
had

made
possessing

prevent

take KATEXW

restrain; hold fast to

N
&

restraining, restrains

hold

come short of God’s Glory. This is a human problem, not just a Gentile prob-
lem. The defense section below (vv. 19-23) and more spells this out clearly
and undeniably.*®

What is it in humanity that occasions this wrath? Two aspects provides
Paul’s initial answer. First, éni néocav do€Pelav kai adikiav, against every un-
godly expression and every express of wickedness, and then second t@v thv
aAnBelav év adikia katexovtwv, who are suppressing the Truth in wickedness.

a) éni ndoav acéPelav kal adwkiav, against every ungodly expression and
every express of wickedness. The two nouns aoéBela and adwkia linked to-
gether underscore the vertical and horizontal dimensions of human life.
Toward God there is doBela, the opposite of oéBaoua, pious expressions
of devotion to God.*® And then toward others stands adwia, the opposite
of dwaiwpa, just action toward another.*' Together they encompass the
totality of human life and label it as sinful (cf. 1 Jn. 5:17a, ndoa adikio duaptia

the term £0voc (‘heathen,' 'pagan,' 'Gentile,' or 'nation'). Rather, in his theme statement of 1:18 he uses the more generic expression dvOpwmnot ('men,' 'persons'), and thus should be un-
derstood as speaking not only about Gentiles but about all humanity. As Bruce Longenecker has rightly argued: 'It is not the gentile condition alone that Paul is describing here but a
more fundamental anthropological condition which includes in itself no ethnic differentiation."?

"Later in 2:1-16 the apostle will speak in rather broad fashion to 'whoever you are who passes judgment on someone else' about God’s judgment as being without impartiality
against all who sin, whatever their ethnicity. Then in 2:17-29 he will narrow his focus to speak specifically to Jews about any form of Jewish legalism. And finally in 3:1-20 he will
narrow his focus yet further to speak about the situation of the Jews before God. Here in 1:18-32, however, Paul’s focus is best understood as being on humanity generally — even
though he uses material that originally had to do only with the idolatries, immoralities, and injustices of non-Jews, that is, with the 'godlessness' and 'wickedness' of the Gentile world."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 196.]

3¥"That a degree of irrationality or incalculability was often manifest in the operation of divine wrath was also evident to classical thought (as expressed particularly in the concept
of 'fate’ — see, e.g., OCD). Jewish thought is familiar with the same feature, but within its monotheistic system found it more of a problem; cf. 2 Sam 24:1 and 15-16 with 1 Chron
21:1, 14-15; Job 19:11; Ps 88:16 (TDNT 5:402); and the apocalyptist’s puzzled 'How long?' Paul too is conscious of the same problem (3:5; 9:22). Here he expounds the concept in
highly moral terms (vv 19-32), but these verses contain the beginning of an answer which he elaborates later in terms of the individual (chaps. 6—8) and of humankind as a whole, Jew
and Gentile (chaps. 9—11). In brief, his resolution is that the effect of divine wrath upon man is to show that man who rebels against his relation of creaturely dependence on God (which
is what faith is) becomes subject to degenerative processes. Deliverance from these comes through returning to the relation of faith. Such a return does not mean that wrath ceases to
operate against man in his fleshliness, but that it becomes part of a larger process whose end is liberation and redemption from all that occasions and involves wrath; cf. Herold — 'The
eschatological judgment of wrath comes about in accordance with covenant and promise, because it will lead to redemption and to salvation' (Zorn, 301). That this fuller understanding
of God’s wrath emerges from the gospel (or at least Paul’s expression thereof) is true, but the actual operation of wrath Paul affirms to be clearly visible in human behavior (Althaus;
Michel; Bruce; Travis, 36; against Barth, Shorter; Leenhardt; Schenke, 888; Cranfield; cf. Filson, 39—48; Kuss; Wilckens). For the eschatological dimension of 'wrath' see above under
amoxaAdmtetar and on 2:5." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 55.]

“Note the larger word group: céBopat, ogpdlopon, céfacpa, Zefactdc, evoepnc, evoifela, evcefém, doefng, doéPela, doePéw, oeuvog, oepvotnc. [Werner Foerster, “Zéfoua,
Yefalopar, TéPacpa, Xefactoc, Evoefrig, Evoéfeia, Evoeféw, Acefng, AcéPeia, AcePém, Tepvog, Zepvotng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 7:168.]

Mrdocav doéPetay kai adikiov avOpdmwv, 'all impiety and unrighteousness of men,' is an all-embracing phrase. In Greek thought it would include hostility to or disregard for
what was generally accepted to be good religious practice (typically failure to observe the state cultus) and unlawful conduct toward others (TDNT 1:154). That Paul intends a clear
distinction between the words is unlikely, as also the suggestion that he had in mind the two tables of the law (as suggested by Schlatter, 49, and implausibly elaborated by Wilier,
12fF.; but see TDNT 5:190). Such sins were all of a piece in Jewish thought and the phrase is comprehensive, not analytic (cf. Philo, Immut. 112; Spec. Leg. 1.215; Praem. 105). In fact
acéPela is hardly used by Paul (only here and 11:26 in the undisputed Paulines; doefng only in 4:5 and 5:6), whereas aduwkia is the more dominant concept (1:29; 2:8; 3:5; 6:13; 9:14;
also 1 Cor 13:6; 2 Cor 12:13; 2 Thess 2:10, 12), and, as its repetition here shows, it clearly embraces the full range covered by the more comprehensive phrase in itself." [James D. G.
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éotly, all wickedness is sin). Thus human activity stands contrary to ikatoctvn
Beo0. That is, humanity is not treating God justly like He treates them.

b) tdv tv dARBelav év adwkiq katexoviwy, who are suppressing the Truth
in wickedness. This adjectival modifying participle phrase that is linked to
avBpwnwv defines human actions against both God and others. The plural
avBpwnwv from &vBpwrmog, as opposed to avdpeg from avnp, signals both
male and female inclusion, and thus is better translated as people, individu-
als, or persons.

What humanity is doing with God’s uncovering His wrath is t@v v
aAnBeiav év adikia katexovtwv. Key here is the verbal katexovtwv. This pres-
ent tense participle from katéxw means literally to hold something down to
prevent it from functioning. Overwhelmingly this has a negative implication,
although in very rare instances it can be positive such as in Acts 27:40. In
Rom. 1:18, clearly the idea is negative. Wicked humanity is holding down
the Truth of God in order to prevent it from disclosing the wrath of God to
them. In a very real sense, they are guilty of a ‘cover up’ of divine Truth
while God is doing an ‘uncovering’ of His wrath as a warning of His displea-
sure with how humanity is living.

Of critical importance here is the perspective of tv dABelav, the Truth.
This is not truth as an abstract concept as in modern western thinking.
Instead it is truth as defined by God, as the later text variants (ar vg® sa;
Ambst) reflect in altering the phrase to v d\Belav 100 Beol in order to be
very clear. Paul makes it clear in 2:8, tolg 6& £§ €pBeiag kal ametdolowv tjfj
dAnOeia neBopévolg 8¢ Tfi adikia dpyn kai Bupdc, but to those who also disobey
the Truth out of hubris, but to those obeying wickedness there come wrath and
fury. Compare also 3:7, i d\Bela tol Be00, God’s Truth. Truth in the Bible
is defined by John 14:6 which reflects the traditional Jewish background
understanding. God as the Creator defines what is true. Everything that
conforms to God’s being and behavior is true. False is what doesn’t con-
form to God. Added to that is the contention of the absolute holiness of God
as well as His righteous character (6watooUvn Be00). Thus ‘suppressing the
Truth’ is preventing God’s wrath from revealing itself to the awareness and
consciousness of sinful humanity. Paul’s thought is much more than merely
denying the wrath of God. It instead is deliberate efforts to hobble that Truth

and keep it from getting through to human awareness.

But how? v adwia is Paul’'s answer. Note the dik- stem with the alpha
privative attached giving it the opposite meaning. Man’s behavior is the ex-
act opposite of the just behavior of God. This translates into a wide range
of harmful, destructive actions toward others as Paul makes clear in the
seven uses of adwia in Romans: 1:18 (2x), 29; 2:8; 3:5; 6:13; 9:14. And this
doesn’t include the other five uses in 1-2 Corinthians, 2 Thessalonians,
and 2 Timothy. Thus 12 of the total 25 uses of aSwia in the NT are found
in Paul’'s writings. Humanity’s injustice to others is a major issue in the
New Testament. One of the most dramatic uses comes from the mouth of
Christ in Luke 13:27 (27-30), kai épel Aéywv Opiv- o0k oida [UpdG] mOBev €oTé-
amnootnte an’ €uod mavteg épyatal adikiag. And He will speak saying to you, “l do
not know you, i.e., who you are; depart from me all you workers of wickedness.

The use of adikia -- only here verses the dual reference above -- is pri-
marily because inside the Pauline vocabulary especially this term actually
covers both ideas.*? So Paul’s referencing of adwia here sufficiently refer-
ences the evil sinfulness of humanity in a summarizing manner.

The use of the preposition év with the locative of sphere (or locational
dative) noun captures a depth of meaning not translatable fully into En-
glish. The Hebrew 2 stands behind this preposition év with the sense of
not only where but how. The wickedness of humanity is not only where the
suppression of divine Truth is located, but it also is the means by which
this Truth is suppressed. Therefore our wickedness not just keeps us from
seeing the wrath of God being expressed in our world, it actively seeks to
keep that wrath from working in our world.

Paul's Jewish Christian targeted readers would have understood the
assertion of wickedness in the non-Jewish world around them. But Paul
asserts the universal presence of this in all of humanity. Such accusations
would also have been challenging to the non-Jewish Christian readers at
Rome. Particularly in the imperial capital where arrogant pride in all things
being good if Roman reigned supremely. Might makes right was the prevailing
principle in place there. The apostle thus seeks to shatter such thinking
from both heritages. Neither Jew nor Gentile could claim being anything
but adwia and all were guilty of tv dAnBelav év adikia katexovtwy, suppress-

Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 55-56.]

“"The noun doéPeta (‘'godlessness') is used in Deut 9:5 (LXX) with respect to the wickedness of 'the nations' in opposition to Israel and is found elsewhere in ancient Jewish
Greek writings in the sense of 'wickedness' or 'violence."™ It is an expression, however, that is seldom used by Paul, appearing in Romans only here and at 11:26.51 The noun adwio
(‘'unrighteousness,' 'lawlessness,' 'evil,' 'wickedness,' 'injustice'), however, is found frequently in Jewish and Christian writings for all sorts of lawlessness, injustice, and deception,>? and
it appears fairly often in Paul’s letters.®" [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 203.]
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ing the Truth in their wickedness. This would need proof if to be acceptable.

The beginning of this proof is attached as a dependent clause 8wt
10 yvwotov tol Bsol pavepov éotv €v avtoic on to the core statement verb
AnokaAUrttetad. This is followed by a main clause statement introduced by
yap. This kind of thought structure drives Bible translators crazy. And most
of the time they reverse the structural pattern so that it works logically in
modern western languages. For example, note the NRSV use in v. 19 of
the coordinate causal ‘for’ to translate the Greek subordinate 614t but the
subordinate causal ‘because’ for the Greek coordinate yap. The loss here is
the way Paul thinks in favor of a modern western way of thinking. Over the
years that | have been diagraming the Greek text since the early 1980s, |
have observed this pattern far more times than | can remember. It is just
a different pattern of logical construction of ideas from anything in western
ways of arranging ideas. We go typically from the broad to the narrow. But
Paul’s world quite often went from the narrow to the broad structuring of
ideas. When such is observed, the subordinated clause syntactically takes
on special meaning content wise.

The foundational point of the 8ot clause is simply that the knowable
thing about God is clear in their midst: 610tL 10 yvwotov tol 600 davepov éotv
év autols. Behind this stands the conviction that humanity on its own can
know absolutely nothing about God. Only what God chooses to reveal can
be known about Him, nothing beyond that.** In the subsequent main clause
declarations more details meant by t6 yvwotov 1ol 800 are expressed. But
the combination of the substantival adjective to yvwotov with the predicate
adjective davepov via the copulative verb éotv makes it abundantly clear

that God has the exclusive iniative in revealing Himself to humanity. This
reflects to a certain extent the Jewish wisdom literature heritage in Paul's
day.* God is knowable in the created order but only to those with the right
spiritual eyes to see the presence and activity of God in creation. Natural
man can look at creation and see nothing.

10.3.3.2.1.1.2 Defense of Declaration, 1:19b-23. 19b 6 8e6¢ yap avtoic édavépwaosy.
20 ta yap adpata altod Amo KTioewg KOGOU TOLG MOLACLY VooUeva kaBopdtad, | Te
GitS10¢ aTod SUVApLS Kol BELGTNC, €iC TO £lval AUTOUC AVaToAoyATouC, 21 SLOTL yVOVTEC
TOV B0V 0U) WG BedV ESOEacav A nuxapiotnoayv, GAN éuataiwdnaoay v Toi¢ StaAoyLlopoic
VTV Kal €oKoTioBN 1) AoUVETOC AUTGV Kapdia. 22 PpACKOVTES elvat ool épwpavincav
23 kal AAAagav thv 86€av Tol adpBdaptou Beol £v OpowwpaTtt eikdévog dBaptol dvBpwrmou
Kal TETEWVQV Kal Tetpamodwy kal £pmet®@v. 19b because God has shown it to them. 20
Ever since the creation of the world his eternal power and divine nature, invisible though
they are, have been understood and seen through the things he has made. So they are
without excuse; 21 for though they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give
thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their senseless minds were
darkened. 22 Claiming to be wise, they became fools; 23 and they exchanged the glory
of the immortal God for images resembling a mortal human being or birds or four-footed
animals or reptiles.

Just a quick glance at the diagram below underscores the series of
justifying statements that largely make up the content of this pericope.*®
Also what stands out is the use of the conjunction &6t as signaling two key
points of emphasis in defense of his contention of humanity’s guilt in v. 18.

BU510T1L 1O YVOoTOV TOD B0 PovepOV £oTv v avtoig, 'because what can be known about God is evident to them.' 10 yvootov Tod Og0d, 'what can be known about God, God to the

extent that he can be known, God in his knowability' (BGD, TDNT 1:719; only here in Paul). Clearly implicit here is the conviction that God is not knowable in himself (a very strong
conviction in Judaism—e.g., Exod 33:20; Deut 4:12; Sir 43:31; Sib. Or. 3.17; Philo, Som. 1.65-66, 68—69; Post. 16-20; Josephus, War 7.346; Ap. 2.167), but that he has made himself
known to some extent. The phrase here probably includes the sense of what is common knowledge about God (so also gavepdv, 'visible, clear, plainly to be seen, open, evident'), hence
the severity of the indictment at the end of v 20." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 18, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 56.]

4" Also clear is the fact that some sort of natural theology is involved here. The claim is more or less explicit in vv 19-20. And Paul is certainly conversant with and indeed indebted
to a strong strand of like-minded Hellenistic Jewish wisdom theology. The parallel between Wisd Sol 12—15 and vv 19-32 is too close to be accidental; note Wisd Sol 13:1-9 (see further
on 1:20c, 21b, 23, 24, 26-27, 29-31; also SH 51-52 and those cited in Dunn, Christology, 306 n.9; and for a broader survey Daxer, 3—58; Herold, 188209, sees the same scheme of
thought in 1:16—18 and Wisdom; Sib. Or. 3.8—45 shows a strikingly similar influence; and cf. already Job 12:7-9 and Ps 19:1-4). Very relevant for the background of Paul s thought at
this point, then, is the interplay in Jewish wisdom between the hiddenness and revelation of divine wisdom (see particularly Job 28; Bar 3:15—4:4), which forms the warp and woof of
a natural theology. In Philo in particular the Logos can be defined precisely as 'God in his knowability,' with creation as it were a 'shadow' cast by God by means of which the Creator
may to some extent be discerned (Leg. All. 3.97-99; see Dunn, Christology, 220-28). év avtoig could be translated 'in them,' or 'among them,' but also 'to them' with év standing for the
dative (BGD, év IV.4.a). The ambiguity probably reflects the common belief in a direct continuity between human rationality and the rationality evident in the cosmos." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 56-57.]

“Most English translations scramble the syntactical structure of the Greek so that it is not possible to clearly follow Paul's reasoning. Very notably here is the NRSV. The problem
with this is that Paul's first century thinking is re-contextualized into a twentieth-first century modern North American way of thinking. The distinctive in Paul's thought patterns is thus
lost in translation.
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Essentially these two points focus on what God did (#s 12-13, vv.
19-20) and how humanity responded (#s 14-15, vv. 21-23). Then
vv. 24-32 depict God’s response to humanity’s response to
God’s action. The structure formula is simple: ==> God acts, <==
humanity reacts, and <== God reacts to humanity. To a fair degree,
Paul is using a modified OT Deuteronomist paradigm.
What God did, vv. 19b-20. 19b 6 6£6¢ yap aUTOlG £PavEPWOEV.

20 Tt yap aopata aUtol Amo KTloEw KOGUOU TOIG MOLAACLY VOOUUEVA
kaBopatal, fi Te Aidloc avtod SUvVapLS Kol BeldTNC, €ig TO €lval aUToUC
avarmoloyfitoucg, 19 For what can be known about God is plain to them,
because God has shown it to them. 20 Ever since the creation of the world
his eternal power and divine nature, invisible though they are, have been
understood and seen through the things he has made. So they are without
excuse;
After attaching the causal 6.6t clause to AnokaAUmntetad in order
to assert the accessibility of awareness of God’s wrath based
on a divine revelation that is made clear to humanity, Paul then
follows this with amplification at a main clause level, but still with
a causal thrust. The knowability of God is possible simply be-
cause 0 0g0¢ yap avtoic édpavépwoey, for God made it clear to them.
Note the play on words between the adjective davepov, clear (v.
19a), and the verb édavépwoev, made clear (v. 19b). No question
about the divine initiative in revelation. It happens because God
acts, and in no other way.*¢ Depraved humanity could search a
million years and come up with zero more understanding than
that at the beginning.

Now what is it that can be known about God in His creation?
The second yap clause in v. 20 provides the answer:*" ta yap

4" Beog yap avtoig Epavépwoey, 'for God has shown them.' ®avepow
appears little outside the NT (including other pre-Christian Jewish writings
— only once in LXX and in Philo; see TDNT 9:3-4). Consequently its fre-
quent occurrence in the NT (49 times) is rather striking and helps underline
the early Christian sense of being a religion of revelation (cf. particularly

3:21; 16:26; 1 Cor 4:5; Col 1:26; 3:4; 1 Tim 3:16; 2 Tim 1:10; Titus 1:3; Heb 9:26; 1 Pet 1:20). The clause here emphasizes that God’s knowability is not merely a characteristic or 'spin-
off' of creation but was willed and effected by God. Even so, and despite Kdsemann’s careful qualifications, we still have to speak of a 'natural theology' — that is here, of a revelation
of God through the cosmos, to humankind as a whole, and operative since the creation of the cosmos. 'Observation of created life is sufficient to show that creation does not provide
the key to its own existence' (Barrett). That is well said; but Paul speaks primarily (v 21) of an actual knowing of God (Kuss, 45; Rosin; Lithrmann, 26; Harrisville; see also Lyonnet,
Quaestiones, 1:78—88). Whether it is a saving knowledge is another question which Paul does not address here (cf. particularly Nygren and Robinson, Wrestling, 22-23); see further
2:6-16." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 57.]

“"The postpositive yap in this verse is evidently meant to be explanatory in nature. Yet almost every statement in the explanation has been a matter of dispute among exegetes
and theologians. What are ta dopata avtod (‘the invisible things of him [God]")? What is meant by dnd xticemg koéopov (‘from the creation of the world')? What is signified by toig
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aopata altol And KTioewg KOOHUOU TOLC MoLaoLV vooUpeva kabopdrtal, i Te
Git6log alTol SUVaLS Kal BeldTNC, i¢ TO lval avToU¢ dvamoloyrtoug, for the
invisible things about Him from the creation of the world are being recognized by
those made knowable things, which are both His eternal power and divine nature,
so that they are without excuse. The logic, working in reverse direction, is
that a causal main clause supports (vap) the preceding causal main clause
which supports (yap) the dependent causal clause (61ot1), which supports
the lead statement in v. 18. It becomes clear then that the 6.6t clause
takes on special importance beyond that normally ascribed to dependent
adverbial clauses. How to preserve that in translation into modern western
languages is the virtually impossible dilemma for Bible translators. It simply

is not how we think.

A yap aopara aUtol Gmo KTICEW¢ KOOUOU TOIC TOLHUOOLV VOOUUEVO
kadopartau, for the invisible thing about Him are being clearly seen in the things
of creation which are understandable. The core assertion is ta dopata altod...
kaBopdrtal, the invisible things about Him...are being seen clearly. Everything
else between the subject and the verb is an adverbial modifier. Then the
two subsequent nouns in fj te dtdlog altod SuvauLlg kat Jetotng, that is, both
His eternal power and deity, then stand as appositional modifiers of the sub-
ject ta adparaq, the invisible things.

What then can be known about God? Two invisible qualities about Him,
Paul answers.*® ta dopata avtod affirms something grasped with the intel-

nompacty voovpeva kabopdrar (‘they have been clearly seen, being understood by what has been made')? What is to be understood by 1 € Giid10¢ avtod dvvayug kai Oetdtg ("his eternal
power and divine nature')? And how does the final statement of this verse function: €i¢ 10 &ivon avTodg dvomoioyritoug ('so people are without excuse')?

"Further, it needs to be noted that much of the language in 1:20 reflects more the religious language of the Greek world and Hellenistic Judaism during the first Christian century
than it does the language of Paul himself. For example, certain key terms are either absent from or extremely rare in Paul and the rest of the NT, such as the noun 6g16tng ('divine nature'),
which appears only here in the NT, and the adjective didtog (‘eternal’), which can be found only here and in Jude 6. Both of these terms, however, seem to have been fairly common in
the Greek and Jewish Greek writings of the day®® — which, of course, raises questions about how Paul understood these terms when he used them here in 1:20."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 206-207.]

B'7a yap aopata avtod Gmo KTIGEMG KOGHOV TOIC TOMIacY voovpeve kabopdtat, 1 Te didtog avtod dvvaug kai 0g10tng, 'for his invisible characteristics from the creation of

the world are perceived intellectually in the things which have been made, both his eternal power and deity.' The language here is scarcely characteristic of earliest Christian thought
(xaBopdo, 'perceive,’ and Be1dtng, 'divinity, divine nature,’ occur only here in the NT; didtog, 'eternal,’ elsewhere only in Jude 6; and moinpa, 'what is made,' only here and Eph 2:10).
It also for the most part plays an insignificant role in the OT. But it is familiar in Stoic thought: the closest parallel to the dopara/kabopdror wordplay comes in Pseudo-Aristotle, de
Mundo 399b. 14 ff. (adpatog t0ig Epyorg opdrar); and for Og10g cf. particularly Plutarch, Mor: 398A; 665A (see further Lietzmann). And it is presumably through Stoic influence that
the language entered the Jewish wisdom tradition (&idioc — cf. Wisd Sol 2:23; 7:26 = a description of Wisdom; Be1dtng — in LXX only in Wisd Sol 18:19) and influenced Philo (for
whom dopatog and didiog in particular are favorite terms; see, e.g., TDNT 5:368—69; 1:168); hence also the only other occurrence of dadpazog (‘'unseen, invisible') in Paul comes in the
Wisdom hymn of Col 1:15-16. The same is in large part true of both the term and concept kdopog (TDNT 3:877-78, 880-82). The concept of ktioig, 'creation,' was also common to
Greek as well as Hebrew thought; though it should be noted that the Christian exclusive use of ktiw/kticig for the act and fact of divine creation reflects the same Hebrew exclusiveness
in the use of ¥72 'to create' (see TDNT 3:1000—1035; TDOT 2:242—49), in distinction to the much less discriminating use of Greek thought (see LSJ). The verb maintains the sense of
qualitative distinction between Creator and creature which is such a fundamental feature of Judeo-Christian theology (see also on 9:20). 0vayug, 'power,' though more common in other
connections (see on 1:16), here belongs within the same frame of reference (cf. Wisd Sol 13:4; Ep. Arist. 132; Josephus, Ap. 2.167), so that it can be used as a way of speaking of God’s
self-revelation and creative energy both in the singular (Wisd Sol 7:25; Mark 14:62; cf. Acts 8:10) and in the plural (particularly Philo, where the Logos can be described as the “sum”
of the powers; cf. Dunn, Christology, 225).

"Paul thus is clearly and deliberately following Hellenistic Judaism in using this kind of language as an apologetic bridge to non-Jewish religious philosophy (Fridrichsen; Pohlenz;
Bornkamm, “Revelation,” 50-53; Bietenhard’s discussion is too narrowly focused) — a fact which must decisively influence our understanding of the meaning he intended his readers
to derive from it. Paul is trading upon, without necessarily committing himself to, the Greek (particularly Stoic) understanding of an invisible realm of reality, invisible to sense per-
ception, which can be known only through the rational power of the mind. With Philo he presumably would not want to say that the rational mind is able to reach or grasp God. And he
ensures that his language, however indebted to Stoic thought, should not be understood in terms of Stoicism by giving prominence to the thought of creation (‘from the act of creation
... the things which have been made'; 'Paul speaks not of Ideas, but of things and events which manifest God’s power' [Schlatter; cf. Acts 14:17]), and by setting it within an apocalyptic
framework (the revelation of divine wrath from heaven; cf. Michel, Wilckens). 'The intention of the Apostle is not to infer God’s being from the world, but to uncover the being of the
world from God’s revelation' (Bornkamm, “Revelation,” 59). The value of the language, however, is that it enables him to appeal to this commonplace of Greek religious philosophy:
that rational man recognizes the existence of God (even though invisible) and his nature as eternal power and deity. That is to say, however precisely the phrase voobdpeva kabopdtot
should be rendered ('clearly perceived' [RSV]; 'visible to the eye of reason' [NEB)), it is scarcely possible that Paul did not intend his readers to think in terms of some kind of rational
perception of the fuller reality in and behind the created cosmos (cf. BGD, voéw la; TDNT 5:380). That this is no longer a widely acceptable world-view should not, of course, influence
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lect. The Greek adjective aopartog, -ov simply means unseeable (& + 6patog)
being taken from the verb 6paw to see. The NT use of this adjective is lim-
ited to Rom. 1:20; Col. 1:15-16; 1 Tim. 1:17; and Heb. 11:27. In Col. 1:15;
1 Tim. 1:17; and Heb. 11:27 the adjective references God as not visible
physically to the human eye. In Col. 1:16, ddpatog, -ov stands in contrast to
T opatd, the visible things. With the subsequent sets of expressions, the ta
opata means something concrete over against the abstract:

ible traits of God now become ‘seeable’ in the creative act of God through
the material world.*®* God has taken the initiative in creating the world to
disclose something about Himself to humanity. And this ‘something’ calls
upon thinking creation to respond to its Creator appropriately.

The first modifier of the verb kaBopdrtal is anod kticewg kéopou. The
meaning of the preposition ano is important here.® Although it basically
means ‘separation,’ this can be either space or time. Obviously here it is

a temporal meaning, since the creation of the world. That is, from the time of

Ta oparta: Kai té aopara: the world being created onward the invisible things have been being made
glte Bpodvol glte KLPLOTNTEC clear. The perfective sense of the present tense passive voice of kaBopdrtal
glte apyal glte é¢ovoial from kaBopdw is the meaning here. All during the point from creation to the

things visible:
whether thrones or lordships

and things invisible: present moment, God is making clear His power and deity in what is em-

bedded into creation. This continues to be given to the creature man with
whether rulers or powers the demand for proper response to his Creator, that of submission.

The contrasts here are closely linked to one another with 6pata being the The second modifier of the verb kaBopdtat. This continuing revelation to

tangible expression of the daopata the invisible or abstract. Thus the invis- humanity in creation by God is located toig nowjpactv voouueva kabopdrtat.®!

our exegesis of Paul. At the same time, the extent to which Paul was prepared to build his argument on what was not a traditional Jewish world-view, and indeed to commit himself to
it at this crucial opening stage of his exposition, even if as an ad hominem argument, reveals a breadth and a boldness in his apologetic strategy."
[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 57-58.]

“"Clarifying 'what can be known about God,' Paul speaks first in this verse of ta dopata adtod (literally 'the invisible things of him,' that is, 'God’s invisible attributes') and goes
on to identify those attributes generally as 'his eternal power and divine nature' (] 610G avtod dvvoapg kol Oe10tng). In so saying, the apostle sets out the basis for the distinction that
Origen later enunciated between (1) 'something about God that can be known,' which is revealed to all people by the fabric of God’s created world, and (2) 'something about him that is
unknown,' which becomes known only by God’s further revelations of himself — that is, his further revelations of himself first in his dealings with the primal families of history, with
the Jewish patriarchs, with the lawgiver Moses, with the Jewish prophets, and with the entire nation of Israel, as recorded in the Jewish (OT) Scriptures, and then through the ministry,
teachings, and redemptive work of his Son, Jesus Christ, together with the activities of his Holy Spirit, as portrayed in the Christian (NT) Scriptures and as experienced in the personal
and corporate lives of Christian believers.®

"By 10 ddpota avtod Paul undoubtedly had in mind God’s attributes or essential qualities, which, according to the OT, the Talmud, and such NT passages as Col 1:15; 1 Tim 1:17;
and Heb 11:27, are 'invisible' to humans.” The clarification of this expression by the phrases 1} &id10g avtod dvvapug (‘his eternal power') and [ovtod] Og10tng ('[his] divine nature') s,
admittedly, rather general. But these phrases speak, at least, of the existence of a divine being who is powerful, and they imply that humanity is in some significant sense both depen-
dent on and responsible to that being."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: 4 Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 207.]

S"The expression ard Kticews kéopov (‘from the creation of the world') could be read in a number of ways, for the preposition émé (‘from') is used in the NT to signify a number
of things — most commonly (1) separation, (2) source or origin, or (3) means or cause, but also (4) the temporal idea of duration. And since a number of parallel NT constructions use
amd in this temporal sense,’! it seems best to view the preposition in this first part of 1:20 as signifying the temporal idea of 'since' and to understand that what is said here is that 'ever
since the creation of the world' all people have had some knowledge of 'God’s invisible attributes' — that is, 'his eternal power and divine nature.' This is not to deny that a general
knowledge of God can be derived from the fabric of the created universe, for that is what is declared in the very next statement of this verse (‘they have been seen, being understood
by what has been made'). But it is to say that to view ané here as having reference to source is to set up a redundancy with the statement that immediately follows, and therefore it
seems best, for both lexical and logical reasons, to understand the preposition in this statement of 1:20a in a temporal sense.”" [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 208.]

SI"Ever since God created the world translates the Greek noun phrase 'from the creation of the world.' Paul qualifies what he means by the invisible qualities of God, that is his
eternal power and his divine nature. Although these qualities are invisible, men can perceive them in the things that God has made. The noun rendered divine nature occurs only here
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NieTo) This very esoteric philosophical ex-

GG iw lPEng KOeTien pression is subject to several possible
tolc HoLnpaoLy meanings.*? The locative of place / lo-
VOooUnEVa

cational dative case functioning noun

Te &TdL0¢ autol|dUvantg xal 6e1dTNg, in the New Testament; the corresponding ad-
gic 10 £lvol aUTOUC AVATOAOYATOUC, jective occurs in Acts 17.:29;.2 Peter 1:3, 4. The
| verb rendered perceive implies knowledge, un-

derstanding, and mental awareness. Since the

Gentiles can perceive what God is like through

the world that he has made, they have no ex-

cuse at all; and the Jews, who pass judgment
on others, are in the same condition (see verse

2:1).

"It is not easy to combine such expres-
sions as his invisible qualities and have been
clearly seen. How can what is not visible be

_____ goxotiobn 1 qoUvetoq AUTHY KoPdidA. clearly seen? In some languages, therefore, it

is necessary to speak of 'can be clearly known'

or 'can be fully understood.' In a number of instances the specific qualities must actually precede the general statement about their being invisible. Hence the order of components in
verse 20 may be changed as follows: 'Ever since God created the world, people can clearly understand that his power never ceases and that he is truly God. These characteristics cannot
be seen, but they can be known.' The second sentence of verse 20 may then be translated: 'People can know this about God because of the things which God has made.' And the last
sentence may be rendered: 'As a result, they cannot have any excuse for what they have done' or '... hellip; there is no way in which they can defend what they have done'.”

[Barclay Moon Newman and Eugene Albert Nida, 4 Handbook on Paul's Letter to the Romans, UBS Handbook Series (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973), 23.]

S2"The statement toig Towpacty voovpeva kabopdtal (‘they have been clearly seen, being understood by what has been made') raises a number of questions regarding what exactly
is being signified. The intensive verb kabopdw (‘see clearly,' 'observe closely'), which appears here in its third person plural present passive form (‘they have been clearly seen'),” is
found only here in the whole NT. It frequently appears, however, in classical and koine writings — though in these secular materials it usually denotes an external observation, not nec-
essarily with any mental apprehension or understanding. On the other hand, the verb voéw (‘apprehend,' 'understand,' 'perceive,' 'gain insight into'), which appears here as a nominative
plural neuter present passive participle ('being understood'), is found a further thirteen times in the NT and always connotes some type of apprehension or understanding.™ Thus it seems
that both of the ideas of (1) external observation of data and (2) inner apprehension or understanding of that data are present in this statement — similar to the use of the simple verbs
opd (‘see’) and voéw (‘understand') in Matt 24:15; Mark 13:14; and John 12:40 (quoting Isa 6:10). So we may conclude that Paul is not merely speaking of people having observed
certain data having to do with God’s eternal power and divine nature — or, more minimally, that such data is available for people to see — but that 'all people' have also had, and con-
tinue to have (unless they have suppressed or perverted what has been seen), some appreciation or understanding of the significance of that data for their own lives.

"Greek and Roman philosophers argued that while the 'ultimate reality' that stands behind everything that exists cannot be seen, the human mind can reason inductively from the
pattern and functions of what exists ("the cosmological argument'), as well as from the nature and qualities of human beings themselves ('the ontological argument'), and thus, by means
of a succession of observable effects and their postulated causes, draw certain conclusions regarding a 'first principle,' 'first cause,' or original 'unmoved mover.” Jews also thought
somewhat along these lines.

"Yet however much Jewish thinkers might evidence agreement with such quasi-theistic speculations, they could never accept the metaphysical tenets of the ancient philosophers
regarding indirect causation, a non-personal first principle or final cause, or the innate ability of the human mind to reason back to that first unmoved mover. For God’s actions in
creating and preserving the world were understood by Jewish thinkers to be both personal and direct, and so theistic deduction was considered possible only because God himself had
implanted a revelation of himself in the warp and woof of his created universe.

"It was for Jews a matter of God’s revelation of the basic features regarding himself that he consciously built into in his creation, and not that of people’s ability to ferret out such
features by their own intellect or reasoning. That is, for Jews even an elemental knowledge of God did not constitute some sort of 'natural theology' that bases itself on human reason
and works its way back inductively by means of a succession of observable effects and postulated causes to some non-personal 'first cause' or 'unmoved mover.' Instead, a 'revelation
in creation' has been implanted and maintained by God himself in the fabric of the universe that he himself created — a revelation that calls on all of God’s creation, both personal
and non-personal, to respond to God, the creator, appropriately. Such a 'general revelation' in creation, together with the relation of that revelation to God’s 'special revelation' in the
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T0iG TToIuaciyv, from noinua, the made thing, locates the action of the verb
kaBopdrtat as taking place in the things created. The invisible things being
seen clearly is observed in creation.

The third modifier of kaBopdrtal is the adverbial circumstantial participle
vooupeva that via the nominative neuter plural spelling goes back through
the verb kaBopartai® to its subject ta adpata. The present passive voice
participle in the circumstantial role attaches an accompanying circum-
stance to the action of the verb, often with the sense of a result or conse-
quence of the verb action being defined by the participle. This is clearly
the intent of the particple here. To see deeply into something (kaBopdw)

does necessarily mean to understand or grasp the meaning of something
(voéw). But here the combination of the passive voice verb and participle
stress emphatically that God enables deep seeing of his creation and also
provides understanding of the meaning of what is thoroughly seen. What
is being examined is creation. What can and should be grasped from this
examination is that God is a God of power (= 10 yvwotov tol 8eoi). Out of
this should then be the realization of the wrath of God upon humanity (6pyn
Beo00).>

Then the addition of the appositional modifiers of aopata needs some
further comment: | te &i6log altod duvapg kai Belotng.®® The tight locking

written Torah, is eloquently portrayed in Ps 19, with the ;general revelation; in creation spoken of in vv. 1-6 (which begin with the affirmation 'the heavens declare the glory of God';
the skies proclaim the work of his hands;) and God’s 'special revelation' highlighted in vv. 7-13 (which begins with the declaration 'the Law of the Lord is perfect, reviving the soul;
the statutes of the Lord are trustworthy, making wise the simple'). To such a divine revelation in two forms, the only truly appropriate human response is that set out in v. 14: 'May the
words of my mouth and the meditation of my heart be pleasing in your sight, O Lord, my Rock and my Redeemer.'

"God’s revelation in creation is also referred to in a number of Jewish writings composed during the period of Second Temple Judaism, and so during a time roughly contemporary
with Paul—most prominently Wis 13:1-9 (cited earlier) and Sib Or 3:8—45. Most often the references to God’s revelation in creation in these materials of Second Temple Judaism are
to be found in discussions of how Abraham came to recognize the existence of God.” Likewise, there appear in the Talmud similar statements about how the patriarch Abraham came
to discover the existence of God by reasoning back from what exists in creation to a first cause, as in Genesis Rabbah 38:13 and 39:1.7

"Paul was hardly original in arguing that although God is invisible, his basic attributes — that is, 'his eternal power and divine nature' (1} T€ G610 a0T0D dVvvopg Kol BedTng) —
(1) can be discerned from his creation and so to some extent (2) can be 'understood by what has been made' (10ig mompacty voodpeva). Further, it appears evident from his statements
here in 1:19-20 that Paul believed that every person, in whatever time, place, or circumstance, knew the basic truths about God because of God’s revelation of himself in his creation.
And while such a basic knowledge of God as revealed in God’s creation is hardly ever alluded to in his letters to his own Christian converts (i.e., other than here in his letter to Rome),
it comes to the fore in two contextualized forms in Luke’s portrayals of Paul’s evangelistic preaching to Gentiles: first in Acts 14:15-17 to a group of Gentile country people, then in
Acts 17:24-27 to a group of Gentile philosophers who viewed themselves as knowledgeable and sophisticated.

"The first reason set out in 1:19 as to why God’s wrath is now being expressed against humanity — because God has made 'plain' to everyone by means of his creation a basic
knowledge of 'his eternal power and divine nature,' but they have failed to respond appropriately — is concluded here in 1:20 by the statement 'so people are without excuse' (gig 0
givar adTovg dvomoroyritouc). The preposition eic with the articular infinitive 1o sivon is a common construction in koine Greek for signaling result. Yet it frequently also carries the
nuance of purposeful result. So while the phrase is most naturally translated 'so people are without excuse,' it may also suggest purpose: 'so that people would be without excuse'.”

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 208-210.]

3For those unfamiliar with ancient Greek an unexplained pattern was very common both in classical and Koine Greek usage. Very frequently neuter plural verb subjects were set
up with singular verb spellings. All kinds of unsubstantiated explanations have been put forth, but the reality is that this unusual pattern is just of the the quirks of these two ancient
forms of Greek. And this is what we encounter with ddpata, subject nominative neuter plural adjectival noun, and kaBopdtat, third singular verb.

**Note carefully the the logic used by Paul which follows this path:

1) God's righteousness is being uncovered to humanity (v. 17).

Ul

2) God's wrath is being uncovered to humanity as a part of the broad process of uncovering His righteousness (v. 18)

3) A part of the uncovering of His wrath is His making clear what is knowable about Him (v. 19)

4)  The invisible things of His eternal power and deity can be closely examined in creation in order to grasp who He is (v. 20)
)

But humanity did not do this and thus is without excuse when the wrath of God falls on them both now and in eternity (v. 21-32). Thus God is completely justified (6ikatog) in pouring out His
wrath upon sinful humanity. And as Sikatoouvn Beo0 suggests, He will. His temporal punishments are different in methodology to the eschatological judgment. He just takes His hands off sinful
humanity and allows their destructive sinfulness to destroy them.

3"In the syntax of v. 20, I understand the expression 1] te ¢id1og avtod dHvaug kol 610G to be in apposition to the subject, 'God’s invisible attributes.' The word 'namely' in my
translation indicates such apposition, but the expression itself requires further explanation. When a single article is followed by two or more nouns connected by 'and,' this 'produces the
effect of a single notion."”! In this case dvvapg (‘power') and Og16tng ('deity’) are linked with xai ('and'), producing the odd expression 'God-power."? This unique formulation combines
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together of these two nouns s0vauig and Bs16tng by the common article i
for both and also the t¢...kai conjunction pattern dramatically underscores a
single entity here and not two separate entities. The ddpazta, invisible things
of God, are defined as connected to His God-power. That is a power which
is not human but God based. Added to that is the placing of the adjective
aidiog, eternal, which sets up modification of both nouns equally. It should
be noted that daidiog is not the normal, Jewish based referencing of eternity
found inside the NT. Instead, its use only here and in Jude 6 is very philo-
sophically Greek oriented language. Thus it is this central invisible quality
about God that is being revealed in creation to humanity. The various ways
this power expresses itself accounts for the plural frame of reference in ta
aoparta.

The next modifier of the verb kaBopdrtal is the adverbial result infinitive

phrase &ig 1 gival avtolg dvamoloyrtoug, with the consequence that they are
without excuse.*® Again we encounter the subordinate element playing a sig-
nificant role in the progression of thought. The consequence of the being
closely seen action in kaBopdtal of God’s invisible traits is that humanity
has no excuse for not properly responding to God’s revelation of Himself in
creation.

The predicate adjective avamoloyntoug, from dvamoloéyntog, -ov, is
found only here and in 2:1 in all the NT. Built off of the verb amohoyéopat
for defending oneself, the compound form conveys the idea of not being
able to defend oneself. Of course, here is the idea of mounting a self de-
fense that would be acceptable to God. The judicial and court room stand
in the background here against the eschatological day of judgment. Some
faint echoes of this idea are found in a few of the Hellenistic Jewish writ-

ings.%” Yet cursory comparison reveals significantly different perspectives

the crucial terms 'God' and 'power’ from the thesis statement in v. 16 with the classical Greek concept of ¢idiog (‘eternity')” that occurs in Hellenistic philosophy of religion’ and is found
elsewhere only in Wis 18:9, where it refers to the divine origin of the law. The distinction popularized in medieval dogmatics between 0g10tng as pertaining to the divine nature and
attributes and g6t (Col 2:9) as the divine personality” was not reflected in Hellenistic usage and should not be read back into Romans.”" [Robert Jewett and Roy David Kotansky,
Romans: A Commentary, ed. Eldon Jay Epp, Hermeneia—a Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2006), 155-156.]

56 The infinitive introduced by the preposition &ig usually signals purpose for the verb action being defined. But this preposition on occasion can and does shade off into the idea
of result in the sense of intended result. Such is the case in Rom. 1:20; 3:16; 4:18; 6:12, 16; 8:15; 7:4; 10:10; 13:4, 14.

€i¢ w. the result of an action or condition indicated into, to, so that: aUfavelv €ic vaov grow into a temple Eph 2:21. mAnpoUcBaut €ic Tt 3:19. AumnBfjval €ig petavolav be

grieved so that repentance takes place 2 Cor 7:9. Of prayer avaBaivelv ei¢ pvnuocuvov Ac 10:4. 6poloyelv eig owtnpiav confess to salvation = so as to receive salvation Ro 10:10;

cp. 1:16; 1 Pt 2:2; €ig Emaivov KTA. to praise etc. 1 Pt 1:7; €ig BonBOetav (1 Ch 12:17; Jdth 6:21; JosAs 23:4) Hb 4:16; cp. 10:39; Rv 13:3; Ro 6:16; 8:15; 13:4, 14; 1 Cor 11:34; 2 Cor

2:16 al.; €ig kevov (s. kevog 3) 2 Cor 6:1; Gal 2:2; Phil 2:16; 1 Th 3:5. oxilew €ig 6V0 tear in two Mt 27:51; Mk 15:38. Cp. GPt 5:20 (cp. Polyb. 2, 16, 11; Lucian, Symp. 44, Tox. 54;

1 Km 15:29; Tob 5:3 S; 1 Macc 9:11; Ath. 18, 3 wov ... €ig 8U0 €ppayn). W. subst. inf. foll. so that Ro 1:20; 3:26; 4:18; 6:12; 7:4; 1 Th 3:13; 2 Th 2:10f; Hb 11:3 al.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 290.]

S"Wisdom of Solomon 13:1-9. 13 1Mdrtatot pév yap mavteg dvBpwrot GbUoEL, ol mapfiv Beol dyvwola kal £k TGV opwHévwY Ayabiv ovk loxuoay eidéval ToV dvta olTe Toig
£pyoLg IPOCEXOVTEG Eméyvwoay Tov texvitnv,t 2 dAN A mip f mvelpa A taxwov aépa A kUkAov dotpwv A Blatov U6wp | pwotfipag oUpavold mputdvelg kdopou Beolg évouloav.t
3 (v €l pév Tfj kaAAoVij Tepmopevol Tadita BoUg UTEAGUBAVOV, YWRTWOAVY TOGW TOUTWY O Se0MOTNG £0TL BeATiwY, 6 yap ToU KEANOUG YeVESLApXNG EKTioey alTd-T 4 €l 8¢ SOvapy
Kal £vépyelav EKITAQYEVTEC, VONOATWOAV A aUTWV MOOW O KATAOKEUAOoAC alTA SuvatwTtepog éotwv-t 5 €k yap pey€Boug kal KOAAOVIC KTIOHATWY GVOAOYWES O YEVEGLOUPYOG
aUTWV Bewpettal.t 6 AAN Opwe €ml TouTtolg PEUPLS €oTiv OALyn, Kal yap altol tayxa mAavvtat Bgov {ntolvieg kal BéAovteg eUpeiv-T 7 év yap Tolig Epyolg avtold avaotpedduevol
Slepeuvotv kai meiBovral T dYPeL, 6Tl kaAd td PAemdpeva.t 8 maAw &’ oUd’ altol cuyyvwatoi-T 9 el yap tocoltov loxuoav eidéval iva Suvwvtal otoxdoacBHal Tov aidva, tov
ToUTWY SeomdTnY MG Td)Lov o) eUpov;T

13.1 For all people who were ignorant of God were foolish by nature; and they were unable from the good things that are seen to know the one who exists, nor did they recognize
the artisan while paying heed to his works; 2 but they supposed that either fire or wind or swift air, or the circle of the stars, or turbulent water, or the luminaries of heaven were the
gods that rule the world. 3 If through delight in the beauty of these things people assumed them to be gods, let them know how much better than these is their Lord, for the author
of beauty created them. 4 And if people were amazed at their power and working, let them perceive from them how much more powerful is the one who formed them. 5 For from
the greatness and beauty of created things comes a corresponding perception of their Creator. 6 Yet these people are little to be blamed, for perhaps they go astray while seeking
God and desiring to find him. 7 For while they live among his works, they keep searching, and they trust in what they see, because the things that are seen are beautiful. 8 Yet again,
not even they are to be excused; 9 for if they had the power to know so much that they could investigate the world, how did they fail to find sooner the Lord of these things?

Assumption of Moses 1:13. 12 For He hath created the world on behalf of His people. 13 But He was not pleased to manifest this purpose of creation from the foundation of
the world, in order that the Gentiles might thereby be convicted, yea to their own humiliation might by (their) arguments convict one another.
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between Paul and his Jewish peers.®® This subordinate infinitive phrase
brings the idea of God’s showing humanity clearly invisible traits about Himself
in His creation to the logical point that humanity thus becomes accountable
to respond appropriately in submission and praise to this Creator God.
Failure to do so is inexcusable!

How humanity responded, vv. 21-23. 21 516tL yvovieg oV Bedv o) wg Bedv
€dotaoav i nOxaplotnoav, GAN épatalwbnoav év tolg Stahoylopoils al Tty kal Eokotiotn
f ovvetoc alT®V Kopdia. 22 ddokoviee eival codol épwpdvincav 23 kat AAagav
v 86€av o0 adOdaptou Beol év opolwpartt eikovog pOaptol AvOpwrou Kol METEWVDV
Kal tetpanodwy kat pnet@v. 21 for though they knew God, they did not honor him as
God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their senseless
minds were darkened. 22 Claiming to be wise, they became fools; 23 and they exchanged
the glory of the immortal God for images resembling a mortal human being or birds or
four-footed animals or reptiles.

Here again we encounter a continuation of the subordinate elements
with the lengthy 81611 clause. It complements the subordinate infinitive
phrase by defining the response of sinful humanity. This is followed with
main clause amplifications of this rejection presented in the subordinate
01611 clause. In summary, humanity rejected the movements of God to re-
veal Himself in creation to them. They are accountable for this response

and have no excuse for their rejection.
.21 YVvoévTeEC TOV BgdV
= dLdéTL oUX wg Bedov €dbEaocav

Now to
take a closer

look at the details in vv. 21-23. First, the details of the 0161l clause. No-
tice the balanced sets of pairs, first negative and then positive. The oUy...
AaMN, not...but, structure sets this up. The adverbial participle yvovteg tov
Be0v, having come to know God, summarizes the discussion in vv. 18-20. The
verbs also function in pairs:

ouy...£60¢aocav i nuxaplotnoay,
AN
guatolwbnoav... kal éokoticBn
They did not honor nor give thanks,
but
they became crazy and their heart became darkened

The aorist tense both for the participle and then for the four regular verbs
here pictures completed action not just in past time. The gnomic quality of
the aorist tense is working here to picture reality across time at any point
past, present, and future. This would be true at any point of time that might
be investigated. Take a look at humanity anytime and this is the picture you
will see.

The adverbial participle phrase yvovteg tov Bgov, although having known
God, comes first. This more Jewish and less Greek oriented phrase im-
plies coming to some awareness of God’s actions in the created world.*®
As mentioned above this phrase summarizes the potential of God’s actions
in the above discussion. Both &ikatocuvn 600 and o6pyr) 600 are being un-

i covered, amokaAurntetar, God is showing humanity the invisible things about

= Ccooos cos oo ooos nuxaplotnoav,
QAN 1913), 415.]
LS fuaTaLOOnoOV
€V TOoTlg SLaAOyLOPoTIqQ aUT®V
Kol
LS €oxkoT (06n 11 &oUvetog aUT®V kKopdia.

[Robert Henry Charles, ed., Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament, vol. 2 (Oxford: Clarendon Press,

8" inguistically, 'they are without excuse' (a0ToOg dvamoloyrtovg, literally 'the inexcusability of them')
may be paralleled by what is said about Gentiles in the penultimate sentence of Wis 13:1-9—which, as we
have argued earlier, Paul probably knew and may have drawn on when writing Rom 1:19-32: 'Further, they
are not to be pardoned (méAv 3¢ 006’ awTol GLYyvmoTol).' A parallel may also be found in Assumption of Mo-

ses 1:13, where God’s purpose in creation is said to be 'in order that the Gentiles might thereby be convicted;

indeed, to their own humiliation, that they might by their arguments convict one another.' Yet theologically, in the context of Paul’s broader teaching, and particularly as expressed

elsewhere in Romans, Chrysostom’s words about humanity’s lack of response to God’s revelation of himself in creation remains true: 'God did not set so great a system of teaching

before the heathen in order to deprive them of any excuse but so that they might come to know him. It was by their failure to recognize him that they deprived themselves of every

excuse.'78" [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 210-211.]

¥"Paul begins here to make the transition into more familiar Jewish categories. yvovteg tov 0gdv, 'having known God' (cf. 1 Cor 1:21; Gal 4:9; John 10:15; 17:3; 1 John 4:7-8).

If in Greek thought 'to know God' is to perceive God as he really is (TDNT 1:690-91; cf. v 18), in Hebrew thought there was a strong sense of knowledge as an acknowledging, a

motivational recognition which expressed itself in the appropriate worship and obedience (as in Judg 2:10; 1 Sam 3:7; Ps 79:6; Hos 8:2; cf. TDNT 1:704—7; Bultmann, Theology,

1:213 ['knowledge of God is a lie if it is not acknowledgment of him']); note Wisd Sol 16:16." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,

Incorporated, 1998), 59.]

Page 31



Himself: ta yap aopata avtod... kaBopdtat. These are the clearly know-
able things about God: 816t 10 yvwotov 100 0g00 dpavepov £otwv...; 6 Bedg
yap autolg édpavépwaoev. With the uncovering, making clear, causing to see
clearly these understandable things, vooluueva, etc. what is then possible
for humanity to discover? The answer is then yvovteg tov 6g6v, having come
to know God. Not in a saving knowledge, but in a grasping of His invisible
traits flowing out of His eternal God power, {610 avtold SUvapuLg kai Beldtng,
in creation, dmno ktioswg KOGHOU TOTG TOLAOLY.

The Jewish tone reflected here is important to grasp for it explains vv.
21-23.%° The Greek tone would assume that given this divine activity hu-
manity would then be able to understand clearly who God is with mental
comprehension. But the Jewish tone demands a response to this divine

ty’s failure here and instead its opposite response in rejecting God reflects
Paul’s Jewish perspective on this topic.

What would have been the proper response to this discovery of God
in creation? If the negative o0y is removed from the first two responses
mentioned in v. 21, ¢66¢acav fj nuxapiotnoav, one has the proper response
expected from humanity by God to His revelatory action in creation: to hon-
or Him and to give thanks to Him. The two verbs, very close in meaning from
S0&alw and euxaplotéw respectively, define the universal human expected
response to God as Creator.®!

But humanity as a whole did not respond properly and as required.
The four verbs in sets of two depict this rejection of God’s self revelation in
creation.s?

activity of acknowledgement and submission to this Creator God. Humani-

0"With do&alw, 'glorify, honor,' however, we move more fully into Jewish categories (cf. already Exod 15:1, 2, 6, 11, 21). To 'glorify God' is to render the appropriate response due
to his 60&a, 'glory,' the awesome radiance of deity which becomes the visible manifestation of God in theophany and vision and which can only bring home to the individual concerned
his finite weakness and corruption (e.g., Exod 24:15-17; cf. 20:18-20; Isa 6:1-5; Ezek 1; see also on 6:4 and 9:4; TDNT 2:238—42). So elsewhere in Paul (15:6, 9; 1 Cor 6:20; 2 Cor
9:13; Gal 1:24) and the NT (e.g., Mark 2:12; Luke 23:47; Acts 4:21; 1 Pet 2:12).

"The oby nOyapiotnoav, 'were not thankful,' is not to be understood as a kind of standard formality (as could the earlier epistolary use; see on 1:8). In contrast here Paul is obviously
thinking more in terms of thanksgiving as characteristic of a whole life, as the appropriate response of one whose daily experience is shaped by the recognition that he stands in debt to
God, that his very life and experience of living is a gift from God (cf. 4 Ezra 8:60); cf. Kuss. In Paul’s perspective this attitude of awe (the fear of the Lord) and thankful dependence is
how knowledge of God should express itself. But human behavior is marked by an irrational disjunction between what man knows to be the true state of affairs and a life at odds with
that knowledge. This failure to give God his due and to receive life as God’s gift is Paul’s way of expressing the primal sin of humankind.

"éuataimbnoav év toic Stodoyicpoig avt®dv, 'they became futile in their thinking.' Stehoyiopodg, 'thought, opinion, reasoning': see also on 14:1. Although pdroatog is well enough
known in Greek literature in the sense 'vain, empty,' potoudtng (8:20; Eph 4:17; 2 Pet 2:18) and potaide (only here in NT) are almost exclusively biblical in usage. As such Paul’s
commentary will be heavily influenced by the ruthless negative judgment of the psalmist (39:4-5; 62:9; 78:33; 144:4; esp. 94:11) and particularly Ecclesiastes (1:2, 14; 2:1, 11, 15, 17,
etc.) on the brevity of life and on the worthless character of so much that takes place in life. And note again the close parallel in Wisd Sol 13:1; also Jer 2:5 (see also Lagrange). Paul’s
implication is plain: where life is not experienced as a gift from God it has lost touch with reality and condemns itself to futility. See also on 8:20.

"€okoticOn 1 dovvetog avT@V kapdia, 'their foolish hearts were darkened.' Cf. particularly Ps 75:6 [LXX 76:5]: ol dovvetot tij kapdiq ..., which begins, yvmotog €v tij Tovdaiq 0
0ed¢ (75:2 [LXX 76:1]); 1 Enoch 99.8. For okotifw in the figurative sense with reference to the organs of religious and moral perception, cf. 11:10 (quoting Ps 68:24) and T. 12 Patr. (T.
Reub. 3.8; T. Levi 14.4; T. Gad 6.2). dobvvetog, 'void of understanding, not able to understand' (cf. 1:31; 10:19). xapdio had a broader use than its modern equivalent (‘heart'), denoting
the seat of the inner life, the inner experiencing 'l,’ but not only in reference to emotions, wishes, or desires (e.g., 1:24; 9:2), but also in reference to the will and decision making (e.g., 2
Cor 9:7) and to the faculty of thought and understanding, as here (see BGD; Jewett, Anthropological Terms, 305-33); see also on 2:15 and 8:27. Paul’s point is that man’s whole ability
to respond and function not least as a rational being has been damaged; without the illumination and orientation which comes from the proper recognition of God his whole center is
operating in the dark, lacking direction and dissipating itself in what are essentially trifles.”

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 59—60.

T Although beyond Paul's immediate writing strategy in 1:18-32, the apostle does get to what happens with a positive response to God both as Creator and Redeemer in 3:21-31. A
reaching out to God via His revelation in creation will bring the necessary fuller revelation in Christ (via a divinely led messenger) so that one can experience the salvation deliverance
from the fate of his sinfulness in eternal damnation. Chapter five also elaborates somewhat on this topic as well. The ultimate example of faith commitment to God stands as Abraham,
as Paul contends in chapter four.

©2Some grammar explanation for those unfamiliar with the twists and turns of ancient classical and Koine Greek that are not usually possible to reproduce in modern western lan-
guages. The transitive verb nature usage of both the participle yvovteg and the two verbs é66§acav and nUxapiotnoav means a direct object is required. Here it is Tov Bgov, God, At
first it might seem to only be modifying the participle yvovteg. But in the placing of the direct object, Tov Bedv it also links to the two verbs €66§acav and nuxapiotnoav as their direct
object as well. Knowing Him, not honoring Him, and not giving thanks to Him becomes the contextual meaning here.
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- B161L oUx G¢ Osdv &d6iacav These two neg-
] ative expressions

nuxapiotnoav, define human re-
jection of God. They

did not glorify God as God®® nor give thanks to Him as God.?* Reflection on the
creature order of the world revealed to them fj te di6iog altol Suvapuig kat
Be1l6tNg, both His eternal power and deity. Such is very possible to see clear-
ly (katexovtwy, v. 18). God Himself made it clearly observable (v. 19). But
instead of honoring this God of eternal power and deity, they refused to
do so. Instead of giving thanks for such a magnificant gift as the created
world, they refused to give thanks to God. Rather than a positive response,

tive. While the first set highlight the vertical -- humanity to God -- view, the
second set stresses the horizontal -- humanity to humanity -- view. And also
from a negative angle. These verbs define an inward corruption leading to
complete dysfunctionality. The two verbs £uatawwbncav and éckoticbn de-
pict individuals becoming totally crazy®® and a complete inner darkening
taking place.®® Both are powerfully blunt and direct expressions. And they
pack a one - two punch: the individuals themselves are ‘crazified’ and their
inner capacity to make intelligent decisions is turned off into darkness. The
passive voice form of both verbs highlights the loss of these abilities as
coming from God’s punishing actions of holding them accountable for their
rejection of Him. It anticipates the more detailed explanation in vv. 24-32.

a rejection of God was given. This first expression aA\’ éuatatwdnoav £v 1oi¢ Slahoylopols avtdy, but

+ - épataLdOnoav The second set, they became crazy in their thinking, is much blunter than what is found in
év 10l¢ SLadoylopoi¢ autdv which is cast most English translations. And it is repeated in the first strophe of the pair of
KAl as the oppo- amplification statements in vv. 22-23: ¢pdokovteg eival codol Euwpavdnoavy,

+ === gokotio®n 1 dovvetrog avutdv xKapdia. gjte of the first

while claiming to be wise, they became crazy. The aorist passive voice verb
set through the épotawwbnoav, from patadw, is part of a larger word group inside the NT

oUx... aAXN’, not...but, construction, actually continues the negative perspec- with stinging tones of condemnation: pdtatog (12x), pataiotng (9x), patoldow

"With d0&alw, 'glorify, honor, however, we move more fully into Jewish categories (cf. already Exod 15:1, 2, 6, 11, 21). To 'glorify God' is to render the appropriate response due
to his 86&a, 'glory,' the awesome radiance of deity which becomes the visible manifestation of God in theophany and vision and which can only bring home to the individual concerned
his finite weakness and corruption (e.g., Exod 24:15-17; cf. 20:18-20; Isa 6:1-5; Ezek 1; see also on 6:4 and 9:4; TDNT 2:238-42). So elsewhere in Paul (15:6, 9; 1 Cor 6:20; 2 Cor
9:13; Gal 1:24) and the NT (e.g., Mark 2:12; Luke 23:47; Acts 4:21; 1 Pet 2:12)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), 59.]

#"The oby ndxopiotoav, 'were not thankful,' is not to be understood as a kind of standard formality (as could the earlier epistolary use; see on 1:8). In contrast here Paul is ob-
viously thinking more in terms of thanksgiving as characteristic of a whole life, as the appropriate response of one whose daily experience is shaped by the recognition that he stands
in debt to God, that his very life and experience of living is a gift from God (cf. 4 Ezra 8:60); cf. Kuss. In Paul’s perspective this attitude of awe (the fear of the Lord) and thankful
dependence is how knowledge of God should express itself. But human behavior is marked by an irrational disjunction between what man knows to be the true state of affairs and a life
at odds with that knowledge. This failure to give God his due and to receive life as God’s gift is Paul’s way of expressing the primal sin of humankind." [ James D. G. Dunn, Romans
1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 59.]

S"¢notaimbnoay &v Toig dlohoyiopoig adtdv, 'they became futile in their thinking.' Stoloyiopde, 'thought, opinion, reasoning': see also on 14:1. Although pdratog is well enough

known in Greek literature in the sense 'vain, empty, patatdtng (8:20; Eph 4:17; 2 Pet 2:18) and potodom (only here in NT) are almost exclusively biblical in usage. As such Paul’s
commentary will be heavily influenced by the ruthless negative judgment of the psalmist (39:4-5; 62:9; 78:33; 144:4; esp. 94:11) and particularly Ecclesiastes (1:2, 14; 2:1, 11, 15, 17,
etc.) on the brevity of life and on the worthless character of so much that takes place in life. And note again the close parallel in Wisd Sol 13:1; also Jer 2:5 (see also Lagrange). Paul’s
implication is plain: where life is not experienced as a gift from God it has lost touch with reality and condemns itself to futility. See also on 8:20." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 59-60.]

f"¢oroticn 1 dovvetoc avt@v kapdia, 'their foolish hearts were darkened.' Cf. particularly Ps 75:6 [LXX 76:5]: ol dcvvetot Tf] kapdiq ..., which begins, yvootog év tfj Tovdaig
0 0edg (75:2 [LXX 76:1]); 1 Enoch 99.8. For okortilw in the figurative sense with reference to the organs of religious and moral perception, cf. 11:10 (quoting Ps 68:24) and T. 12
Patr. (T. Reub. 3.8; T. Levi 14.4; T. Gad 6.2). dcvvetog, 'void of understanding, not able to understand' (cf. 1:31; 10:19). kapdia had a broader use than its modern equivalent ('heart'),
denoting the seat of the inner life, the inner experiencing 'l,' but not only in reference to emotions, wishes, or desires (e.g., 1:24; 9:2), but also in reference to the will and decision
making (e.g., 2 Cor 9:7) and to the faculty of thought and understanding, as here (see BGD; Jewett, Anthropological Terms, 305-33); see also on 2:15 and 8:27. Paul’s point is that
man’s whole ability to respond and function not least as a rational being has been damaged; without the illumination and orientation which comes from the proper recognition of God
his whole center is operating in the dark, lacking direction and dissipating itself in what are essentially trifles." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary
(Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 60.]
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(2x), natnv (5x), patatoloyia (1x), patatodoyog (1x).5” The idea is of vanity in
which appearance doesn’t not match reality.%® This idea of being emptied
of all substance while trying to maintain the appearance of it is the point
of its use here in both instances. Its repetition as the lead accusation in
each set establishes the phony appearance which is then defined by the
second verb of each strophe: éokoticBn and AAAagav. These actions amplify
the point of the jettisoning of substance from humanity by their rejection of
God’s self revelation in creation. One of the common uses of the adjective
paroatog is in regard to idols. They appear to be deities, but in reality are just
worthless hunks of wood and/or metal. To worship them is then the epitome
of empty, worthless action.

In the first use of éuatawwBbnoav, the locational phrase év toic Stahoylopoig
aut®v identifies where this emptying of substance takes place. The noun
Slahoyopog here denotes the process of reasoning or thinking by a person.
Thus the action of wipping out any substance occurs to the ability to think
or reason through an idea. Those rejecting God’s self-revelation loose the
capacity to reason through with comprehension what they should be de-
tecting in creation, the revelatory action of God as Creator. They look at
creation and cannot see God at work whatsoever.

What then is the impact of this loss? kai éokoticBn | dolvetog avtdv
kapbia, and their senseless mind becomes darkened. A creative double play on
meaning happens here with the verb ¢okotioBn that is particularly poinent
to Paul’s original audience. Intellectual superiority was one of the prides of
the Greek (cf. v. 14) and often the contrasting metaphors of light and dark-
ness in that Greek world symbolized brilliant intellect (light) and ignorance
(darkness). But in Paul’'s Jewish world the metaphors also signaled the pu-
rity of God’s holiness and the darkness of humanity’s sinfulness.®® Not only
did humanity loose its mind in rejecting God’s revelation in creation, it also
lost its innocence and plunged itself into a bottomless pit of evil darkness.

The subject of the verb éokoticBn is 1...kapsia which literally means
heart. The figurative use of kapbia is very dominant in both the LXX OT

translation (947x) and the NT (156x). In the LXX it expresses in Greek the
Hebrew words 17 (448x) and 1217 (191x) for heart. The Hebrew often uses
both these words figurately to refer to the interior, invisible part of human
existence. Additionally, the volutional, the choosing / deciding part of the in-
dividual, was believed to be located in the heart of the person. Thus Paul’s
use of kapdia as what is becoming darkened by rejection of God’s revela-
tion is especially pointed. The darkening of the kap&ia means not just the
loss of sensible thinking but the ‘evilization’ of the choosing part of humani-
ty. The kapbia then takes on the quality of being dclUvetog which also is very
blunt. The heart can’t make intelligent decisions about God because it has
lost the capacity to add two plus two and get four, the sense of dcuvetoc.
The alpha privative & added to cUvetog literally means the inability to make
things fit rationally and sensibly.

1.2 yvévieg 1oV Oedv These
51611 oUx wg¢ Beov éddé&acav four strophes
1 in two sets

GAA’
épataLdbnoav
év 101¢ SLaAoylopolg aUTdV
Kol
éokoTi06n 1) doUveTOg AUTAOV Kapdio.

nuxapiotnoav, of two com-

bine to paint a
dire picture of
consequence
for humanity
when it turns
its back on the recognition of God’s revelatory action in creation. Instead of
responding in praise and thanksgiving that reaches out to the one Creator,
humanity has rejected God and in the process doomed itself to the inability
to discover God in creation at all. This is the impact of rejection set forth
in the subordinating 8ot statements in the sentence of v. 21 going back
to give basis for the efforts of God to make His invisible God power clearly
knowable in creation (v. 20).

The next compound sentence in vv. 22-23 function as further amplifica-
tion of the four 616t clause assertions and especially the second set of two.

0Otto Bauernfeind, “Mdratog, Mataidte, Matadw, Mdatv, Matatoroyia, Matatohdyos,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dic-

tionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:519.

%The word pdrtoroc' — and the related word group — corresponds to the older sense of 'vain.' It denotes the world of appearance as distinct from that of being. The emphasis may
be on the fact that what is called pdtatog, e.g., a word, does not rest on the causes which it alleges, 'deceptive,’ Hdt., VII, 10 n. The absence of an effect may also be stressed, 'in vain,'
'to no purpose': T pdrata avardpata, P. Oxy., I, 58, 20. If the ref. is to the human will, pdtatog may castigate an offence, 'wicked': adtovpyion pdrorat, of the act of Oresres, Aesch.
Eum., 337; but often it simply means 'pointless,' yopa potaio, Aesch. Sept. c. Theb., 442. Both the basic meaning and the more detailed senses may be applied to persons too.”" [Otto
Bauernfeind, “Mdrtaiog, Matatotng, Mataidw, Mdatnv, Mataoroyio, Mataoroyog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the

New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:519.

®This is a particularly prominent theme in the Johannine writings (33x ¢&g, light, alone, as against 13x in Paul; 72x in NT) for addressed to the believing communities of the

province of Asia toward the end of the first century.

Page 34



L.22 PHOKOVTEC €lval copol This amplifica-
14 épep&vénoov tion is done at the

' . Kook e main clause level,
15 AAAafav tnv d6fav toU apOdptou Oeol

thus heightening
the importance of
them. The com-
munication impact

eilxdvoC
@eBapToU &VBPOIOU
Kol

€V OO LOUAT L

IETELVAV

Kol of this ancient

TET PSSOV way of thinking is
Kol to place massive
EPTIETOV. emphasis  upon
the  disasterous

impact of humanity’s rejection of God’s self revealing efforts in creation.

The literary structuring of these ideas is important to note. It mirrows
the structure of the subordinate 81611 clause with one deviation. The paral-
lels can be stressed (in the red type).

kkkkkkkkkhkkkkhkkkkkk

Thus the participle phrase yvovteg tov Bgdv, although knowing God, in v. 21
matches the participle phrase ¢dokovteg givat codot, although claiming to
be wise in v. 22. Then the closeness of the second set of verbs in the 8161
clause with the two main clause verbs is obvious:

Subordinate 810t clause (v. 21): Main clause (v. 22):

Epatowdnoov Epatowdnooav

£okotiodn AAAaéov™
The lead verb éuwpavBnoav asserts the basic impact of humanity’s rejec-
tion of God. The second pair of verbs amplify the ¢uwpdavbnocav in distinct
ways but complementary ways. In v. 21, éokotioBn depicts the darkening of
the choosing capacity of the people making them incapable of choosing the
right path. And both the mental and the negative ethical aspects of the fig-
ure of darkness are included. But the second verb fA\a€av, they exchanged,
signals the capacity to still choose, but not to choose wisely or correctly.
What is the dumb headed choice? To worship the created rather than the
Creator!

But first the two participle phrase yvévteg tov 8dv and ddokovteg givat
codol need comparison, since they stand in parallel to one another in these
two structures. The first one in v. 21 stressed the opportunity to discov-
er God’s eternal divine power by reflecting on His creation. This should
have provoked the response of honoring and thanking God (oUy wg Bgov
€66%aocav fj nuxapiotnoav) in reaching out to Him. But instead, humanity
chose to reject that opportunity and instead doomed itself to the ‘insanity’
on the religious side of existence (¢patawwbnoav). This means plunging
themselves into total darkness, i.e., the absence of God (¢okoticBn). What
it does not exclude is their self delusion of ddokovtec eivat codot, claiming to
be wise.

The present participle ¢aokovteg has to do with assertions and claims,
as the noun ¢daolg means assertion along with the verb ¢dokw.”” The em-
phasis is upon confidence in making claims and assertions, not just the
claim itself. What is it that is claimed with such confidence? eivat codot

QOne, upon noticing this intricate structure, would be inclined to raise the question Why? Quite clearly this structure didn't happen by accident. The answer lies in the first century

communication strategy of making ideas as easy to memorize and remember as possible. When an idea takes on greater importance in the intention of the composer, the goal is to
clearly communicate this to the readers and listeners of this text. Since most in the assembly would have been focusing on memorization rather than mere reading, help them through
embedding structures that make memorization easier. The vast majority of the individual families inside each of the house church groups would not have their own copy of this letter.
Each time the letter was read and discussed in the gatherings, more and more of the text was committed to memory. Interestingly, modern anthropological studies have proven that oral
oriented cultures have astoundingly greater skills at memorization than do visual oriented cultures such as in the industrialized world.

T paoig, sg, N (pnui; Pla.+; ins, pap, LXX, TestAbr, ParJer; Philo, Aet. M. 143) orig. ‘information’ concerning a crime, then gener. information concerning a pers. or event,
report, announcement, news (TestAbr A 5 p. 82, 28 [Stone p. 12] al.; pap) avépn edoig td yudpy® 61t Ac 21:31 (avéPn because it went up to the Tower Antonia).—DELG s.v. onui
11 B. M-M.

oaoxo impf. Epaokov (Hom. et al.; ins, pap, LXX, Philo; Jos., Ant. 3, 305; 7, 250; Just., Tat.) to state someth. w. confidence, say, assert, claim foll. by acc. and inf. (PRyl 117,
19; Philo, Somn. 2, 291; Jos., C. Ap. 2, 145) Ac 24:9; 25:19. In an affirmation made concerning the speaker, after the nom. of the ptc. we have the inf. w. predicate nom. pdorovteg
givar copoi Ro 1:22; after the acc. of the ptc., the inf. w. the predicate acc. Tov¢ pdokovtag sivar dmostéorovg Ry 2:2 t.r. (Erasmian rdg.).—DELG s.v. enpui IL. M-M.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 1050.]
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is the answer.”? The high value attached to being coddg in Paul's world As a general trait, humanity claimed to have achieved extraordinary insight
spread across almost all the cultures of that time. The word group codia, into life and reality.

ooddg, codifw stood in contrast to other word groups having to do with Does this sound like Genesis 3 narration of the fall? A few commenta-
understanding and knowledge.” Typically the codd¢ word group stressed tors, mostly in the British tradition, have asserted that Paul in vv. 19-32 is
possession of superior or extraordinary insight and knowledge of reality, giving his interpretive update of the OT narration of the fall of humanity.”
whereas the other word groups referenced the capacity for understanding. But the basis for such comparisons is more than questionable.” Clearer

2" UGKOVTEG E1VOL GoPoi EpmpdvOncay, 'claiming to be wise they became fools.' cogia, 'wisdom,' was highly prized throughout the ancient world, as the wisdom tradition within
Judaism itself demonstrates. In Stoicism in particular, the copog, 'wise man,' was the ideal to be aspired to (cf. TDNT 7:473). In using éuwpdvOnv Paul may have in mind Jer 10:14,
particularly since it is part of the Jewish polemic against idolatry which Paul takes up in the following verses. Whether its use in Matt 5:13//Luke 14:34 throws light on its usage here
is unclear: salt popavei], 'became insipid,' in the sense of being unfitted to fulfill its function as salt.

"The irony here is intentional and heavy: men claim to be wise, to have achieved the appropriate balance between their theoretical (rational) knowledge and its practical application.
But their lives demonstrate the contrary, that their conduct does not match what they know of God. The tragedy is that they do not recognize the disparity: despite this folly they still
claim to be wise; their futility is the measure of their wisdom (cf. 1 Cor 1:18-25; TDNT 4:845-47; 7:521)."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 60.]

"From the adjective copog, which is first attested from the 6th century and is common from Theognis and Pindar on, there developed quite early the abstract noun coia (Ionic
cooin Hom. I1., 15, 412 [though — n. 4]; Hom. Hymn. Merc., 483 and 511) and the verb coeilopot (vavtiding cecopicpévoc, Hes. Op., 649), then copiotg (from Pind. and Herodot.).1
An important point is that in contrast to specific epistemological terms like yvoun (— 1, 717, 10 ff.), yvdoic (— 1, 689, 13 ff.), chveoig, nddnpa, Emotiun and others, in which we have
verbal abstracts, coia is derived from an adjective and always denotes a quality, never an activity. This is the reason for the great shift which took place in its meaning.? In general
cooia denotes a materially complete and hence unusual knowledge and ability. In the early Greek period any practical skill of this kind counted as wisdom, then during the classical
period the range of meaning was strongly restricted to theoretical and intellectual knowledge, and finally in the usage of the philosophical schools of Hellenism and later antiquity the
practical element was united again with the theoretical in the ideal picture of the wise man. In formation co@dg belongs to the type of nomina agentis represented by ¢o1d6g, though
any other connection is most uncertain.*" [Ulrich Wilckens and Georg Fohrer, “Xoia, Zopdg, Zogilm,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 7:467.]

""Here the echo of the Adam narratives becomes quite strong. Not that Paul alludes to it explicitly, although the yvwotov of v 19 may recall Gen 2:9. It is rather that the description
of human aspiration for greater knowledge and a position of high regard which actually results in a decline into disadvantage and a position of low regard, set as it is in aorist terms,
is obviously modeled on the account of man’s fall in Gen 3. The emphasis in the fall narratives on 'knowledge' invites the use Paul makes of it, and enables him to formulate the same
emphasis as Gen 3 in terms which a Greco-Roman and Hellenistic Jewish audience would recognize and respond to. Considerable use was made of the Genesis account of man’s fall in
Jewish theology of this period (here note Wisd Sol 2:23-24; Jub. 3.28-32; Adam and Eve; 4 Ezra 4:30; and particularly 2 Apoc. Bar. 54.17-19, which uses Adam in a similar piece of
polemic; see further on 5:12); and the influence of the Genesis narratives is also evidenced outside the Judeo-Christian tradition proper, as the Hermetic tractate Poimandres in partic-
ular demonstrates (see Dodd, Greeks, esp. 145—69). That v 23 has in mind also the idolatry of the golden calf at Mount Sinai (Ps 106:20; see on 1:23) does not weaken the conclusion
drawn here (pace Bassler, Divine Impartiality, 197), since in Jewish tradition the idolatry of the golden calf was frequently associated with the fall of Adam: idolatry was the prime
indication of the depth of man’s fall, and Israel’s own fall into idolatry at Sinai after God had chosen them to be his people was seen as the equivalent in Israel’s history to Adam’s fall
after creation (cf. Jervell, Imago, 115-16, 321-22). See further Hooker, “Adam”; Wedderburn, “Adam,” 413—19; Dunn, Christology, 101-2." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol.
38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 60—61.]

75'1:22 James Dunn has argued that Paul’s statement 'while claiming to be wise, they became fools' (péckovreg eivar cogoi épumpévOncav) of 1:22 is an 'obviously deliberate echo
of the Adam narratives®! and 'obviously modeled on the account of man’s fall in Gen 3."82 This thesis was first proposed by Morna Hooker,®* and has been lauded and developed by Al-
exander Wedderburn.® It rests largely on the observations (1) that the verbs é€anéotethev ('he sent forth/banished') and é€£BaAe ("he cast/drove out') of Gen 3:23-24 (LXX) are similar
to the verb mopédwkev (‘he gave/delivered over') of Rom 1:24, 26, and 28, (2) that there is an emphasis in both the narrative of Genesis 3 and Paul’s statement here on the human desire
for greater knowledge apart from that given by God, which results in a decline into a position of disadvantage and decidedly lower regard, and (3) that the Genesis account of the fall
of Adam appears widely in the writings of Second Temple Judaism, often as a paradigm for humanity’s sinful condition.®

"Other scholars, however, have found such an intended parallel between what Paul says in Romans 1 and the story of Adam’s fall in Genesis 3 quite difficult to accept. Joseph
Fitzmyer, for example, observing that (1) the verbs of Gen 3:23-24 (LXX) and Rom 1:24, 26, and 28 are, though close in meaning, still somewhat different in form (as Hooker herself
acknowledged), and arguing that (2) 'the alleged echoes of the Adam stories in Genesis are simply nonexistent,' has concluded that 'this interpretation reads too much of Genesis into
the text' and therefore is to be rejected.’ And Stanley Stowers, building on the work of John Levison in his Portraits of Adam in Early Judaism, has pronounced the parallels drawn be-
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and more helpful is what Paul had written a few years earlier to the Cor-
inthians from Ephesus about wisdom in 1 Cor. 1:18-2:10.7® Most relevant
to Rom. 1:22 is 1 Cor. 1:21, év tfj codiq 1ol 800 oUK Eyvw O KOOWOC SLA THG
codlag tov Bedv, in the wisdom of God the world did not know God through wis-
dom. No one can ‘think’ his way back to God! But that has not prevented
countless millions of people from trying to do so.

The main clause verb states the contrastive opposite to the claims of
humanity. The adverbial concessive function of the participle ¢dokovteg
clearly sets up a contrastive tension between the participle action and the
finite verb action. The sense becomes in spite of claiming to be wise they be-
came morons. The contemperaneous action between the present tense par-
ticple and the aorist verb underscores that their making claims played an
important role in making morons out of them. In his early statement to the
Corinthians Paul stated this idea clearer: o0Oxi énwpavev 6 Bed¢ Thv codiav
1ol kdopou; Did not God make moronic the wisdom of the world? (v. 20b). In
this earlier discussion, Paul contends that the clearest, most obvious way
of doing this was through the preaching of the message of the cross (vv.

20- 25). Here to the Romans that same essential idea is asserted across
the span of time in God’s actions of thwarting the falsely assumed wisdom
of humanity.

What was the impact of this become morons? The second strophe kai
AAagav v 66€av tod adBaptou Beol... defines the action of become a mo-
ron. It also parallels the second strophe of the first second of assertions
in v. 21b: kai £okoticBn 1 dcuvetoc avT®v kapdia, and their senseless heart
became darkened. When their choosing skill (= kapéia) lost the light of God’s
presence they lost the ability to make sensible decisions about God. Con-
sequently, they exchanged the Presence of the immortal God for some-
thing else.” In the background here stands a couple of OT texts:

Psalm 106:20 (LXX 105:20). kai AAAGEavto TV §6Eav aluT@v €v OpoLWHaTL

pHooxou €oBovtog xoptov.t

They exchanged the glory of God in them for the image of an ox that eats

grass.

Jer. 2:11. el dANG€ovtan €Bvn Beovc aUTGV; Kal oUToL olk eiowv Beol. 6 &¢

Aao¢ pou AANGEaTo THY §6Eav alTtod, £€ NC oK WdeAnBrcovtaL.t

tween Romans 1 and the story of Adam’s fall in Genesis 3 to be 'profoundly unconvincing,' largely because 'the reading of Genesis that interpreters assume is transparent did not yet
exist in Paul’s time' — for, as Levison has demonstrated, 'Jewish literature before 70 C.E. shows little interest in the effects of Adam’s transgression.'’

"The best that it seems possible to say is (1) that Paul may have been thinking of Adam’s fall in Genesis 3 when he wrote Rom 1:21-22, and so echoes of that Genesis account are
to be found in his language of these verses, or (2) that his Christian addressees might have thought of such a background and connection when they read this portion of his letter. But
whatever the merits of such a possibility or possibilities (which I personally think to be tenuous), Paul’s words here are certainly in line with what he wrote earlier in 1 Cor 1:18-2:10
about human wisdom, with its feigned stance of superiority and its vaunted assertions of independence from God vis-a-vis the wisdom given by God."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-

mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 211-212.]

®Some of the church fathers in commenting on this statement of Paul sought to make special application of this assertion to the philosophers of their day:

Whom did Paul have in mind in speaking of those who claimed to be wise but became fools? Origen speculated that “while these things apply to all human beings who
possess natural reason, they more specifically apply to those called philosophers who are wise in the things of this world — whose job it is to ponder the creatures of this world
and everything which is made in it, and from the things which are seen, to perceive in their minds the things which are invisible.”®® It was, therefore, commonly asserted by both
patristic and medieval commentators that Paul had in mind principally the Greek philosophers — particularly, as often identified, such ancient philosophers as Pythagoras, Soc-

rates, Plato, Aristotle, Democritus, and Epicurus. Yet as John Calvin rightly insisted:

All men have sought to form some conception of the majesty of God, and to make Him such a God as their reason could conceive Him to be. This presumptuous attitude to God is not,
| maintain, learned in the philosophical schools, but is innate, and accompanies us, so to speak, from the womb.... The error of forming an image of God did not originate with the philoso-

phers, but was received from others, and also stamped by their own approval.®

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-

mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 212-213.]

""n writing kol fiAagav v d6&av Tod deBaptov Beod v dpotdpatt ikdvog PBapTod avBpdmov kai TeTeEvVdV Kol teTpomddwv kai Epmetdv (‘and they exchanged the glory of
the immortal God for the likeness of an image made to look like a mortal human being—or like birds or animals or reptiles'), Paul expresses an even more disastrous consequence of
humanity’s rebellion against God and people’s failure to give God thanks. This statement echoes the damning language used of Israel in LXX Ps 105:20 (MT 106:20): 'They exchanged
(MALGEavto) their Glory (triv 60&av) for the likeness/similitude (év opoidpoatt) of a bull which eats grass—which is, of course, a reference to the people of Israel constructing the idol-
atrous golden calf in Exod 32. Likewise, it echoes the description of Israel in Jer 2:11: "My people have exchanged (MAAGEato) their Glory (tnv 86&av, i.e., their God) for something
that does not profit'.” [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 213.]
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Has a nation changed its gods, even though they are no gods? But my people
have changed their glory for something that does not profit.
Here the people of God rather than humanity is the point of reference. In
the psalm, the reference is to the golden calf built at Sinai by the Israelites.
The prophet Jeremiah condemns the tendency toward idolatry by the Isra-
elites of his day. Paul’s language in Rom. 1:23 is especially close to that in
the LXX psalm.
Also contextually important is the parallel verb petnAagav used in vv.
25 and 26:
v. 23: fiAAaéav thv 66€av tol adBaptou B=ol év...they exchanged the
Presence of the immortal God for...
v. 25: oltwveg uetnAAaéav tnv ainbelav tod Beol év... who exchanged
the truth of God for...
v. 26: al te yap OnAetal abt@v pethAdaéav tv duoiknv xphow eig...for
their women indeed exchanged natural intercourse for....
The second verb petiMagav from petaldocow and the first verb AAAagav
from aA\doow have the common source of déA\\doow which literally means
to alter or change either in the sense of replace something with something
different or remake something into something different.” It comes out of a
number of different words built off the same root stem.” The compound verb
petoAAdoow has the same meaning as dA\\aocow but with the prepositional
prefix of peta- intensifying the verbal action. In other words, petaAAdoow

is dMdoow with wheaties!®® With the modifying prepositional phrases év
and eig, the Hebrew background equivalent 2 1'nn comes to the surface.
For example, in LXX Jeremiah 2:11. This since in the Greek literature both
verbs are only used with the preposition npdcg or with a genitive or da-
tive case noun. This pattern signals the Jewish heritage of Paul helping to
frame his thoughts here. This threefold repetition of the idea of exchanging
in these two verbs serves to heighten the corruption of the darkened mind
that has lost its sense of the presence of God revealed in creation. The
replacement activity is both idolatry and sexual immorality.

What was altered was tv §6€av tol adpOdptou B=ol, the Presence of the
immortal God. It was turned into / replaced with év opowwpatt eikévog dpBaptol
avOpwrou Kal TETEWVOV Kal TETpamodwy Kal epmet®v, into / with likenesses of
the image of mortal man and of birds and four-footed animals and reptiles. What
can be seen / learned of God in His creation? In v. 20 the answer is fj te
Gidloc avtod Suvapg kai Beldtnc, His eternal power and deity. Here in v. 23 the
answer is trv 66&av 1ol adpOaptou Beol, the Presence of the immortal God.

The 86¢a clearly references the Shekhinah presence of Almighty God.®'
That is, when correctly gazing upon creation one should be able to sense
the Presence of Almightly God in the overwhelming display of divine pow-
er.82 This ought to elicit the response of reaching out to this powerful God in
submissive honoring and praising of Him. This is the ‘best case’ scenario.

But the worst case scenario is what happens from humanity when gaz-

8"The basic meaning is 'to make otherwise' (from — dAlog). Outside the NT we find both act. and med. in the trans. signif. of 'to alter,' 'to give in exchange,' or 'to take in ex-
change,' as also in the intrans. signif. of 'to change." In the NT we find only the trans. act. and pass., not med." [Friedrich Biichsel, “AX\dcow, Avtaiiayua, An-, Ar-, KatoAldooo,
KataAilayn, Amokat-, Metahddoom,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,

1964-), 1:251.]

Note the word group @aAAdoow, avtdAhayua, am-, St-, KatoAAdoow, kataAlayr, dnokat-, uetaAAdoow [Friedrich Biichsel, “AMdccm, Avtdilayua, An-, At-, Katahddooo,
KataAlayn, Amokat-, Metahddoom,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,

1964-), 1:251.]

80"While the repetition of this expression does not seem intended to mark out any distinct stages in the development of Paul’s presentation, as a rhetorical anaphora (i.e., the repeti-

tion of a phrase or word at the beginning of a series of successive statements) it was evidently used — first as a simple aorist in 1:23, then in heightened fashion as a compound aorist in
1:25 and 26 — to intensify the significance of the verb’s action, with the ominous sound of the final Greek syllable (-£ov) probably meant to ring in the ears of the hearers and resonate
in their memories." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek
Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 213.]

81The English word 'glory' often used to translate 86&a is woefully inadequate and largely meaningless to the majority of readers. Plus the corruption of the idea in Roman Catholic
tradition makes it even less helpful.

82"The word d6&a in secular Greek literature meant 'opinion' or 'estimation.' It was, however, used by the translators of the LXX for the Hebrew word 7125, which denotes an exter-
nal appearance of 'glory,' 'majesty,' or 'splendor.' So it came to connote the presence of God himself'in all his 'glory,' 'majesty,' and 'splendor.”! In John 1:14 the Evangelist proclaims that
the eschatological manifestation of God’s 'glory' has taken place in 'the Word made flesh,' God’s one and only Son. The term &@0aptog (‘immortal’) is used by Paul only with respect to
God — here in 1:23 in contrast to 'mortal (pBaptdg) humans,' and later in 1 Tim 1:17 in doxological praise 'to the immortal (dpOdpt®) King eternal'.” [Richard N. Longenecker, The
Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 214.]
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ing on God’s creation. They replace the divine Presence with worship of dif-
ferent parts of the creation by making images of them.®® Humanity doesn't
see the Creator in creation.® Yet, sensing some kind of extraordinary pow-
er at work, they single out humans, birds, animals, and reptiles as objects
of worship.?® The use of d\\doow prohibits any interpretation of trying to
get to God through creation. These created objects of God’s creation in no
way symbolize God Himself. Note that the objects behind the idolatry here
are living creatures, not inanimate objects as are the images. Some sense
of a dynamic power behind the creation is reflected in this choice of wor-
shipped objects. The material world didn’t just happen on its own. In one
sense then, the idolatry of the modern world is more corrupt than even that
of Paul’s day. In tracing this descent into the abyss of idolatry, Paul echoes
some of the OT prophetic satire regarding the worthlessness of idols. Note
as one example |sa. 44:9-20.%

This text of vv. 18-23 summarizes the tragedy of human rejection of
God at the most basic level. God reaches out to reveal His divine power
through His creating the material world. The serious human as a part of that
creation can sense the Presence of the divine power of God by gazing at
the magnificient work of God’s creation. But this has not been the human

response. Rather humanity has rejected God as Creator and thus chosen
instead to worship objects made with its own hands to represent aspects
of that creation. In one sense, this text parallels the OT account of the fall
of humanity through Adam and Eve in the Garden in Genes 3. But Paul
goes much further and has a different objective in his letter to the Romans.
He is accounting for the evil in the world of his day, particularly at this
point the non-Jewish evil, as well as across the span of human history. But
the distinction between Jewish and non-Jewish breaks down quickly when
pressed into details within the text. He has fundamentally all of humanity in
view in vv. 18-23.

Beginning in v. 24-32 the apostle will account for the reaction of God to
this rejection by humanity. Idolatry is fundamentally the consequence as-
serted in vv. 21-23. But immoral behavior receives the greater attention in
vv. 24-32. Although to the modern reader the connection between religious
idolatry and immoral human behavior may seem odd, careful analysis of
Paul's words uncover something human history and human social history
in particular have made dramatically clear. Turn your back on God and you
end up in some form of idolatry. And idolatry will always lead to indescrib-
able immorality.

8"The use of opoimpa, 'close likeness' (see on 5:14, 6:5, and 8:3), and gik@v, 'image’ (cf. particularly Rev 13:14-15; 14:9, 11; 15:2; 16:2; see on 8:29), may have been prompted by

the fact that the same terms are used as equivalents in Deut 4:16—18. The deliberate use of both, when one or other might have been thought sufficient, may be an example of the Semitic
habit of repeating an idea for effect (cf. Moulton, Grammar 2:419-20); but here it is probably intended to increase the distance between the reality and that which the idol is supposed
to depict — a copy of a copy, inadequate even as a representation (‘the inferior, shadowy character' [Barrett]); Lagrange cites the possibly parallel 1 Macc 3:48; we might also compare
Plato’s allegory of the cave: what man sees is but the shadow of the figures on the wall (Republic 7.514—17). That gik®v is prompted by the thought of man as God’s image is possible
but less likely, since it refers also to 'birds, beasts, and reptiles' (see discussion in Wedderburn, “Adam,” 416-19), though the influence of Gen 1:20-25 may nevertheless be discernible
in the choice of the last four nouns (Hyldahl)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 61-62.]

8"There is a subtle irony in the description (v 23) of the ultimate step in this chain of decline, the lapse into idolatry. While the Jewish implied reader would presumably consider
idolatry to be something characteristic of the Gentile world, the language here evokes biblical allusions to Israel’s fall into idolatry. 'Exchange of glory' echoes the wording of the
allusion in Ps 106:20 (LXX 105:20) to the episode of the Golden Calf (Exodus 32) — a lapse which explicitly provoked God’s wrath (Exod 32:10-12) and also the language of Jer
2:11, where Israel is condemned for abandoning the Lord to go after other gods (See Note for details). What is 'exchanged' in idolatry for the 'glory of God' is 'likeness' (homoioma)
and 'image' (eikon) of something merely human or less than human." [Brendan Byrne, Romans, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 6, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical
Press, 1996), 67-68.]

85"t is this awful descent into various forms of idolatry — based, as it is, on humanity’s rebellion against God, vaunted independence from God, and therefore failure to respond
in praise and thankfulness to God — that lies at the heart of 'the human predicament,’ both in humanity’s past history and in its experience today. And it is this problem of idolatry that
is under 'the wrath of God,' as announced in 1:18 — and that expresses itself in disastrous ways in human lives, as will be portrayed in what follows in 1:24-31." [Richard N. Longe-
necker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids,
MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 214-215.]

86"Paul no doubt had in mind the magnificent satire of Isa 44:9-20 (of which there are several echoes in vv 22-23). Not least in influence would be the sustained polemic in the
second half of Wisd Sol: note particularly 11:15; 12:2—4; 13:10, 13-14; 14:8; 15:18-19 (cf. also Ep. Arist. 138). Typical also for the background here is the sustained polemic of the
Letter of Jeremiah (Ep Jer) and the repeated attacks of Sib. Or. 3 (note particularly again 3:845). Jeremias, "Rom 1:22-32," draws particular attention to T. Naph. 3.2—4. Schulz sees the
background as rooted more in Jewish apocalyptic (cf. 1 Enoch 91.4 ff; 99.2 ff.; Sib. Or. 3.6 ff.; T. Mos. 1.13; 2 Apoc. Bar. 54.17-22). See further Str-B, 3:53-60, 60—62." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 61.]
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10.3.3.2.1.2 God’s Response to this Rejection, 1:24-32

24 A6 Top£Swkev alTouc 6 Bed¢ év Talg EmBupialg TV KopSLOV alThV £ig
akaBapoiav told dtipnalecBal T cwpata adT®V v alTolg 25 oltveg petnAlaav
Vv &@AnBelav tol B0l &v T Peldel kal éosPacBnaoav kal EAdTpeucay Tfj KTioeL
Topd oV Kktioavta, ¢ €0ty e0AOYNTOG €l¢ TOUG al®vag, auniv. 26 Al tolito
TIOPESWKEV AUTOUC O BedC €ig mAdN dtpiag, ai te yap BnAsiat abtd®v pethilatav
TNV dUoLknV xpfiow €i¢ THv mapd $uolyv, 27 opoiwg te Kal ol Gpoeveg AdEVTEg
TV duoiknv xphow Thg BnAsiag é€skavBnoav év T dpefel alTOV €ig GAARAOUC,
ApoeveC &V Apaoeaty TAV AoxnUoouvNV Katepyoalopevol Kol TAv avtiploBiav fv €6l
Ti¢ MAGVNG aUT®V év €auTtolg amoAappavovteg. 28 Kal kabwg ouk édokipacav
TOV B0V EXELV &V ETULYVWOEL, TTIOPESWKEV OUTOUC O BedC £ig ASOKIHOV VoDV, ToLETY
T un kabnkovta, 29 nemAnpwpévoug maon adikia movnpla mAsovelia kakiq,
peotoug ¢pOdvou dovou Eplbog Sohou kakonBeiag, PrOuplotag 30 kataAdAoug
Beootuyelc UBploTag Umepnddavoug alalovog, €deupetdg Kak®dv, yovelotv
anelBelg, 31 Aouvétoug AouvOEToUuC AOTOPYouG AveAenuovag: 32 oltwveg To
Sikatwpo told B0l £myvovteg OtL ol T Tolalta mpdooovteg aclot Bavatou eioty,
o0 povov autd motololv GAAA katl cuveudokoliowv* Tolg mpAccouoLy.

24 Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, to
the degrading of their bodies among themselves, 25 because they exchanged the
truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the creature rather than the
Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen.

26 For this reason God gave them up to degrading passions. Their women
exchanged natural intercourse for unnatural, 27 and in the same way also 1.24
the men, giving up natural intercourse with women, were consumed with16
passion for one another. Men committed shameless acts with men and re-
ceived in their own persons the due penalty for their error.

28 And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them
up to a debased mind and to things that should not be done. 29 They were
filled with every kind of wickedness, evil, covetousness, malice. Full of envy,
murder, strife, deceit, craftiness, they are gossips, 30 slanderers, God-hat-
ers, insolent, haughty, boastful, inventors of evil, rebellious toward parents,
31 foolish, faithless, heartless, ruthless. 32 They know God’s decree, that
those who practice such things deserve to die — yet they not only do them
but even applaud others who practice them.

This pericope outlines God’s response to humanity’s rejection of
Him. It is a dreadful depiction of God stepping away from protective
watchcare over humanity in order to allow it to follow its own sinful
cravings into destruction and ruin. Key to this unit of text is the three-

8A.T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament (Nashville, TN: Broad-
man Press, 1933), Ro 1:24.

17

fold repetition of napédwkev altoug 6 Beog €v / €ig..., God handed them over
to... (vv. 24, 26, 28). “The words sound to us like clods on the coffin as God
leaves men to work their own wicked will.”8” What God handed humanity over
to tells the basic story:

v. 24, év talc érubupialg TWv kapdlwv altv eig dkabapoiav, in the lusts of
their hearts to degradation...

v. 26, €i¢ maOn atwuiog, degrading passions...

v. 28, €ic adokipov volv, to a debased mind....
Their own sinful, depraved existence takes over control of their lives and
plunges them into destruction and ruin. The decision making side of hu-
manity is completely corrupted and comes disjointed from the ability to
make proper decisions as a creature in the world. It can no longer detect
God’s Presence in creation and is left to its own devices which plunge it
into ruin.

Also important to note here are the connecting links with each of these
three statements.

First is Awo in v. 24 which links both the declaration in vv. 24-25 back to
vv. 18-23 and also the entire unit of vv. 24-32 to it as well. The inferential
conjunction 616 sets up in explicit statements something considered implied
in the preceding section. Here the response of God to the rejection of Him
by humanity is considered implicit and now is spelled out in detail. Only
one totally ignorant of God will think that God would not react to humanity

ALO
napédWKEV AUTOUG O O0&0d¢
&v talg émiBupiatg TAV KAPDOLOV AUTOV
€ig arabapoiav toU &t Lp&lecbal TA oHUATA AUTOV
g€V dUtToLQg -
oltiveg petnAdaéov 1V GANOeLav 10U OeoT
€v 1 YeUdel

¢oepaobnoov
——————— eN&tpevocav T KTloel
mopd TOV KTloo|vta,
6G¢ €0TLV €UAOYNTOC
elgc TOUQ al®dvag,
GuAv .
AL& toUTO
napédWKEV AUTOUG O 0&80o¢

€i¢ nabn atipiag,
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rebuffing Him in rejection.

Second in vv. 26-27 is the causal idiomatic phrase A tolro, becausel8
of this. The antecedent of the neuter singular demonstrative pronoun
to0to is vv. 24-25. The second napédwkev autoug 6 Beo¢ eic... statement
in vv. 26-27 stands as the basis for the first statement in vv. 24-25.

Third in vv. 28-32 is Kai, and, with the pre-field comparative sub-
ordinate kaBwg clause which gathers up the central premise of Godj g
responding to rejection of Him. This third napédwkev altolg 6 Beog &ic...
brings to a summarizing close this depiction of disaster in the long vice
listing of consequences for humanity in rejecting God.

10.3.3.2.1.2.1 God handed them over to uncleanness, 1:24-25.
24 A6 mapédwkev altolg 6 Bedg év talg mbupialg TV kapdliv altiOv
el¢ akaBapoiav tol AtpalecBol Td cwpata avT®v év alTtolg 25 oltveg
uetnAafav tv aAnBelav tol Beol év T YPevdel kal €éoeBacOnoav Kal
£é\atpevoav Tfj Ktioel mapd TOV KTicavta, 6¢ €otv e0AoyntOg €l¢ TOUG
ai®vacg, aunv. 24 Therefore God gave them up in the lusts of their hearts
to impurity, to the degrading of their bodies among themselves, 25 because
they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen.

The Aw links this back to vv. 18-23 by stating explicity what was2°
cosidered implict in the previous text unit. What is this? The core an-
swer is mopédwkev altouc 6 B=d¢, God handed them over.... The threefold
repetition of this identical expression in vv. 24-32 make it clear that this
is Paul's central point. In vv. 18-23, the point had been made that God
had disclosed His divine power in the action of creating the world. If hu-
manity would gaze upon this marvelous work they could recognize the
divine Presence of God in all this. Then their proper response would
be to reach out in submissive honoring and praising of God. The impli-
cation here, to be developed in chapter three, is that God in reaction
would have sent His messengers with the full disclosure of God in His
saving power in Christ to them. But instead, humanity chose to reject
this potential disclosure of God and not honor or praise Him. What then
would God do in response?

Vv. 24-32 answer that question with the core assertion that God
simply steps away from His watchcare over humanity and lets it follow
its own depraved, sinful passions into its ruin. Additionally one must not
overlook the larger contextual point established in v. 18 that all of this
represents the central point that AmokaAUntetat 6pyr g0l an’ olpavod,
God'’s wrath is being uncovered from Heaven. This depiction is presented

Yap
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in a threefold, inner connected series
of declarations as reflected in the out-
lining of these verses here.

The core phrase mnopédwkev
altoug 6 Beog simply asserts that the
control and framing of humanity’s |
life and existence is turned over to
someone / something else. The root | AAAN
meaning of the compound verb napa |
+ 6ibwp is to give over something to
someone else. Out of this basic idea
then comes a wide range of derived
meanings that are reflected in the chart of the 119 uses inside the NT. Six of
these uses are inside Romans: 1:24, 26, 28; 4:25; 6:17; and 8:32. In 4:25 and
8:32, God handed over Christ to redeem believers. This idea of God turning
Christ over to sinful humanity to execute Him provides some background
perspective for God handing over sinful humanity to its own depraved pas-

entrusted sions leading to its

e e mmended, commending TUIN. Christ was not
hand, handed over forced to surrender
F; Himself to God in
this. Rather He vol-

untarilarly chose to

give Himself up to
death. When God
‘turned loose’ of His

aoctdpyouc

gave

W

Tapadidwut

deliver; hand over; betray

betray, betrayed, betrayer...

AN

hand, handed, hands
AL
nap€dWKEV aUTOUg O Oeo¢
€V Talg énLbuplalg TV KoPdLGY oUTRV
elg axaboapoiav 10U &TLu&lecBal TA COUATA AUTOV
€V auToliqg -
¢v 1) YeldelL

¢oepBaocOnoav

gX&tTpevoav T Ktloel
noPd TOV KTloo|vrta,

6¢ €0T LV gUAOyNTOC
elg TOUCQ aldvag,

aunv .

olTlveg petnAAaéoav tnv dANBeLlav 10U BeoT

aouvOétoug

aveAenuovag
olTlveg 10 dilkalwua toU Beol emiLyvoévIEeQ

6Tl ol Tt tolLaUto mP&OCCOVTEG

&& Lol Bavatou elolv,

oU pbévov aUTd moLoToLv

Kol

ouveudokoUoly Tol¢ mpACCOUCLY.

only Son, He did not cease to care for Him at all. The way of sacrifical death
by the pure, holy Lamb of God was sinful humanity’s only path to survival
of eternal damnation. Thus God handed Him over. Likewise, God’s handing
over humanity who rejected Him rather than yielded to Him is done out of
concern for humanity as a part of 6pyr 8€o0 (v. 18). The righteously pure,
holy God cannot tolerate sin in its presence. Such is instantly destroyed
just as light destroys darkness. If humanity is left to its own sinful destruc-
tive ways, perhaps at least some of humanity will decide at some point in
its depravity to turn from its evil ways back to God, its Creator. Thus the
Pauline mission of preaching the Good News of Christ to the pagan, lost
world.

What did God hand humanity over to? In the lengthy sentence of vv.
24-25 most of the modification elements center on describing this, as the
diagram illustrates. Let’s look at each modifying expression.
év taic émduuialg Twv Kapdiwv altwy, in the passions of their hearts.

This expression locates the condition of humanity when God hand-
ed them over. Remember the volitional, not emotional, meaning of
heart at the figurative level in the ancient world. What stands as the
driving determiner of the decisions made by depraved humanity?
Talc émbupialg is the answer. If that has ever been true of society
universally, it has been never more true than of present pleasure ori-
ented western socieities. Thus the expression év taig £émbupialg t@v
kapSLv avt®v locates the problem of humanity as lustful passions®
making the decisions of humanity rather than reflective reason. The
root form Buw provides a starting point for the various forms derived

8The wide range of ancient Greek terms referencing some aspect of desire is
seen in the listings of topics 25.1-25.32 in the Louw-Nida Greek lexicon. émbopia
and the words built off it are most often used for strong desire, i.e., passions: Qupog,

émbopia, Embupéo, EmBountg, Evhvuéopat, EvOounocic.
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from it.8° The two derivatives ¢mBupia and émbupéw take on the sense of positive desire, mostly they follow the dominant Greek and Jewish Greek
intense cravings and intersect Adov, lust, often in meaning.®® While in NT especially negative meanings of sinful cravings.®’ These cravings reside
usage (38x for émBupia, and 31x for émBupéw) they can reference normal or in human life and thus stand as the driving forces in the decision to reject

$"6vw originally denotes a violent movement of air, water, the ground, animals, or men.! From the sense of 'to well up,' 'to boil up,' there seems to have developed that of 'to smoke,'
and then 'to cause to go up in smoke,' 'to sacrifice.” The basic meaning of Bupdg is thus similar to that of Tvebpa, namely, 'that which is moved and which moves,' 'vital force.” In Homer
Bupog is the vital force of animals and men, Qupov aronveiew: 1., 13,654; Aine §° dotéa Bupoc: I1., 16, 743. Bupdc then takes on the sense of a. desire, impulse, inclination, b. spirit,
c. anger, d. sensibility, e. disposition or mind, f. thought, consideration.* This richly developed usage in Homer and the tragic dramatists is no longer present in the prose writers, e.g.,
Plato, Thucydides. For them Bupuog means spirit, anger, rage, agitation. In Jewish Gk. Qupdg is common in this sense. The LXX uses it for A, 7pn, 1777, 0¥ etc. Philo makes frequent
use of Bupde,® and Joseph. often has it for anger.®" [Friedrich Biichsel, “@uudg, Embopuia, Embuuéw, Enbountig, EvOvuéopal, Evoounoctic,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:167.]

%"n Greek philosophy émibvopia is the waywardness of man in conflict with his rationality. It is estimated ethically rather than religiously.

"In Hebrew and Jewish religion there is condemnation not merely of the evil act but also of the evil will. The Decalogue forbids stealing and the desire for the goods of others,
including their wives. The inability in obedience to God to renounce what may be in themselves natural and legitimate desires, the longing for sexual satisfaction outside marriage, is
called sin in both J and E in Nu. 11 and Gn. 39. Self-discipline in the sexual sphere even to the control of one’s glances is a duty of the righteous from the time of 2 S. 11:2 and Job
31:1. The demand for renunciation and for obedience for God’s sake increases in the post-exilic period with the tightening of legalism and the rise of ethical reflection, in both of which
may be seen the influence of Hellenism. Regular ascetic practices like fasting, scrupulosity in keeping the Sabbath, and the regulation of meats, become constituent elements in piety.
Sexual asceticism takes on significance at different levels. The consciousness of sin becomes more profound, and with it attention to the impulsive, passionate desire which withstands
renunciation and obedience for the sake of God.'® There are moving complaints concerning the evil heart which will not renounce or obey.'” The view is reached that desire is the chief
of all sins."® The will of God can be expressed in the single formula: not to desire."

"In the OT and Judaism €mBopia is an offence against God, who demands of man total obedience and love from the whole heart, Dt. 5:5.

"In Jewish Greek émBvpio and émbopeiv can denote a sin. This usage is plainly dependent in part on the Stoic usage, and in part a result of the above development in Judaism.
The lines converge. The LXX uses émBupio and émbopeiv predominantly for constructs of the stems my and 7an.%° émbopia is mostly vox media.** But without addition émfvpia is
also used for base and ungodly desire, e.g., at Nu. 11:4, 34; 33:16, 17; Dt. 9:22; v 105:14.2 émBopia kdAlovg is sinful sexual desire in the male, Prv. 6:25; Susanna 32; cf. Sir. 40:22.
¢mBopelv is also used of pious striving, and sometimes of eschatological expectation, Is. 58:2; v 118:20; Am. 5:18. émBupia is very common in Philo.?* In Platonic fashion it is used
along with Adyoc and Buudc to denote the lowest part of the soul,* and after the manner of the Stoics it is also used for the four passions,? which in constant warnings and admonitions
Philo summons us to combat, combining Stoic moralism and the strictest Jewish legalism, and breaking forth in powerful declamations. We find a similar combination of Stoic and
Jewish elements in the use of émbvpio and EmbBupueiv in 4 Macc. The theme here is that what rules over the impulsive in man is reason,? and the impulsive includes first of all émfvpia,
with which are ranged ndovr, @ofog and Aomn (1:22, 23), and which arises out of sensuality (1:3; 3:11-16) and sexuality (2:4, 5). In Josephus émfvpio is mostly vox media,?’ but
it can also be used for sinful desire.?®

"In Rabbinic theology the equivalents of NT émbupeiv aremrn;t and 721,% and for émbupio we have ¥2;7 7%2,* except that this denotes a general disposition in man rather than the
actual impulse in concrete individuality. For this the term is mxp. M. Ex. 15:1: 72 anxn mwy® (‘to work their desire'); Tanch. 1wx § 6 (15a): of the adulterer and adulteress Jmxn Wy w
XX ... 0'wpan 1R (‘they seek only to do their desire'); Tanch. 3w § 1 (102b): 1°MKRN 25 7wyN AnwN 2981 MK ¥ 7% (‘evil impulse says: We will eat and drink and do all our desire')."

[Friedrich Biichsel, “@vudg, Embvpuio, Embopéw, Embountg, EvBopéopat, ‘EvBounctc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-

nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:169-170.]

*"In the NT émBupio and émbopeiv are rare in the Gospels, more common in the Epistles. As in current speech, they are often vox media. Hence they may be used for the natural
desire of hunger, Lk. 15:16; 16:21, or longing, Lk. 22:15; 1 Th. 2:17, also Rev. 9:6 (émBvuncovotv drnobaveiv); Ac. 20:33; Jm. 4:2, or a desire for the divine mysteries, Mt. 13:17; Lk.
17:22; 1 Pt. 1:12,31 or for anything good, Phil. 1:23;32 1 Tm. 3:1; Hb. 6:11.3* Mostly, however, they indicate evil desire in accordance with the Greek and Jewish development con-
sidered under A. They may be characterised as such by information as to the object: Mt. 5:28: avtrv (a woman); Mk. 4:19: wepi ta dowd; 1 C. 10:6: xaxdv, or the direction: Gl. 5:17:
KoTd Tod mvevpoTog, or the vehicle: 1 C. 10:6; Jd. 16; R. 1:24: tdv kopdidv; R. 6:12: 100 cdpatog; Gl. 5:16; Eph. 2:3; 1 Jn. 2:16; 2 Pt. 2:18: tfjg capkodc: 1 Jn. 2:16: t@v 09Oaiudv Jn.
8:44: 100 matpdg (the devil); 1 Jn. 2:17, the world; 1 Pt. 4:2: avOpodrwv; Rev. 18:14: tijg yuyfig, or the manner: capkikai, 1 Pt. 2:11; koopukai, Tt. 2:12; veotepkai, 2 Tm. 2:22; Kok,
Col. 3:5; tijg amdng, Eph. 4:22; dvofjtovg, 1 Tm. 6:9; idiag, 2 Tm. 4:3; 2 Pt. 3:3; taig npdtepov, 1 Pt. 1:14; eBopag, 2 Pt. 1:4; pacpov, 2 Pt. 2:10 But émbouia (R. 7:7, 8; Gl. 5:24;
1 Th. 4:5; 2 Tm. 3:6; Tt. 3:3; Jm. 1:14, 15; 1 Pt. 4:3) and émBopeiv (R. 7:7; 13:9; 1 C. 10:6) can be used for sinful desire without any such addition. In this regard 1 C. 10:6 plainly
follows Nu. 11:4. The compression and extension of the tenth commandment into a simple odk énBvpunceigin R. 7:7; 13:9 finds a parallel in 4 Macc. 2:6: pn émbopeiv eipnrev udc 6
vopog, and it is thus pre-Pauline. There is no point in asking whether Paul is here following Jewish or Stoic usage. The two had long since merged in respect of the use of émbopio and
€mBopeiv. Apart from wéBog Embopiog at 1 Th. 4:5 there is nothing distinctively Stoic in Paul. The antithesis of Aoyiopog and émibupia is not found in him. émbouia is evil, not because
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God’s self revelation in the created world.

gi¢ akadapoiav, to uncleanness. What God handed sinful humanity over
to is simply uncleanness.®? The primitive concept of coming into contact
with power as potentially dangerous now takes on in Judaism the ethical
and religious connotation of needing cleansing from the unclean before
daring to seek contact with a holy, pure God. Humanity has polluted itself
in rebellion against God and thus must be cleansed before making contact
with God as the ultimate purity and expression of holiness. The Jewish sac-
rificial system stood as the agent of cleansing in this quest for God. But the

pivotal role of ethics in the issue of clean / unclean must not be overlooked.
The rules of purity in the Torah, e.g., the Holiness Code, define a life lived
in purity as part of this quest for contact with God. Another critical point in
the first century Jewish perspective is that uncleanness can be passed to
others via mere contact. Touching someone or something unclean thus
became the horror of the religious Jew. Very elaborate rituals of ceremo-
nial cleansing then became essential not only for worshipping God but for
one’s eternal destiny. In such a system, only the super pious could ever
hope to make contact with God and to enter into His eternal presence.*

it is irrational, but because it is disobedience to the command of God. Basically, then, his conception of émBvpia is OT and Jewish, not Stoic. For Paul, who alone in the NT offers an
explicit doctrine of sinful man, émBvpia is a manifestation of the sin which dwells in man and which controls him, but which is dead apart from the émBvpia stirred up by the Law,
R. 7:7, 8. That desire is a result of the prohibition of sin reveals the carnality of man, GI. 5:16, 24, his separation from God, his subjection to divine wrath, R. 1:18 ff. In James (1:14,
15) émBopia is regarded as the constant root in man of the individual acts of sin to which the author’s attention is mainly directed. The special feature in Jn. is the connection between
desire and the world, 1 Jn. 2:15-17. Desire arises out of the world, constitutes its essence and perishes with it.3*

"What the NT has to say concerning émBvpia is not based on the reflection which seeks to dissect the nature of man. It is part of the preaching of repentance. The seriousness of
man’s God-given duty has to be fully impressed upon him in order to stir his will to resolution in self-denial. There is here taken seriously that which moral self-observation cannot
establish of itself. The essential point in émbvpia is that it is desire as impulse, as a motion of the will.** It is, in fact, lust, since the thought of satisfaction gives pleasure and that of
non-satisfaction pain.*® émbopia is anxious self-seeking. Only exceptionally do we read of an émibvpeiv of love;*” émmobely is normally used. In émBvpeiv man is seen as he really is,
the more so because émiBvpia bursts upon him with the force of immediacy. Even after the reception of the divine Spirit, énifupia is always a danger against which man must be warned
and must fight.3®"

[Friedrich Biichsel, “®@uudc, Embupia, Enbovpém, Embountrg, Evbvuéopat, EvOouncig,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:170-171.]

2This negative noun is a part of a very diverse group of terms built off a common root: keBapdc, kabupile, kabaipw, kabapdtng, dxddaptog, drxadapacia, kabapioudc, Exkadaipo,
nepikdBapua. One must avoid the temptation of injecting modern ideas of sanitation into these Greek terms. Clean and unclean sanitation wise was not a common idea in Paul's world.
From a modern assessment, virtually all of first century hygiene was deplorable.

Instead of hygiene being the determiner of clean and unclean in Paul's world, religion served this role. And this particularly the Judeo-Christian religious heritages.
The term is used of physical, religious (ritual and cultic) and moral purity. It is an important concept which accompanies religious thought through its various stages.
1. kaBapog a. “clean” (from dirt), opp. pumapadc. b. “clean,” “free,” opp. mMARPNG, HEOTOC: v KaBap®, Hom. Il.., 23, 61; c. “morally free” from stain, shame etc.: @dwkiag, Plato

Resp., VI, 496d, kaBapog xelpag, Hdt., I, 35; d. “clean,” “free from adulteration”: xpuaoiov kaBapwtartov, Hdt., IV, 166. kaBapilely, a later Hellenistic form from kaBaipw,? a. liter-

ally, “to cleanse” (from dirt etc.): t6 yewpytov P. Lips., |, 111, 12; b. figur., esp. of the cultic restoration of violated cleanness: [undéva] akaBaptov mpoodysLv (sc. to the temple).

kaBapleotw &€ amo g[k]opdwv ka[l xopwv] kaliy]uvaikog, Ditt. Syll.3, 1042, 2 ff. (2/3 cent. A.D.); 736, 37 (92 B.C.); Jos. Ant., 10, 70 thv xwpav. kaBapotng, already in class. Gk.
both literally and figur.: Plato Leg., VI, 778c; lambl. Vit. Pyth., 13: puxfic kaBapotnta; Ep. Ar., 234: pHéyLOTOV ... TO TLUAV TOV BedV- Tolto &’ €oTiv o0 Swpolg o0EE Buaiatlg, AN

Yuxfic kaBapotntt kat StaAnPewg aoctag.

2. In the LXX kaBapog is predominantly used for bpin; like > a. Ez. 36:25; G6wp, like = c. of ritual (Lv. 7:19; 10:10) and moral purity (Ps. 51:10; Hab. 1:13), like - d. Ex.

25:11: xpuoog. Much less often it is used for 13; (basic meaning “to be free”) (Ps. 24:4) or for 11 (from N, “to be emptied,” hence “clean”), “clean,” “innocent” (Job 4:7), or for

121 (subsidiary form of nar), “to be shining, clean,” hence ethically “innocent” (Job 15:15; 25:5). kaBapilw is used predominantly for 10w gal and pi (pass. hitp) (Gn. 35:2; Lv. 12:7,

8; 14:4, 7 1.), occasionally for npa pi (pass. ni) (Ex. 20:7; 34:7; Dt. 5:11;  18:12 f.). Often it is also used for 192 pi (Ex. 29:37; 30:10) and sometimes for Xvn pi (Ex. 29:36; Lv. 8:15).2

kaBapilw and éEIAdokeoBal are synonyms: Lv. 14:18; 12:8; 16:30. Declarative of pronouncing clean by the priest, Lv. 13:13. kaBapdtng3 in Ex. 24:10 A for vin3; cf. also Wis. 7:24;

 88:45 3.

[Friedrich Hauck and Rudolf Meyer, “Ka8apdg, Kabapilo, Kabaipm, Kabapdtng, AxaBaptog, Axabapaio, Kabapiopdc, Exkabaipm, [Tepikabappa,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:414.]

%"In the Talmudic and Midrashic literature, as in the OT, the terms 'clean' and 'unclean' are used in both a cultic and an ethical sense. Most of the statements can be grouped ac-
cordingly, though the distinction between the cultic and the ethical is fluid.

"The Palestinian ideal of the sanctifying of the everyday* is the impulse behind the creation of the ritual prescriptions which, on the basis of the OT laws of purity, affect the total
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For those first readers of this letter with a Jewish background, the men- tion of ‘uncleanness’ as what God handed sinful humanity over to carried

life of the Jew.

1. Cultic Uncleanness.

a. For Judaism Levitical uncleanness* is something which clings to the unclean man or thing and which can be transferred to others. Distinction is made between the source of
uncleanness (7¥npn 2R)* and what is infected (7xpp 7)), Toharot, 1, 5. Among the unclean are reptiles, those defiled by the dead,* fallen beasts, normal sexual issues, those afflicted
with issues, their excretions, couches and beds, also lepers and dead hones, Kelim, 1, 1-4. The corpse is partly a simple centre of uncleanness and partly the principal source (Rpp:I
nax 1ax).3” According to distance from the source there are first, second, third and fourth degrees of uncleanness (7RpR> WK1 etc.). Men, vessels and clothes are only infected directly,
and are of the first degree. Hands (Jad., 3, 1), profane meats and drinks (1273, are susceptible to second degree infection, consecrated things of lesser rank, e.g., first-fruits to the priests
(7m11n) to the third degree, and sacrifices to the fourth.*® The intensity of infection weakens a stage with each transmission. If a man or object is defiled only to the degree that he no
longer infects his own class but a Levitically more susceptible class, he is called “unfit” (?109).%°

"b. Transmission of uncleanness is by touch (¥3n), carrying (X@n), pressing (sitting or lying etc., 027), the entry of what is unclean into the empty space (%11)* of a vessel, or
of a leper into a house (78°2),*' of being under the same roof as a corpse (?7R).** In addition the seven liquids (}21°w>» or Pp¥n), and dry, and as such immune, means of nourishment,
if mingled with them, can also make capable of defilement.®

"c. The degree of uncleanness means exclusion from the corresponding consecrated thing, if of lesser degree, and sacrifice as well as the prescribed purifications, if of higher.
There is a systematic presentation in Kelim, 1, 5. Here are ten stages of uncleanness. 1. If the prescribed interval for purification has run out,* but the required sin offering has not been
brought (227393 7911n), a priest may not partake of the offering (¥7p2 M0oR), though he is allowed teruma and tithes. 2. If one has taken a bath and the required interval of purification (up
to evening) has not expired (21 212p), only tithes are allowed.* 3. One who has incurred nightly pollution (>1p 9¥2) is barred from all consecrated things.* 4. One who has lived with a
woman in her period (7771 2¥12) is himself a source of uncleanness.*” 5. One who is afflicted with an issue, and who defiles his bed and seat* after two discharges, must wash in flowing
water, but does not have to sacrifice. 6. After three discharges he must also sacrifice. 7. One who is cast out by the priest under suspicion of leprosy (Lv. 13:4-5, 21, 26, 31-33) defiles the
house if he enters (7%°2). But he need not let his hair be wild, or tear his clothes, or shave, or offer birds. 8. A confirmed leper must do these things. 9. A member which can be regarded
as a dead bone brings defilement if touched or carried.* 10. If, however, there is so much flesh on it that healing might have been possible on the original body, it defiles like a corpse
anything under the same roof with it (?;iX). Even Palestine, which is more holy than Gentile countries, is divided into ten degrees of holiness, so that the unclean may be refused entry
according to the holiness of a place, Kelim, 1, 5-9. Thus lepers are shut out of walled cities; a dead body may be taken out of a city but not brought in again; those afflicted with issues,
also menstruous women and women after child-birth, may not approach the temple hill; Gentiles™ and those defiled by a corpse may not come into the inner courts of the temple; a o
912p is not allowed to enter the court of women; one who has gone through the prescribed ritual but omitted the sin offering may not enter the court of Israelites etc.

"d. To what extent an object can be defiled depends not only on the kind of infection but also on the make and material. Thus shallow vessels of wood, leather, bone or glass
cannot be defiled, whereas deeper ones can, Kelim, 2, 1. Both shallow and deeper metal vessels can be defiled, 11, 1. The extent of defilement also varies. Deep vessels of wood, leather,
bone and glass are made unclean on all sides, whereas earthen or bitumen vessels are made unclean only on the inside, 2, 1. The hollow at the base is defiled, but the exterior is immune.
On the other hand, in the case of vessels which are defiled on all sides, distinction must be made between the exterior and the handle.’' Thus we read in Kelim, 25, 8 that if someone has
taken up such a vessel, he need not fear his hands becoming unclean so long as he has taken it by its handle. To guard against uncleanness, one must take note of the material and lid of
vessels. Kelim, 10, 1: 'The following vessels, which may be sealed with a good 1id,” protect their contents: vessels of cow dung, bitumen, stone, earth, clay, fish-bone or fish-skin, the
bone or skin of a sea animal, and pure vessels of wood protect (against uncleanness).'

"Other objects in common use may differ according to form, material and use. Thus Kelim, 24, 1 distinguishes three kinds of shield: 1. the round shield, which can be defiled by
pressure, since soldiers use it to sit on as well as to fight with;*® 2. the jousting shield, which can be defiled by contact with a corpse (— n. 36); 3. the small Arabian shield, which is
immune.

"The question of clean and unclean also plays a role in economic life. Raw leather can become capable of defilement according to the use to which the owner decides to put it. It
takes on the qualities of the object which it is to become. But it is not yet subject to the laws of defilement while in the possession of the tanner, since he is not the final owner, Kelim,
26, 8.

"e. Apart from the Essenes, other Jewish and half-Jewish groups were deficient from the standpoint of the Pharisaic view of purity,* The clothes of an 'am ha’ arez defile a
Pharisee if he sits on them:** Chag., 2, 7. The wife of a Chaber may help the wife of an 'am ha’arez in baking only so long as she does not add water to the flour,56 Shebi, 5, 2 (Git., 5,
9). Samaritan women are unclean from childhood, Nidda, 4, 1.5 Their men have the degree of impurity of those who co-habit with a menstruous woman, loc. cit. (— n. 47). The wives
of Sadducees are like those of Samaritans if they live in the old way; if they change, they are like full Jewesses, ibid., 4, 2.

"The Gentile is unclean. He cannot visit the temple (— 419). Vessels and objects used in idolatry are forbidden to Jews (e.g., AZ, 2, 3 ff.). Houses must not be built in close
proximity to a temple (AZ, 3, 6) etc. Intercourse with non-Jews is defined as follows (AZ, 5, 12): 'If a Jew buys a vessel from a Gentile, he must cleanse it by washing what is usually
washed, by scalding what is usually scalded, by heating what is usually heated.'

"f. In apparent opposition to what we have said is the Rabbinic statement that the Holy Scriptures defile the hands, Jad, 3, 5. The term is a technical one for the Canon. The idea
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huge meaning and significance. To the non-Jewish Greek reader unclean- ness signaled contamination with the demonic and was to be avoided at

of defilement is supposed to have arisen as follows.*® The scrolls were kept with the teruma, but there was a fear of their being eaten by mice. Hence, to separate them from the teruma,
they were declared unclean, b. Shab., 14a par. This later story is a legendary explanation of an older fact. The original point is different. Clean and unclean originally express the same
situation, namely, that something is devoted to the deity, taboo. Later, with less gloomy views of deity, the taboo concept comes to express distance. An unclean man is banned from
the sanctuary. But only in a few cases does this come through consecrated things.* This is why the Scriptures can cause defilement. Already Jochanan b. Zakkai is ignorant of the
true point of this; hence his helplessness in face of the vexing question of the Sadducees, Jad., 4, 6, We can thus understand why a later generation advanced a legendary, but rational,
explanation based on temple practice. That this is in fact a secondary explanation is shown by the persistence of the taboo concept in b. Meg., 32 a par: 'He who takes up a book of the
Torah with bare hands® will be buried naked."!

2. Cultic Cleansing.

“To restore Levitical cleanness it is necessary to cleanse by water. Distinction is made between 1. washing (792)); 2. sprinkling (7:157); 3. bathing (7222p). In certain cases d. a
sin-offering is also required (71792). Vessels are cleansed by water; they are dipped, scalded or heated. But some utensils may also have to be destroyed, e.g., Kelim, 2, 1; 11, 1. In this
case the damage is so great that further use is impossible, Kelim, 17 passim. In the act of purification regard must also be had to the period of impurity (7 days in the case of death, Nu.
19:11).

"Since water is the most important means of purification, we may briefly review the six stages of water purification according to Miq., 1, 4-8. 1. Water from ponds, cisterns and
hollows, stagnant reservoir water or bath water, if less than the prescribed 40 seahs, is adequate, if not defiled, for preparing the gift of dough (7%r) and for ritual washing of the hands;
2. replenished reservoir water may be used for the priestly tribute (72170) and for washing the hands; 3. bath water of more than 40 seahs cleanses both men and vessels; 4. a little spring
to which drawn water has been added is like a bath if collected, but otherwise like a pure spring which cleanses vessels irrespective of the amount of water; 5. 131 2 (meaning un-
certain, perhaps 'water from mineral springs') cleanses if flowing; 6. flowing water is the most effective of all; it can cleanse those who have an issue, can be used to sprinkle the leper,
and is suitable for replenishing the water of expiation.

"The most common act of cultic cleansing is washing the hands (27> n203).%2 This takes place before grace at meals. The water used before the opening grace is called 2:1wR1 o1,
and that used before the closing grace 0217& 0°n. According to R. Idi b. Abin the first is a Rabbinic command (7)8n), the second is commanded in the Torah (7717). There can also be
a cleansing of the hands during the meal, but this is not commanded; it is thus voluntary (mwn).% Levitical cleansing of the hands is also necessary at times of prayer. Perfectly correct
recitation of the schema’, according to R. Jochanan (— n. 61), should take place as follows. After the discharge of necessary tasks, one should wash the hands, put on the tefillin, and
then say the 'Hear, O Israel' and pray, b. Ber., 15a. If water were not available in Palestine, sand could be used, and the custom was not commonly practised in Babylon, loc. cit.

"If in the moment of prayer a Jew finds himself in a state of Levitical impurity, he should not pray as usual, Ber., 3, 4: 'If someone has defiled himself over night, he recollects
(merely) the ‘Hear O Israel’ in his heart. At meals he says (merely) the grace after;' 3, 5: 'If someone is saying the prayer of eighteen petitions, and he is defiled by a discharge, he breaks
(it) off."**

"Levitical purity is also required for the study of the Law, but the Rabbis are not agreed as to the rules, b. Ber., 22a. As may be seen from the conduct of a pupil of Jehuda b. Bathyra
(c. 110 A.D.), there was hesitation to pronounce the words of the Torah in a state of Levitical uncleanness, b. Ber., 22a.%

3. The Attitude of the Rabbis to the Law.

“The attitude of the Rabbis to the laws which burden and affect the whole of life is summed up by Jochanan b. Zakkai in Pesikt., 40b (Buber): 'In your life, it is not the corpse
that defiles (Xpvp) and not the water that cleanses (221;7up); it is an ordinance of the King of all kings. God has said: ... No man has the right to transgress my statutes ..."® We must
suppose, however, that this attitude was reached by only a few. The more common, popular opinion was that all uncleanness belongs to the realm of death and demons, and that apot-
ropaic means may be used to remove it.

"Sometimes, if only in a few places, there is a freer attitude to the Law. According to b. Ber., 19b it is customary, for the honour of a mourner who is in the lead, to follow even on
an unclean way®’ if this is taken by him. It is told of Eleazar b. Zaddoq (c. 110 A.D.) that in his day one would have leapt to meet Jewish kings even over coffins with corpses. According
to Chaninah, the priestly leader (c. 70 A.D.), sorrow for the destruction of God’s house must be so great that one should be ready to forego a bath and to endure Levitical uncleanness,
b. Ta’an, 13a. In general, however, the stringency of the Law, and inner obligation to it, are hereby shown to be all the stronger. A pupil who sat under Jehuda b. Bathyra was afraid to
read because of Levitical uncleanness. The Rabbi said that he should not be afraid, and should let his words shine forth, since the words of the Law, like fire, cannot be defiled, b. Ber.,
22a. The pupil represented the common view. The teacher was more liberal, but only in so far as he ascribed to the Law the same purifying force as fire. He did not reach the religious
height of Jochanan b. Zakkai. This can be seen from a second incident. In contrast to the strict Aqiba, who would not allow anyone defiled by pollution to enter the house of instruction,
descended, bathed, and only then taught them. They turned to him: Did not our teacher instruct us that he who is affected by a sexual issue should study halakhoth of practical wisdom?
He replied: If I lighten the Law for others, I make it heavier for myself,' b. Ber., 22a. The saying displays the inner bondage to the Law for which any movement of liberation is too
great a burden of conscience.
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all costs.* As it later came to touch on human morality, one would need to
remember that philosophical morality in Paul’'s world was a different thing
than religious based morality in the Judeo-Christian traditions. Some over-
lapping at individual points did occur, as a comparison of the vice and virtue
lists of Paul and his contemporary, the Stoic philosopher Seneca, confirms.
But deep and profound differences dominate the two approaches.

Thus Paul’s contention is that God in responding to humanity’s rejection
of His revelation simply turned them over to uncleanness, gi¢ dkaBapaiav.
Note the absence of the article and thus the designation of akaBapoia as
an abstract dynamic force at work. When émiBupiot are controlling the de-
cision making process, humanity will then choose dkabapoia rather than
God every time. Rom. 6:19a offers further commentary on this: Gonep yap
TapeoTHoaTe TA HEAN DUV SoUAa Tfi dkaBapaoiqg kal Tf dvopia gig ThvV Avouiay,
for just as you presented your body members as slaves to uncleanness and law-
lessness upon lawlessness....

tol atiualeodal Ta cwpata avt@v v avtolic, so that they are dishonoring
their own bodies among themselves. This adverbial result infinitive phrase

defines the consequence of humanity being turned over to dkaBapaia. This
fascinating assertion stresses damage being done to the physical aspect
(t& owpata avt®v) of human life, and this is happening in a corporate con-
text (év autolg) rather than merely as individual ruin.

The verbal action in the infinitive dtiudtecbal from dtpdaiw has the
sense both of dishonoring and of degrading. Our physical existence is a
product of divine creation that has as its purpose to bring honor to God.
The alpha privative attached to twua- means the opposite of tiuaw that
defines showing proper respect and honor for everything about us as a
creation of God. Thus to treat the body dishonorably means to abuse it
and to shame it through actions contrary to the divine purpose in creation.
Although the word group datpdiw, dtpdw, dtia, dtpog, -ov, and ATHOw
largely reference improper sexual conduct,®® behind the Jewish-Christian
perspective stands the premise that God created our bodies for His honor
and thus our use of them should be within the framework of His defining
of honorable actions.® This principle is the starting point for understanding
the concept of morality and ethics from a Christian viewpoint. The relative

[Friedrich Hauck and Rudolf Meyer, “Ka8apdg, Kabapilo, Kabaipm, Kabapdtge, Axdbaptog, Axabapaio, Kabapiopde, Exkabaipm, [Tepikabappa,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:418—423.]

*"This general development is obviously followed in Greek religion. The primitive stage is plainly reflected in ancient ideas of a dangerous force which makes unclean and which

is connected with the mysterious processes of birth, sex, sickness and death.’ Historical Greek religion is plainly at the second stage. The gods are regarded as exalted forces which
are friendly to man. The demand for cultic purity is dominant. The man who dares to approach deity must be careful not to violate it by anything contradictory.® The whole field of
the demonic becomes alien to deity, and must be kept at bay by the cultus. Rules originally designed as a protection against the demonic threat now become cultic regulations for the
proper respecting of the holy nature of the gods. Hence a mass of cultic rules is fashioned, and the purity of the one concerned is assured by preparatory dedications (ayveiot). Only in
a state of cleanness can a man draw near to the deity. On the other hand, we have rules for kaBappoi which are designed to remove any uncleanness incurred.” In the first instance, this
system of purification is purely cultic. It is not moral. But along with cultic purification the Greek world has also a private system which diligently seeks by purification and abstinence
etc. to ward off demonic influences. There is here, e.g., in the Orphics and Pythagoreans, a sublimation of the concept of purity. Positive purity of life can be sought as well as freedom
from demons.? Philosophical thinking in particular helps to separate the concept of cleanness from the cultic sphere and to set it in the spiritual sphere of personal morality.’ Even in the
cultic sphere the demand for moral purity is finally recognised as a presupposition for drawing near to deity.!®" [Friedrich Hauck and Rudolf Meyer, “Kafapoc, Kabopitew, Kabaipw,
KabBapotg, Axdbaptog, Akabapoio, Kabapiopodc, ‘Exkabaipo, [TepucdBapua,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:415-416.]

S"gualecbon o cdpata avTdv v adToic, 'that their bodies might be dishonored among themselves,' i.e., might be treated in a way lacking in respect for them (in accordance
with the purpose for which they were created); so, 'degraded.' In linking idolatry and sexual license Paul continues to follow the line of Jewish polemic, as expressed not least Wisd Sol
14:12-27. For the denunciation of homosexual practice see on 1:26-27." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998),
62.]

%"In contemplating God’s dealing with humanity, the following factors must always be taken into account: (1) God’s will for people, (2) God’s establishment of a moral order in his
creation on behalf of created humanity, (3) God’s ordaining of human freedom so that loving relationships may be established, (4) people’s failure to respond in praise and thankfulness
to God, and (5) the inevitable personal and moral consequences of people’s rebellion against God, independence from God, and failure to respond positively to God. In a real sense, as
John Robinson has observed with respect to the expression 'God gave them over,'

He [God] leaves pagan society to stew in its own juice. The retribution which overtakes it, resulting in automatic moral degradation, is what “comes on” almost like a ther-
mostat when, as it were, the moral temperature drops below a certain point.*

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 216.]
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clause that follows underscores this point and then leads up to the immoral
sexual behavior in vv. 26-27.

Within the Jewish framework one should not understand t& cwuarta
aut®v as only referencing the human physical body. cua from a Jew-
ish-Christian view denotes our physical existence or life. Clearly the body is
the central point of that but c@pa is more than just the physical body.®” Out
of this comes, for example, Jesus’ assertion of sin with a lustful look rather
than the mere physical action of sexual abuse of a woman.

The prepositional phrase év autoig tags this activity of dishonoring as in
the context of corporate life. Although various interpretations of this phrase
have been offered, most wrongly assume the modern culture of individual-
ism and ignore the collective culture of the first century world.®® Interactions
including sexual actions becomes the locus of the dishonoring activities
by humanity. Thus the NRSV translation of “among themselves” reflects an
acceptable English rendering of év autols.

oitwves puetnAdaéav thv aAndsiav ol 9ol Ev T@ YeU el kai EéoeBdodnoav
Kai éAdtpevoay tfj Ktioel mapad Tov kticavta, who exchanged the Truth of God
for a lie and worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator. This
relative clause has a qualitative nature due to the use of the qualitative rel-
ative pronoun 60TIg, ATIG, 6 TI used to introduce it. Via the antecedent of the

masculine plural pronoun oiTiveg being auToig / aut®v and thus ultimately
auToug, the pronoun references humanity taking the replacement action of
HeTAAAaEay.

What did they replace?®® tv aAnBelav 1ol Beol, God’s Truth. What is
this? Biblically speaking aAn6sia represents a correct, proper manifestation
of God Himself. The context here of divine creation signals that what can
be seen (16 yvwotov tod Bgol, v. 19a) in the created order is an accurate
representation of f te &idlo¢ avtod Suvaulg kai Belotng, His eternal power and
deity (v. 20b). This God Himself makes clear (6 8=6¢ yap altoic épavépwosy,
v. 19b) in His creation. But this awareness of God as all powerful Creator
humanity has rejected and thus discarded as of no value to them. This re-
jection is the ‘crazifying’ of their thinking and the darkening of their decision
making ability (vv. 21b-22).

Thus out of this ‘dumbing down’ consequence they decided that dis-
covering God in His creation is of no value or interest to them. Sin and
depravity has taken control of their lives. Besides, making such a discovery
of the all powerful God means the obligation to submit to Him in honoring
and giving Him thanks (v. 20a). They have no interest in doing such. Yet
they feel the impulse to worship something, even if it is not God.

What did they replace God’s Truth with? év 1@ Yeidel, with a lie. What is

“For Jews and other middle easterners, the body represented the material definition of existence that provided the basis for establishing connections to others. Through the body

the individual linked up to other people in various relationships. Thus the contamination of the body via sin represented disaster for healthy relationships. On the other hand, for the
Greeks the body represented the self defining of existence that enable one to establish individuality and uniqueness over against others. But it was material and thus irretrievably cor-
rupt and a barrier to true self fulfillment.

The consequence of this is best seen in the contrasting views about resurrection. Jews could not conceive of an existence after physical death without a bodily structure for such
life. Relationship both with God and with His people in Heaven require a body suited for eternity. But Greeks conceived afterlife as the merging of one's 'soul,' the supposed spark of
the divine, freed of the body back into the conscienceless of the force that stands behind all existence, the Soul. No individual existence weighted down by a body was the objective. A
resurrection body represented the failure to achieve the merger of the human soul back into the eternal Soul of the universe.

%"The reading avtoig is to be preferred to éavtoig on the ground of better attestation and also because the reflexive would be a natural improvement as soon as the tendency to
understand the verb as middle made itself felt. (There is no justification here for reading awtoig as avtoic.) Various interpretations of €v adtoig have been offered, the main ones being:
(1) ‘among them’;6 (ii) ‘among themselves’ (cf. gig GAAnAovg in v. 27);7 (iii) ‘through themselves’ (i.e. in an instrumental sense);1 (iv) ‘in their own persons’ (i.e. being affected in their
own persons).2 Of these the first is perhaps the most natural. We may understand the sense to be that the result of their having been delivered up to uncleanness is that among them their
bodies are dishonoured and abused. (On the suggestion that Paul intended to bring out a correspondence between their abuse of God’s glory (v. 23: cf. v. 21) and their bodies’ being
dishonoured see the introduction to this subsection.)." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary
(London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 122—123.]

PThe verb dAAGocw carries the idea of GAloc, other, central to its core meaning. The sense of changing something into something else is seen where only the direct object is used
without specifying the 'other.' That is seen clearly in Act. 6:14 where the charge is leveled that Jesus' teachings would change the traditions of Moses. Also, Paul uses it for referencing
the change that occurs to believers in the resurrection (cf. 1 Cor. 15:51-52).

When the 'something else' is given it normally in Jewish-Christian writings is introduced by the Greek preposition év, which reflects the influence of the Hebrew preposition 2. The
secular Greek typically would use a dative case spelling of the noun or on rare occasions the Greek preposition €ig. Here the sense shifts more to the English language idea of replacing
something with something else. A more profound sense of transformation is intended, not just turning something into something else. This is the use made by Paul in Rom. 1:23 of
aALdoco, as well as the compound form petodrdcom in vv. 25 and 26.
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a lie, biblically speaking? In modern western understanding a lie is a claim
that doesn’t correspond to established facts. Although loosely connected to
the third century BCE Greek philosopher Aristotle, that understanding of a
lie did not dominate even ancient Greek thinking, much less ancient Jewish
and Christian perspectives. It is a purely post-enlightenment perspective.
For early Christians, the Jewish heritage framed what was a lie. And that
was anything contradicting God’s nature and actions. Factual or non-fac-
tual did not enter into consideration. If one rejected what God said or did,
he automatically bought into a lie. So, since humanity rejected God’s self
revelatory actions in creation, it automatically bought into a lie which meant
self deception and delusion.'® Consequently its actions would never be
legitimate or proper.

This consequently led to idolatry which is pictured in kat éoepaocBnoav
Kal éAdtpevoav Tfj KTioel mapd tov ktioavta, and they worshipped and served
the creature rather than the Creator.' This summarizing statement in v. 25b
reaches back to év opowwpatt eikovog pBaptol AvBpwrmou Kal metelviv Kal
tetpanodwy kal Epnet®v, for likenesses of the image of mortal man and of birds
and of four-footed animals and of reptiles in v. 23b. Since man--made gods

are much easier to manage, they turned to idols reflecting animated things
in the created world. One must not forget that in Paul’s world virtually the
entire population professed belief in a god or gods. Atheism was a minus-
cule part of the population and limited to educated elites.' Thus in that
world especially rejection of God meant turning to other assumed deities
via idolatry. Modern western culture tends to make the same fatal mistake,
but only in more subtle and clever ways.

The interesting referencing of tfj ktioey, creature, and tov kticavta, Cre-
ator, reflects a very Jewish perspective,'® rather than Greek or Roman.
God stands behind all physical existence of everything both animate and in-
animate. In the beginning of creation, everything was good and acceptable
to God as the two creation narratives in Genesis 1-2 affirm. The entrance
of sin through human disobedience has contaminated this creation pro-
foundly and throughout every part of its existence. But despite the depths
of perversion existing in creation, early Christianity shared to some extent
the hope of eschatological redemption for creation with apocalyptic Jewish
writers of this beginning era.’® Here in Romans the apostle is centered on
the corrupting of humanity through its abuse of the rest of creation.

10016 weddog can be used collectively, meaning 'lies,' and as an obvious antithesis to man’s proper response to God (Pss 4:2; 5:6; Jer 3:10; 13:25); in Ep Jer 47 in anti-idol polemic,
as here. But NEB’S 'bartered away the true God for a false one' is a little too free." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,

1998), 63.]

WéseBadnoay xal éldtpevoay i Kticel Topd OV Kticavta, 'they worshiped and served the creature rather than the creator.' cefalopar, 'worship,' occurs only here in the NT

and rarely elsewhere (TDNT 7:172-73). For Aatpedm see on 1:9; here cf. particularly Acts 7:42. In this case Paul is obviously thinking of cultic worship as such, or the pagan worship
of idols which Jews found so abhorrent; though if the éoefdcOncav kai EAdtpevoay is intended to balance the £€86&acav 7| noyapictnoay of v 21, a broader reference is by no means
excluded. On the fundamental perception of God as Creator in the Jewish piety of the period see TDNT 3:1019; see also on 1:20.

"For the typical Jew it was always an indication of the ludicrous folly of other religions that they preferred to worship the creature rather than the Creator, to worship indeed the
creation of their own hands (see on 1:23). The reply that the images were only representations of deity is already met by the emphasis on God’s invisibility (v 20), glory, and incorrupt-
ibility (v 23). The idol is a lie (év 1® yeOder), a falsification of reality which distorts all man’s perception (vv 21-22) and consequent attitudes and conduct. Paul would certainly affirm
that the typical association between pagan idolatry and sexual license was no accident: the more base the perception of God, the more base the worship and corresponding conduct
appropriate to it (cf. Wisd Sol 14:12)."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 63.]

120nly among some of the philosophical schools would one find practicing atheists. And even here the line of demarcation between atheism and agnosticism was blurred consid-
erably. The serious followers of these schools amounted to much less than 10% of the population and were looked at with scorn by the mass of the population. Western societies have
never begun to approach the level of religious orientation that typified the first century Roman world.

1%3The Jewish view is best summarized in Psalm 33:9 713X™X177 2721 R X7 7MY, For he spoke, and it came to be; he commanded, and it stood firm. LXX 32:9, étL adtog glnev,
Kal éyeviiBnoav, altog éveteilaro, kal ékticOnoav.

14"The view of creation in the NT reflects in its essentials the OT point of view. Emerging as it did out of the Judaism of the 1st cent., the early church accepted as its Scripture
Judaism’s sacred texts, and its early writers explained the meaning of Jesus and of the early church in light of these texts. While describing their world on the basis of the OT point of
view, early Christian writers also interpreted the OT in light of Christ, and this led to a number of adaptations of the OT picture of creation." [Theodore Hiebert, “Creation,” ed. Kath-
arine Doob Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter s Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009), 1:786.]

15"Many apocalyptic Jewish interpreters developed in detail the anticipation of the new heavens and new earth introduced by Isaiah 56-66. The emphases of their developments
varied, including: the restoration of Israel (Jub. 4:26; 1 Enoch 45:4-5); the transformation of the righteous in a final resurrection (2 Apoc. Bar. 51:1-16); the liberation of the natural
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—All of this stands in sharp contrast to the heritage of Paul’'s non-Jewish readers at Rome.'® The material world has its origins out of chaos and

world (1 Enoch 51:4-5); and the return of the creation to its original state of goodness (2 Apoc. Bar. 73—74). The persistent conviction of the apocalyptic perspective is that the new age
to come will be decidedly different from—and qualitatively better than—the present evil age.

"Paul reflects this apocalyptic context when, in 2 Corinthians 5:17—18, he depicts a radical disjuncture between 'old things' (ta archaia) and 'new things' (kaina). Such words suggest
much more than individual transformation. Indeed, Paul argues that God reconciled 'all things' (ta panta) through Christ, including presumably the entire natural world. If 2 Corinthians
5:16—17 provides a glimpse of the beginning of the new creation, other passages presage the completion of the new creation. According to Romans 8:18-25 'the creation itself will be set
free from its bondage to decay' (Rom 8:21), while, according to Ephesians 1:10, 'all things ... things in heaven and things on earth' will be gathered up in Christ (see 1 Cor 15:24-28).

"It is not possible to choose definitively between these options. Nor is it necessary, for all three mutually illuminate each other. The convert, as part of a community of faith, enters
the cosmic drama of re-creation that God inaugurated at the resurrection of Jesus Christ and will bring to completion at the Parousia (see Eschatology)."

[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 189—-190.]

106" In the religion of many peoples chaos stands at the beginning of being and becoming.? It may be understood mythically as Tiamat, as the original water,’ as the abyss, as night*

or darkness. But the decisive point is that it is felt to be something supremely negative, abstracted and unqualified. Chaos is the world without its form in history, in space and time. It is
unfashioned matter as a mythical quantity.’ Hence it can also be described philosophically as ¢motov, as that which is without quality, or as pr| 6v, as that which has no being in the true
sense.® Man thus moves away as far as he can from the present being of the world. The world arises out of chaos because in it are seeds,’ or an egg,® the cosmic egg, or a bud. Or there
is reference to chaos as the 'mother which fashions all things."” This implies a cosmic becoming after the analogy of becoming in nature. As the plant develops spontaneously out of the
'lifeless' seed, so does the world out of unqualified chaos. There is a basic similarity when psychological processes are substituted for the organic processes of natural life, e.g., longing,
desire, eros etc.!” For behind these psychological processes are natural strivings (as distinct from conscious processes of will). In Indian thought the attainment of self-consciousness
belongs here — the first movement of self-apprehension.!" Natural categories are also evident when the embrace of a mythical divine couple!? stands at the beginning of becoming. All
these ideas are the final limits to which thought can go if it is to interpret the origin of the world in meaningful categories.'* But if the cosmic egg almost develops of itself, and desire
is natural and spontaneous, a final riddle remains which is harshly exposed in the Egyptian idea of the self-copulation of the original god.'* The 'beginning' in these trains of thought is
only a relative one."

"In the course of this natural occurrence there arise figures of a different kind, forces of order which shape things consciously as compared with natural becoming and striving:
dnpovpyoi (on this — 1023). Arising ultimately out of chaos,'® they are not absolutely free. Zeus is subject to fate.!” At the death of the gods chaos swallows up its children again. Yet
these figures have a measure of autonomy in relation to chaos. They are against it. They fight against their own ancestors.'® Out of their corpses they fashion the world." By these forces
of shape and order man is formed, but out of the defeated power of chaos.? Hence man is pledged to the forces of order, and it is no accident that in this co context there is reference to
a goal of human life which is related to the gods.?! These myths show that, while man is part of nature, he transcends it. The meaning and goal of his life are not in nature. He does not
owe his existence to it alone. Those who have made him have a claim on him. They are his legitimate lords (— k0prog). Nevertheless, in so far as the dnpovpyoi who have fashioned
men are secondary to the power of chaos, man’s obligation to them is not final, nor can they give to man the ultimate goal of his being. Man is more or less resigned to fate, esp. in the
form of death.?

"If the ordering of matter and forms is here secondary to the conflict between the demiurge and the powers of chaos, there is another view which more or less equates the two. This
view was developed by the Indians? and esp. the Greek philosophers, beginning with the Hylozoists,** who found in original matter the original principle of all life, by way of the Ele-
atic School® and Empedocles? to Stoicism, which basically equated mtdoyov, matter, and noodv, the guiding principle == Zeus == original fire == npovoia == gipopuévn.”” The world
is for Stoicism a great circular movement which turns back upon itself. To integrate oneself into this movement, to play well the role assigned to man by nature, Zeus or providence, is
the task which is set for man by his place in the cosmos, by his nature: 6prodoyovpévag i evoet (ijv. As the world is directed by reason, so man should follow reason. As the world is
a harmonious whole, so man should strive after harmony, dtapa&ia. As the demiurges are autonomous in relation to chaos and yet not completely free, so conversely Stoicism regards
npovola as material. And yet the Stoic can speak of Zeus and honour him in the most personal terms.?® There is another inconsistency. The course of the world is ineluctable, and after
an ékmopoolg the same course repeats itself. Its only meaning and purpose is to do this.”” What, then, is the source of the ethical passion of Epictetus? How can man play badly his part
in the cosmic drama? The system has no answer to these questions, and the implied second inconsistency, along with the first one, is a sign that without a personal encounter between
the Creator and man the creature there can be neither well-founded ethical instruction nor indeed a livable life.

"Finally, matter and the forms can be brought into confrontation and the latter given at least logical precedence over the former. In this respect the meaning and import of the
statements made are often doubtful. Thus we cannot decide here whether the idea of creatio e nihilo really stands behind the conception of creator-gods.*® In many religions, however,
there may be observed a tendency to pick out one god — he may alternate fairly freely within a polytheistic pantheon — as the creator, and to give him precedence as such over the
others and over all things. Thus in a hymn®' the moon-god Sin is called: Fruit which is born of itself, mother’s womb which bears all things, father, begetter of gods and men, begetter
of all things, lord, ruler of the gods, who alone is exalted in heaven and on earth, who decides in heaven and on earth, whose decree no man alters. It is also said of him that his word
causes the green herb to spring forth, nourishes hearth and herd, and establishes truth and right. The nature formulae originally used of primitive chaos are here transferred to a demi-
urge, and he is thus the first god who is not restricted by any prior chaos and who has unlimited power over nature, humanity and the world of the gods.** The same is true in Egypt,*
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pretty much remains in it through time. Contradictory views abound across
the first century world of Paul outside of Judaism about the origins of the
material world.'”” These non-Jewish readers would identify the resulting
chaos of idolatry and immoral behavior readily observable in their world.
But the origin of this, as contended by Paul, would be very new, and per-
haps challenging to them.

The pair of verbs ¢oefdaobnoav'® kai éAdTrpeucav define what humanity
did in replacing the Truth of God with a lie. The first term, éoeBdobnoav,
is rarely used inside the NT and the apostolic fathers to refer to genuine

service to God.'®” The ‘baggage’ of Greek pagan traditions attached to the
oeB- stem terms made them more naturally applicable to non-Jewish and
non-Christian patterns of religious expression. The focus is upon outward
religious actions, which outside apostolic Christianity denoted cultic or rit-
ual activities rather than moral and ethical actions. On the other hand, the
Aatp- stem words -- Aatpetw and Aatpeia -- are more broadly based and in
Greek tradition do not inherently reference religious actions. The root idea
is ‘service for reward’ and covered a wide range of usages.'® But the LXX
profoundly shaped the usage inside Jewish and then in Christian writings.

Assyria,* India.* The most explicit in this connection is Aelius Aristides, who in his hymn to Zeus expressly contests the nature myths which subordinate Zeus to the forces of chaos
and who consciously gives him a position of primacy: fjv & &pa &€ dpyfic kai Eoton sicasi, Or., 43, 9 (Keil). He originated of himself, and the deduction is: obtm &1 dpyn pev amdvrov
Ze0g 1 kai &k Awo¢ Tavra. If Zeus and the world are then made simultaneous, ibid., 10, this is only to show the speed of Zeus’ work (mo1€iv); there was no dvtikdywv.*® In this connec-
tion we should also mention the many and varied attempts to understand creation as a miracle, as a personal act of power, whether it be creation by word or creation by certain psychic
states of the creator, e.g., ecstasy. The point here is to emphasise that creation is an act which is beyond human conception. But if it is a magical act, the decisive force does not lie in the
meaning of the word spoken but in the magical power of the word itself, which may at a pinch be divorced from the meaning. To understand creation as magic is to see at work in it a
mysterious power which may be separated from the creator. It is not to see the creator as a person. These notions are all moving in the direction of a personal act of will, but they cannot
reach this because creation alone is not enough to give a personal view of God. Hence these divine figures cannot be grasped as truly personal. The decisive personal element, action in
history, is not stated of them. This is true in the Greek world. Philosophical reflection makes of Zeus an abstract quantity. We see this already in Anaxagoras, who perceives the rule of
voig in all things (Swaxoopegiv).’” The world then owes its being to the idea of the good or to absolute being. In Plato’s Timaeus, of course, a dnuovpydg plays a not very clear role as a
kind of intermediary between the world of ideas and that of phenomena.*® Acc. to Diog. Laertes Plato’s teaching is as follows: 0o ... dpydc, 0gov kai GAnv, 6v kai vodv mpocayopelet,
Kol aftiov. The hyle is doynpdtiotog kai melpog, dtaktmg Kivovpévn, but God regards ta&ig as better than dra&io, and He therefore fashions the hyle.* Elsewhere, however, emanation
formulae and images are used.* This is consistently worked out in Neo-Platonism. Acc. to Plotinus the supreme God, who can be grasped only by way of negation, has within Himself
the ladder of beings according to natural necessity, and He releases them from Himself, though not by way of emanation, since this would be a diminution of substance.*' The result
is on the one side the high estimation of the beauty of the cosmos, the reflection of the divine harmony, and on the other side aversion to earthly things and to matter, and an ascetic
striving for the all and the one. How the many can flow from the one, evil from the all-good, and matter from that which is above being, is not clear even when the series and stages of
emanation are greatly extended, and the result is that for man the goal of life can lie only in the impersonal. Man is a bundle of different parts which are destined to be dissolved again.
Gnosticism developed this view of the world in many different ways. A particular place is occupied by the teaching of Zarathustra, which assumes the existence of two original powers
of good and evil that are engaged in a conflict in which man is summoned to take sides.** Later all creation is divided between these powers. The first tractate of the Corp. Herm. solves
the riddle of the world in the same way by assuming the existence of two original, though not simultaneous, forces, cf. also the Manichees."

[Werner Foerster, “Krtilm, Ktioiw, Ktiopa, Ktiotg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:1001-1005.]

17Sidenote: The crazy, often incoherent and frequently contradictory views of origins in Paul's world demonstrate clearly that unredeemed man in no way, shape, or form can 'think
his way back to God.'

18"Derivatives of the stem ogf- [céPouan, oefalopat, céfacua, efactog, evoePrng, evoéPela, evoePéw, doePrng, doéPela, doefim, oepvog, cepvotnc] are used very commonly
in Gk. and are a typical expression of Greek piety. In marked contrast is the LXX, which, if it does not avoid the group altogether, is very restrained in its use of it. This is particularly
noteworthy in respect of eboefnc, e0céPeia and evoePéw. These important Greek terms are used extensively only in 4 Macc. The LXX is not so restrained in relation to doefng, acéfeia
and doePéw, though most of the instances are in the Wisdom literature. Almost more surprising is the usage of the NT, for here the whole group, apart from doePéw etc., is used in a
Christian sense, with one exception, only in the Pastoral Epistles, Jude and 2 Peter. In the post-apostolic fathers o~ does not occur at all in Ign. or Did. These facts demand expla-
nation." [Werner Foerster, “XéBopat, Zefalopar, ZéPacpa, Tefaoctdg, Evoeprg, Evoéfeia, Evoefém, Acefng, AcéPeia, Aceféw, Zeuvog, Zepvotng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 7:168-169.]

'®The oep- stem words are found almost exclusively in the Pastoral Epistles, Jude and 2 Peter inside the NT.

"y atpedey comes from Adtpov, reward,' 'wages'; cf. Adtpig, 'hireling,' more generally 'servant'; cf. also the Lat. latro, 'robber." Hence the first meaning of Aatpebvew is 'to work
or serve for reward,' then 'to render services,' 'to serve,' with no thought of reward and irrespective of whether the one who serves is a slave or free." [Hermann Strathmann, “Aoctpedo,
Aatpeio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:58-59.]
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Both the noun and the verb come to denote overwhelmingly cultic religious
service, mostly in regard to priestly service in the tabernacle and Jerusa-
lem temple centered around the offering of sacrifices. Service to pagan
gods can also be referenced by these two words as seen here in Rom.
1:25. Still the outward actions are the primary emphasis. This feature is
what make both terms éogBacbnoav kal éAdtpevocav particularly appropriate
to Paul’s use in reference to idolatry by humanity.

Thus religious worship and service is given tfj ktioeL moapd tov kticavta,
to the creature rather than to the Creator. God is both ignored and replaced by
humanity as the object of worship.'! Pagan idolatry enters the picture with
all its ruinous consequences.'? And in Paul’'s world it was deeply linked to
sexual immorality.

6¢ éotiv eUAoynToc gic Tou¢ aiwvac, aunv. Who is blessed forever. Amen.
As reflected in the diagram, this adjectival relative clause goes back to tov
ktioavta, the Creator. As a typical Jewish benedictio prayer expression, it
also became widely used among early Christians as well.""®* Any devout
Jew would quickly utter praise to the one true God when discussing pa-
ganism. Both the Jewish Christians and the former God-fearer non Jewish
readers of this letter would readily identify with Paul’'s doxological words

mopd TOV Ktlooa|vrta,
6¢ €0T LV gUAoyNTOC
elg TOUCQ aldvag,
aunv .

here.

The core idea
0¢ éotwv elAoyntog
lifts words of praise
to God as worthy to receive such. The first adverbial modifier eig toUg aiGvag
is the appropriately Jewish designation of eternity, over against the very
Greek aidiog (cf. v. 20b) and aeti (cf. 2 Cor. 6:10). In Jewish and Christian
teaching, eternity is an endless succession of the forward movement of
time, not a static timelessness as taught in Greek tradition. The adverbial
aunv “gives to the benediction a note of special solemnity and also of personal
involvement.”'"* This is also observable in 9:5; 11:36; 15:33; 16:24. Tradition-
ally the aunv represents the congregational affirmative response to words
of scripture read as a part of temple worship. As these words would have
been read in the various house church groups around the city of Rome, this
would have evoked a verbal aunv from those listening to the reading of the
letter. Thus affirmation would be given to the declaration of the blessed-
ness of God, i.e., His praise worthiness.

Thus this first of three napedwkev altouc 6 Be0g... ic declarations sees
God walking away from humanity to allow their own dkabapoiav to over-

"rapa tov kticovro, = not merely ‘more than the Creator’ (a force which the preposition might bear), but ‘passing by the Creator altogether,” ‘to the neglect of the Creator.” " [W.
Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle of the Romans, 3d ed., International Critical Commentary (New York: C. Scribner’s Sons, 1897),

46.]

"Toapd OV kricavra. mopd with the accusative here has the sense ‘rather than’, ‘in preference to’, ‘instead of’. Compare Lk 18:14 (Aéym Vuiv, kotéfn odtog dedikanmpévoc €ig

TOV oikov avTod map’ €keivov), where the NEB renders map’ ékgivov—probably correctly—-‘and not the other’. This use is an extension of the quite well-established use in the sense
‘more than’.6 For the general thought compare Wisd 13:1-9; Philo, Op. Mund. 2 (twvég yap tov kécpov pailov 1 tov kocpomotov Bavudoavtec)." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 124.]

112"t is Paul’s view that human beings, created in God’s image, will always worship something, and the only alternative to true worship in a universe where there is only one true
God is worship of creation or one or another of God’s creatures. Possibly Paul is thinking of the images of the emperor in Rome and elsewhere that were testimonies to idolatry (cf. Acts
17; Wis. 14:17: "When people could not honor monarchs in their presence, since they lived at a distance, they imagined their appearance far away and made a visible image of the king
whom they honored, so that by their zeal they might flatter the absent one as though present').?> According to v. 24 degraded minds lead to degraded bodies. Notice the repeated theme
that 'God gave them up' in vv. 24, 26, 28 to both a debased mind and debased behavior." [Ben Witherington III and Darlene Hyatt, Paul’s Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 68—69.]

13ng

8¢ €otv €dAOYNTOG €lg TOVG aidvoc, aunv, 'who is blessed for ever, Amen.' A thoroughly and typically Jewish benediction (Gen 9:26; 14:20; 1 Sam 25:32; 2 Sam 18:28; 1
Kgs 1:48; 8:15; 2 Chron 2:12; Ps 41:13; Tob 3:11; 8:5; Luke 1:68); like all devout Jews, Paul would declare God’s blessedness in his daily prayers (the Eighteen Benedictions; 7172 =
g0hoynto6c). The formula, 'Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord' quickly became established in Christianity (2 Cor 1:3; Eph 1:3; 1 Pet 1:3). See also 9:5; TDNT 2:760, 764; and
further on 12:14. Here Paul uses the blessing as a way of distancing himself from worship which does not recognize that all blessing and blessedness lies in God alone and from any
life not lived in dependence on that blessing before all else. The 'Amen' underlines Paul’s commitment to this truth; for the established place of aunv in Jewish and Christian prayer and
doxology as signifying the worshiper’s concurrence see TDNT 1:335-37; in Paul see 9:5; 11:36; 15:33; 1 Cor 16:24; Gal 1:5; 6:18; Phil 4:20; 1 Thess 3:13; also Eph 3:21; 1 Tim 1:17,
6:16; 2 Tim 4:18." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 63—64.]

14C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004),
125.
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power them in disaster. As depraved sinners, humanity already lives év
Tailc £mbupialg TV kapdLv avT®y, in the control of the passions dominat-17
ing their decision making abilities. The first path into disaster is idolatry
which is emphasized in vv. 24-25. Idolatry here is depicted simply as, g
€oeBaobnoav kal EAdTpevcav Tfj KTloeL mapd Tov ktloavta, they worshipped
and served the creature rather than the Creator. This assertion defines the
previous depiction in v. 23: kat AAagav trv 66¢av to0 ddBdaptou Beol év
OMOLWHATL €lkOvog ¢BapTol AvOpwWToU Kal METEWVOV Kal TETPAMOSdwWV Kal
£pnet®yv, and they exchanged the glory of the immortal God for likenesses
of the image of mortal man and of birds, and of four-footed animals and of19
reptiles. Such perversion represents the consequence tol dtipudieobat
TO cWPOTO AUTWV €v aUTOlC, so that they dishonored their own bodies among
themselves. This indictment of immoral conduct hints at the traditional
close linkage of idolatry and sexual immorality, which comes to the fore-
front in the second declaration of vv. 26-27 with its exceedingly blunt
condemnation of homosexuality.

10.3.3.2.1.2.2 God handed them over to degrading passions, 1:26-
27 26 A tolito mapédwkev altoug O Oed¢ eic mAON dtipiag, ol te yap OAeLal
a0tV petnAAagav tnv puoiknv xpfiow gic Tv mapd puoly, 27 dpoilwg Te Kal

ol Gpoeveg adeévteg TV Puoiknv xphiotv tfig Bnleiag é€skavBnoav év T 6pétel
a0tV €l AAARAouUC, Gpoeveg v GPOoECLY THV AoYXNUOCUVNV KATEPYA{OUEVOL Kal
TV avtuoBiav fv €6l thg mAdvng alT@v €év £outolg dmolapBavovteg. 26 For
this reason God gave them up to degrading passions. Their women exchanged
natural intercourse for unnatural, 27 and in the same way also the men, giving up
natural intercourse with women, were consumed with passion for one another.
Men committed shameless acts with men and received in their own persons the
due penalty for their error.

The internal structure here moves along the lines of an assertion (#17)
supported by two claims (#s 18-19). The second declaration of abandon-
ment by God is followed by a pair of assertions defining homosexual activ-
ity as the expression of nd6n atuiag, dishonoring passions.®

The connection of this second declaration of abandonment by God is

Lg2e ALX toUto

napédwKEV aUtoUg O Oeo¢
elg m&bn &tiplag,
Yop
al te OfAeLal aUutdV petAAAaiav THV QUOLRRV XpijoLv

elg v noapd @UoLv,
1.27

oupolwg
TE
Kol
APEVTEC TNV QUOLKNV XPHoLv Thc 6nieslioac
ol &poeveg...&feravOnoaVv

| ¢v 1] 6péfel aUTOV
| elg &AAARAOUCQ,
dpoeveg (&&exaUbnoov)
&V dpoeoLv
TNV AoXNUooUvny KaTepyalduevo L
Kol
NV avtipLodiav. . .amolapupBdvovieq.
nv €detL
¢ mAdvng auTdVv
€V EauTolq
clearly linked to the first one in a number of ways. Of course, the most
obvious connection is the repeating of napédwkev altolg 6 B0 €ic..., Using
not only the identical words but also the exact same sequencing of these
words. But also the opening prepositional phrase Awx toito, for this reason,
reaches back to the preceding sentence of vv. 24-25. Their idolatry results
in God walking away from them in His wrath. And this opens a flood gate
of immorality into their lives, that God’s Presence could have prevented.
Another link is the close meaning between eig ndbn dtpiag, into dishonoring
passions (v. 26) to eig dkaBapoiav, into uncleanness (v. 24) with these two par-
allel prepositional phrases. Although different words, the ideas are virtually
synonymous with each other. Plus the expression in v. 24 has the two ad-
ditional descriptors with év talig émbupialg T@v kapSv autdy, in the passions
of their hearts, and 1ol atipdlecbal & cwpota adt®v €v altolg, so that they
dishonored their bodies among themselves. These add additional definition to
the central idea being presented by Paul in the eig prepositional phrases.®

5"In this verse any reference to men must, of course, be to 'persons.’ In the present verse passions is equivalent to 'lusts.' The sin to which Paul has reference is homosexuality
among women; homosexuality among men is referred to in the following verse. In most languages there is a perfectly proper manner of referring to homosexual activity. The reference
to shameful passions may simply be translated by some generic term for homosexual relations, or it may require a very general expression such as 'they have bad sexual desires' or
'they have the wrong kind of sexual desires.' This can then be followed by the two statements, the one referring to women and the other to men. The second sentence in verse 26 may
simply be translated as 'women have sexual relations with women, which is not the way it should be.' This final phrase is simply a way of indicating the unnatural character of such
acts." [Barclay Moon Newman and Eugene Albert Nida, 4 Handbook on Paul’s Letter to the Romans, UBS Handbook Series (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973), 27.]

'eic abn atpiag answers to gig dxabapoiov in v. 24. dtpiag (a genitive of quality, the meaning of the phrase being ‘passions which bring dishonour’) takes up the Tod
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V. 26a, the declaration: Aia tolito napébwkev avtouc 6 J£0¢ €ic madn
atiuiog, For this reason God handed them over to dishonoring passions. The
repetition of mapédwkev abtolg 6 Bgo¢ €ig..., God handed them over to... from v.
24 retains the same meaning in this second instance. The connecting link
of Awa toUto, for this reason, sets up the second usage as a justifying amplifi-
cation of the first declaration, thus creating the expectation of more details
to come in this second declaration. The new information then follows begin-
ning in the object of the preposition eig as nabn atuiag, dishonoring passions.

The bulk of the new information then comes in the compound reason
given in the independent causal yap clause in vv. 26b-27. Here homosex-
ual activity is described as the na6n atwiag which God handed rebellious
humanity over to for its destruction. Now we have more information on the
table about eig akaBapoiay, to uncleanness, in v. 24. Not only does it include
idolatry (v. 25), but also sexual perversion (vv. 26b-27). But more informa-
tion is needed before the entire picture is on the table. And that comes in v.
28b with eig adokipov voilv, to a debased mind with the accompanying ampli-
fication in vv. 28b-32. Here a lengthy vice list of evils is put on the table to
depict the perverted thinking of rebellious humanity.

The fate of humanity via God’s wrath in this world is here referenced as
elg madbn atwpiag, to dishonoring passions. What does this mean? Always two
sources of defining meaning for words must be followed in order to gain a
correct understanding: the etymological meaning and the contextual mean-
ing. The second normally refines and limits the first category by applying
the first meaning to specific situations.

The etymological meaning comes out of a study of the origins of the
word and by tracing how the word has been used over the times from its
first appearance to the time of the use in the text being analyzed. For words
used in the original Greek text of the New Testament that must include
analysis of several layers of usage across not just Greek but how it was
understood by Jewish writers all the way from the Septuagint translators of
the Hebrew text in the second century before Christ and includes the body

' iti ' ' first Christian

century. Additionally some attention needs to be given to its usage in Chris-
tian, Jewish, and secular writings after the apostolic era of the first century,
mostly as a check on how usage may have shifted the defining of the his-
torical meaning(s) of the word. Clearly this happens in the church fathers,
especially those writing in Greek as well as the Latin writers in emerging
western Christianity. "’

The second source of determining word meaning is its context in us-
age. The thought flow in the sentence where the word is use normally de-
termines which one of the possible ‘dictionary’ meanings is most appropri-
ate. But more importantly are contextual signals indicating what the author
intended with his usage. For example, with gig nadn here we clearly under-
stand that this prepositional phrase is intended to define in part the parallel
elg akabapoiav in v. 24. Thus uncleanness has to do with human passions.
Plus the context for vv. 26-27 make it additionally clear that i na6n dtwiog
is defended and described as the homosexual practice introduced in the
compound main clauses with the conjunction yap in vv. 26b-27. So any
definition of what Paul specifically meant here by ei¢ nabn dtpiag must
take these clear contextual signals into consideration as well as the etymo-
logical definition. But because of the third parallel prepositional phrase eig
adokipov voiiv (v. 28b) coming off the identical declaration, the scope of €ig
nadn dtuiag in v. 26b must not be limited to just homosexual activities. A
long vice list follows in vv. 29-32 detailing a variety of dishonoring passions
committed by depraved humanity. While these three fates of akaBapaoiav,
nabn atwuilag, and adokipov voiv clearly are not synonymous with one an-
other, they are unquestionably closely linked together and thus must be
explained in close tandon with one another.

Now what is ei¢ maBn atwuiag? The etymological background of both
these words nd6n dtpiag gives insights that are helpful. Although 1é60¢ is
only used 3 times inside the entire NT, with all in Paul’'s writings, the noun
is a part of a very diverse word group that helps throw light on the root
idea in the ancient world."® The foundational verb Tmdoxw carries with it
the idea of experiencing something externally, and more often is harmful or

atpdlecBat, k.T.A. of v. 24." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T

Clark International, 2004), 125.]

For the really committed linguist, tracing out the history over time for the Latin word(s) used for the NT Greek word is a necessity. And this doesn't stop with just the Latin.
Numerous other ancient Mediterranean world languages into which the text of the NT was translated in the first few centuries have to be similarly examined as well. These include
quite a large number of languages, known in scholarly circles as Versions of the New Testament. Brief summations of this kind of background analysis are built into the major Greek

lexicons of the New Testament vocabulary. At a more detailed, and easier to understand level are the theological dictionaries of the NT. The limitation are these are the limiting of the
list of words to only those perceived to have some theological impact. The ultimate one of these is the ten volume English translation of the Kittel's project titled in English The Theo-

logical Dictionary of the New Testament.
118

TAGK®, TUBNTOG, TPOTACK®, CLUTACY®, TAbog, TAbN Lo, cvpTadng, cuuTafém, Kokomabén, cuyKakoTabiw, KakondOein, HeTplotabin, opotomadng, Tpabnddeia
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evil."® The noun naBog, derived from the verb, shares a common trajectory
in meaning, mostly at the idea of an ‘experience,” more often than not as
harmful.’?® Over time the noun came to also reference an internal craving
for externally derived experiences, again, more often harmful than bene-
ficial. Interestingly in the LXX ndBog surfaces only in Prov. 25:20 labeling
sickness as a bad experience. But in lengthy discussions in the Jewish
Fourth Maccabees written about the same time of Paul’s letter to the Ro-
mans, nabog is discussed at length as an evil impulse.'! This reflects Jew-
ish perspectives on ndBog simultaneous to the time of Paul. Paul’s use of
nabog in Rom. 1:26; Col. 3:5, and 1 Thess. 4:5 is very much in line with the
Jewish perspective of his time. It stands as an evil impulse resident in hu-
manity due to its depraved nature. This clearly is reflected in the contextual
defining of nabog in vv. 26b-27, which is noted below.

The adjective use of the genitive case noun dtwpiag from dtpia, comes
from the same word group as the infinitive dtpdatecbat, from atpaiw, to

dishonor, in v. 24b. Whereas its opposite twr connoted the idea of esteem

and high respect, the noun atuia denoted the opposite, of one being in low
respect and esteem. Honor and dishonor generally connect the same pair
of contrastive ideas.'® Paul’s use of dtwia seven times (Rom. 1:26; 9:21 1
Cor. 11:14; 15:43; 2 Cor. 6:8; 11:21; 2 Tim. 2:20) gives perspective to how this
root idea can be expressed by different English words. Additionally his use
of the related verb atpdiw in Rom. 1:24 and 2:23 provide additional in-
sight. Giving in to these ‘dishonoring passions’ was to experience the worst
public shaming imaginable in that world. | say public shaming because this
action was done by God Himself upon humanity, and it was universal upon
all who succumb to such passions. God did not walk away from depraved
humanity secretly or in private. The debauchery defining the lifestyle of
humanity is an open, public declaration of the abandonment by God in His
wrath.

Since ndbn dtuiag (v. 26b) defines one primary aspect of dkabapaoiav
(v. 24b), what then constitutes na6n atwuiagin concrete activities? The com-
pound causal clause (yap) in vv. 26b-27 provides the first stage of answer.

[Wilhelm Michaelis, “ITdoyw, [Tabntog, [Ipondoym, Zoundoyw, [1dbog, [146nua, Zvuradng, Xvuradion, Kakonadin, Xvykarkonadin, Kakomdeio, Metpromabén, Opotonadng,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 5:904.]

'rdoyw,' used from Hom. on, means basically 'to experience something' which comes from without and which has to be suffered: 'something encounters me,' 'comes upon me'

etc. Often, also in philosophy, the antonym of verbs of free action like €p&at, Hom. Od., 8, 490; Aesch. Ag., 1564, péCewv, Pind. Nem., 4, 32, dpdv, Aesch. Choeph., 313: Gorg. Fr,, 11,
7 (Dielso6, 11, 290, 13 f.), évepyeiv, Corp. Herm., XII, 11 (Scott, I, 228, 34), — II, 652, 23 ff.; cf. also mdoyewv as the pass. of moteiv, Aristot. Cat., 4, p. 2a, 4; Metaph., V, 7, p. 1017a, 26
etc. Originally mdoyo is not a vox media.? The use in Hom. shows plainly that its original sense was 'to suffer evil.' This was perhaps given with the etym., — n. 1. Later, with appro-
priate additions, it could be used for experiencing anything that might come." [Wilhelm Michaelis, “TIdcyw, [Tadntog, Ilpondoym, Zvpndoyw, [1dBog, I1d6nuoa, Zvuradng, vuradio,
Koakonaféw, Zuykakornadén, Kokonddeia, Metplonaféw, Opotonabng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 5:904.]

20"r600¢, used from the tragic poets,' is a noun which shares the history of ndoyw — 904, 4 ff. It first denotes an 'experience': nd8e1 pdbog Aesch. Ag., 177 (— 906, 15 ff.): 1o
cuvtuyov Tabog, Soph. Ai., 313. Even without addition it is used in malam partem for 'misfortune,' 'mishap,' 'defeat,’ 'sickness' etc. The meaning 'mood,' 'feeling,' 'emotion’ etc. is very
common in both a good sense and a bad; cf. the def. in Aristot. Eth. Nic., II, 4, p. 1105b, 19 ff.: ta &v tfj yoyfi ywvopeva tpia €oti, 740N duvapelg EEeig ... Aéyw o0& man pev Embopiov
(— 111, 168, 22 f. and n. 6), Opynv (— 385, 1) p6Pov, Bpdcoc, PBdvov, xapdy, eikiav, Hicoc, To6Oov, (flov, Ekeov (— 11, 478, 14 ff.), Shwg oic Enetar fidovn (— 11, 913, 4 ff.; — 1V, 315,
7 ff.) §§ AOmn. This meaning is often in malam partem: 'passion,' 'impulse.” Cf. éxtdc 100 mdhovc eivor, Teles, p. 56 (Hense) or Em tdv mofdv yivesOar, Dio C., 60, 3 as the Cynic-Sto-
ic ideal of dndBeia or dtapadia, cf. also — II, 495, 21 ff. Under Pythagorean influence is the use of mwéOog for 'changes,' 'modifications,' 'processes,' Plat. Resp., X, 612a; ta wepi 1ov
ovpavoV Te Kai TV YV man, Phaed., 96b c; also 'attribute’ (opp. ovoia): Eott kod ap1Ouod idia o, olov meprTTdTC, dpTIdTNG, Aristot. Metaph., I, 2, p. 985b, 29. As a rhetorical tt. for
emotional expression: “pathos,” cf. nd0og moelv in Aristot. Rhet., I1I, 17, p. 1418a, 12.3" [Wilhelm Michaelis, “Ilaoym, [Tadntdc, ITpondoyw, Tvumdoyw, [1d0og, [TaOnua, Tvuradng,
Yvunobén, Kaxonabim, Xvykakonadin, Kakondbeia, Metplonabén, Opotonadng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 5:926-927.]

12I"Elsewhere it is found only in 4 Macc., though here 63 times (only 1:14, 24; 13:4 sing.). The whole work is meant to be a prAoco@®dtatog Adyoc on the theme &i adT0d£6MOTOG
oty TV TaBdV O gvoePrg Aoyopdg, 1, 1 (— 1V, 286, 21 ff.). The ndOn here are emotions, not as pura naturalia,’ but as bad impulses (opp. apetai, 1:30). Cf. — 1II, 916, 30 ff.*"
[Wilhelm Michaelis, “Ildoy®, [Tabntdg, [Ipondoyw®, Zopndoyw, [1ad6og, ITabnua, Zvuradng, Tvpnabin, Kakoradin, Xvykakonadin, Kakonddsia, Metpronabém, Opotonadng,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 5:927.]

12The hugely powerful social role of honor and shame in the world of Paul is hardly understandable in the modern world, particularly in westernized society. Although important
in our contemporary society, its impact upon life in the first century world of Paul was so much more intense as to make comparisons between the two virtually impossible. To be sure,
across the myriads of localized cultures in the Mediterranean world, shaming and honoring took on distinctive tones. But the common core was the collective or communal structure of
all of these societies. In our world, only people with a background in Asian and rural African culture can began to grasp the significance of these experiences.
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Interestingly, Paul does something unique here in describing the evil of ho- yap

mosexuality from both the male and the female perspectives. Condemna- 18 el G Ll G LR G0 IR R
tion of homosexual activity in ancient literature centers almost completely o ELE TAY EpC QUOLY,
on the deviation of males.'2 term ai...0nAsiat, females, from BfAug, -€la, -u, rather than the much more

common yuvr, since it could have been taken to reference only married
women. Plus the combination dposv kai 6fiAu, male and female, were com-
mon especially in early Jewish Christian writings (cf.also Matt. 19:4; Mk.

V. 26b, 1st reason: ai te yap dnAcial avt@v uetnAdaéav tnv @uaotknv xpiowv
gi¢ Tnv mapca @uovv, for the females exchanged natural intercourse for unnatu-
ral.

What is depicted here is female homosexual activity.”” The inclusive 10:6; Gal. 3:28).7 o _ _
language used by Paul has strong Greek tones in describing a practice The core of the depiction is the verb petiMagav with the object and
found primarily outside middle eastern Semite traditions such as that of the the prepositional phrase modifier: to change something into something else.
Jewish people. Note that Paul uses the inclusive gender oriented Greek Here the contrast between tiv guowijv xpfiow being turned into tv napa

Z3Female lesbian activity is seldom mentioned, largely due to the very secondary status of women in virtually every ancient culture. In Judaism, the stinging condemnation of

female homosexual activity comes in the Talmudic preservation of Jewish teachings: Sifra Lev. 18:3; b. Sabb. 65a; b. Yebam. 76a.
124n

ol te yop ONieto adtdV peTRAAaEav TV QLGIKNV ¥piioty €ig TV Topd evoty, 'for their females changed the natural function into what is contrary to nature.' Both 6nigion and
Gpoevec (v 27), 'females, males,' are used presumably because Paul has in mind particularly their sexual relationship, and indeed sexual compatibility (cf. Mark 10:6//Matt 19:4; Gen
1:27; Gal 3:28). Female homosexual practice is mentioned before male, possibly because the more aggressive character of male sexuality, as indicated in v 27, makes for a better
crescendo. ypfioic can be used, as here, in the sense of 'relations, function,' especially with reference to sexual intercourse (BGD)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word
Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 64.]

123"grsen occurs in cl. Gk. from Homer onwards, sometimes in the Attic form arrén (often in papyri, and also Philo, Josephus and Rom. 1:27 v. 1.). (On the form see Funk § 34 (2);

Moulton, Grammar, II, 103.) It means male as opposed to female, thélys (cf. Plato, Leg. 2, 9 p. 665c; K. Preisendanz, Papyri Graecae Magicae, I, 1928, 15, 18). thelys is also found
from Homer onwards as an adj. meaning female, but also with the art. meaning woman (e.g. Hdt. 3, 109; Xen., Mem. 2, 1, 4). On the phrase arsén kai thélys, male and female, cf.
Plato, Rep. 454d; Aristot., Met. 988a 5.

"OT arsén occurs some 54 times in the LXX canonical and uncanonical writings, chiefly for the Heb. zakar. It appears in the phrase arsen kai thély, male and female, in Gen. 1:27
(Heb. zakar iineqébah) of the creation of male and female in the — image of God (cf. also Gen. 5:2; 6:19f.; 7:2f., 9, 15f,; Lev. 3:1, 6; 12:7, referring not only to man and woman but to
the male and female of animal species in the flood story and in sacrifice). The male is referred to on his own in Gen. 17:14, 23 (the institution of male — circumcision as the — cove-
nant — sign); Exod. 1:16ff., 22; 2:2 (Pharaoh’s attempt to exterminate the Israelites by destroying male infants); Exod. 12:5 (the Passover — lamb had to be a male without blemish);
and Lev. 1:3, 10; 4:23; 22:19; Mal. 1:14 (in connection with sacrifice); Lev. 6:29, 7:6 (of priests); Lev. 18:22; 20:13 (in condemnation of homosexual practices); Lev. 27:3, 5ff. (in the
valuation of the people); Num. 1:2; 3:40 (in the census of the people); Num. 31:17f.; Jos. 17:2; Jdg. 21:11f. (in historical narratives); Job 3:3; Isa. 26:14; 66:7; Jer. 20:15; 30:6; Sir. 33:26
(23); 2 Macc. 7:21; 4 Macc. 15:30 (of males generally). The references to the male and female correspond to those to man and woman generally in the OT. On the one hand, there is the
recognition in Gen. of the divinely instituted parity in that man and woman together constitute the image of God, and their complementary roles in the transmission of life in both the
human and the animal realm. On the other hand, there are certain roles (e.g. in receiving the covenant sign, in the priesthood, and in certain — sacrifices) that only the male may fill."

[C. Brown, ““Aponv,” ed. Lothar Coenen, Erich Beyreuther, and Hans Bietenhard, New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Pub-
lishing House, 1986), 2:562.]

126 At this point a notation is important about the Bible's use of sexual language and terminology. "The Bible is not a prudish book, though interpreters through the centuries have
exerted great efforts to 'de-sex' the Bible (for instance, by adopting an allegorical method for interpreting the Song of Songs). But neither is the Bible pornographic or medical in its
description of sexual matters. Often the biblical authors use simile and metaphor to describe the sexual organs or the sexual act." [Leland Ryken et al., Dictionary of Biblical Imagery
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 777.] The ancient world was much more direct in its depiction of human sexuality than is most of western oriented society, particularly the
English speaking segment under the lingering impact of Elizabethian Britain.

Yet "there is no verb in the Bible that means 'to have sexual intercourse,' rather the idea is conveyed by a series of euphemistic metaphors. The first two are used frequently
enough that they may be frozen metaphors. The very common 'to know' indicates that to engage in sex entails learning new things about the body and personality of one’s partner
(cf. Gen 4:1, 17, 25; 1 Sam 1:19). To 'lie down' with someone of course hints at one of the most common positions for the sex act (Gen 19:32; 22:19; 38:26; Lev 18:22; Deut 28:30).
More colorful expressions include 'playing' (Gen 26:8), 'plowing' (Judg 14:18) and 'grinding grain' (Job 31:10).

"Crude metonymy for women as sexual objects appear in Judges 5:30 (the NIV translates 'girl,' but the Hebrew is coarse slang [i.e., vaginas]; cf. Eccles 2:8, where women are
referred to as 'breasts')."
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@uo is pivotal. The adjective ¢puowodg, -1, -6v and the noun ¢uoig denote
the heart of the contrast. These Greek terms reflect a strongly Greek mind-
set of what is determined genderwise by physical birth. But they are not
limited just to gender establishment at birth.'?” Additionally, they denote
what is considered normative behavior, thinking, emotions etc. for both an-
imals and plants. Trees as a distinct species of the plant world possess
a specific puoig, as well as a man and a woman. In the contemporary
Stoic philosophical teaching in Paul’s world, success in life for the human
was achievable only in discovering every aspect of one’s ¢piUoic and then
conforming one’s life to it totally. Deviation from any aspect of one’s ¢uoig
meant disaster and failure.

In the Greek writings of Judaism of this period the idea was applied
but reframed around finding success in obeying the Torah as the key for
conformity to one’s ¢uoig. This way of Jewish thinking was readily avail-
able in Diaspora Judaism. Thus Paul could employ this terminology with
confidence that his initial readers at Rome, whether Jewish or non-Jew-
ish, would clearly understand his assertions. He then took an essentially
Jewish stance and gave it strong Christian endorsement with appropriate
modifications.

Lesbianism therefore represents a disastrous deviation (mafn dtwpiag)

from God’s standards in human creation of male and female. It becomes
one expression of 6pyn =00, God’s wrath, that is being uncovered into pub-
lic exposure for those with the spiritual eyes to see (v. 18).

V. 27, 2nd reason: 0l10iw¢ T< Kali 0l APOEVES APEVTES THV PUCLKAV XPHOLV TH¢
InAeiacg ééekavdnoav év tij 0pééeL autv €ic dAAAOUG, APOEVES €V dpoeoLY TAV
aoxnuoouvnv katspyalousvol kai tnv avriuiodiav v €6&L ThH¢ mAavng auTt@v
év eautoic amoAauBavovteg, and likewise also the males abandoning natural
intercourse with females were consumed with their passion for one another,
males with males committing shameless actions and receiving the penalty
which is due for their delusion in their own person.

This more detailed depiction of the male side of homosexual activity
comes down even harder on such actions among humanity. The correl-
ative adverb opoiwg, likewise, links the two declarations together as being
similar in their thrust. The core expression of the main clause ot &poevsc...
g€ekavBnoav uses dramatically figurative expression to depict severely in-
tense passion for sexual encounter with another male. The compound verb
€K + kaiw, | burn out, is only found here inside the NT. This use is at the fig-
urative level of meaning whereas the verb in secular Greek literally could
define the lighting of an intense fire, the burning down of some building
etc.'® The gnomic aorist passive voice form é§ekavbnoav highlights being

[Leland Ryken et al., Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 778.]
Also it must be remembered that sexual body parts not externally visible are never labeled with any precision, as would be true in modern terminology. For example the Hebrew

b2 (beten) and the Greek kowia (koilia) simply mean body cavity or hollow area. Thus both terms can refer to the stomach, belly, abdomen, the reproductive organs of both men and
women, or in the instance of the female to the womb and related parts. Cf. Mounce, William D. Mounce’s Complete Expository Dictionary of Old & New Testament Words. Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2006, S.V, "Womb."

2"For first-century Mediterraneans, nature (physis) referred first of all to what was customary and usual: either for a given ethnos or people, a given species of animals, or even
a given person or animal. In this sense, the natural stood opposed to the conventional or legal, that is, the behavior decided upon by a person or group with legal power. The term also
referred to what, was usual in the qualities of all that existed, all creation—what is instinctive, species-specific. What happened, customarily and recurrently was natural, traceable to
origins, to creation. Planets naturally moved erratically. Honey naturally tasted sweet. The Greek word translated as 'nature' could also refer to the genitals, male or female (see LSJ ad
verbum).

"What is natural is 'what is instilled by nature in all creatures. It is not proper to the human species alone but to all animate beings of the sky, earth and sea. From it comes inter-
course between male and female, which we call marriage, also the bearing and bringing up of children. Observation shows that other animals also acknowledge its force' (Justinian,
Institutes 1.1.2).

"Ancient Romans call this ius naturale (often poorly translated as 'natural law"). /us stands opposed to lex. fus is an innate entitlement or empowerment deriving from creation; it is
what determines what is 'natural’ and 'according to nature.' Lex is a decision by some rational authority, such as the emperor, senate, or king. In antiquity nature did not mean, as it does
for us, the autonomous area of concern of the contemporary matural' sciences, the 100 percent sameness of all reality known through experimentation and laws of 'nature' in physics,
chemistry, and biology and by analogy in sociology and psychology. This is 'nature’ as conceived by Descartes (1596—1650) and the 'new science' of Francis Bacon (1561-1626) and
Giambattista Vico (1668—1744). This perspective separated the empirical from the personal or spiritual. Laws of nature were the regularities of the empirical world, observable and
testable and formulated, if possible, in the univocal language of mathematics. The category was then applied by analogy (based on a perception of God as legislator) to laws of nature."

[Bruce J. Malina and John J. Pilch, Social-Science Commentary on the Letters of Paul (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 20006), 229-230.]

Bikkaim, Att. Ekkdo, fut. -kabow: aor.1 é€éxavoa Hdt.4.134, but part. ékkéovteg E.Rh.97:—burn out, tovg 0¢Baipode tivog Hdt.7.18; 10 ¢ Kokhwmog E.Cyc.633, cf. 657
(anap.):—Pass., éxkdecBot ToOg 0pBaipovg to have one’s eyes burnt out, P1.Grg.473c.
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opotwg What are the males being consumed by in seeking? eig &AAnAoug,
te for one another, is the answer. The reciprocal pronoun dAAnAwv denotes

Kot . . . o o interaction between individuals. This points toward homosexual interac-
o , JPEVIEC TV QUOLKIV XPHOLY THE BHAELAC tions, but the context here makes it unquestionable that this is what Paul
19 ol apoeveg...€eferavOnoav . . . . 4 \ \ o

| 2y TR OpEEEL oUTGY means. First, the adverbial participle phrase, adévteg tv duaoknv xpficwv
| sl c &AM?\OUC, Tﬁqlerﬂ\eiaq, modifying the main clausg verb gagxaoenoav, denotes prior
&poeveC (&EexaiBNooV) action to that of the verb with the aorist participle adévteg: after having
£V BPOECLY left off the natural relationship with the female.”™® Clearly thv ¢puowknv xpfiowv

TV ACYXNUOOUVNV KATEPYALOUEVO L specifies euphemistically sexual intercourse. Once the males stoppe
v ¢ 6 4 li h tically [ int O th I t d
Kol having sex with females, they were consumed with passion for one an-
THV VT LpLoOiov. . . anoAappAVOVTEG. other -- this is the clear meaning of Paul’'s statement. The euphemism

nv €detL

xpfio, used in this discussion (cf. vv. 26, 27), clearly refers to sexual
intercourse via the context of the usage. Taken from the verb xpdopat,
I make use of, the noun xpfiolg can specify simply ‘use’ of any kind. With
the adjective attached in thv duownv xpiow (both times) the idea becomes
clearly the established use by nature or natural existence. Even more clear
becomes the larger expression tnv duownv xpfiow tfig OnAeiag, the natural
use with the female. When this is set over against the elliptical thv napa
duow (= v xpfiow napa duow) to denote what is natural over against what
isn’t natural, then the point of the reference becomes unquestionable.
Sexual actions between the male and the female are the natural, nor-
mal, established use. And for Jews, this norm is a divinely established stan-
dard. But sexual actions between members of the same sex go beyond
the natural and thus come under condemnation as a violation of God’s
Torah. Just taken by itself the condemnation aspect could be the society

THic mAdvng auTdV

€V €aUTOIC
completely consumed by something. Interestingly, the Louw-Nida lexicon
lists this use as an idiom €kkaiopat év tfi dpé€eL with the sense of “having a
strong, intense desire for something.”1%°

This core expression of ol Gpoevec... é€ekavBnoav, the males...burn in-

tensely, is extensively modified in order to fill out the completed idea. What
is burning inside them is év tfj 6pé&eL aut®v, with their passion. Again this ha-
pax legomena usage (1 time in the NT) of 6peig denotes intense passion,
often of a sexual nature. Rarely does 6pe€ig denote in secular Greek intense
striving for something like nourishment etc. The verb, however, dpéyopat is
thusly used in 1 Tim. 3:3 for aspiring to be a bishop and in Heb. 11:16 for
striving for a ‘better country, that is, a heavenly one.” But in 1 Tim. 6:10 the
same verb denotes a ruinous striving after riches by many in Paul’s world.

I1. light up, kindle, to mopd Hdt.4.134, cf. E.Rh. l.c.; éxxéac tdv EVAov 8t av 1) davotata Ar.Pax1133 (lyr.): metaph., &. nolepov, éAnida, P1b.3.3.3, 5.108.5; todg Gupovig
D.H.7.35; v mpog avtov opynv Plu.Fab.7; provoke to anger, £k pe kdelg Herod.4.49; inflame with curiosity, excite, Tiva Luc.Alex.30; ion gilotyig mpog te tov dfjpov E0vtods Kol
TOV df|pov TPO¢ £anToVg Ekkavcavteg Plu.Agis2:—Pass., to be kindled, burn up, 16 mdp éxkdetar Eup.340; €. 10 kaxdv PLR.556a; opynyv éxkofjvar LXX 2Ki.24.1; & dfjpog €ekdeto
Plu.TG13, cf. Luc.Cal.3, etc.; €. gic Epwta Alciphr.3.67, cf. Charitol.1; dno uébng Parth.24.2.

2. stimulate tnv pAdotnow Thphr.CP2.1.3.
II1. scorch, éxkaiov & fiog Arist.Pr.867a20; of thirst, parch, Luc.Dips.4.
[Henry George Liddell et al., 4 Greek-English Lexicon (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 508.]

129125.16 éxkaiopan &v Tf] 0péEer: (an idiom, literally ‘to burn with intense desire’) to have a strong, intense desire for something—‘to be inflamed with passion, to have a strong
lust for, to be inflamed with lust.” é€gkavOnoay €v i) dpé&et avtdv gig aAANAovg ‘(men) were inflamed with lust for one another’ Ro 1:27. In some languages the equivalent idiom is ‘to
boil with desire,” ‘to feel hot in the genitals,” or ‘to prefer to die rather than to do’." [Johannes P. Louw and Eugene Albert Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based
on Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1996), 1:290.]

This is one of several expressions in the NT denoting strong desire. These are listed as topic 25.12-25.32 in the L-N lexicon.

139The sequential relationship between an adverbial participle and the finite verb it is attached to as a modifier is determined by the tense of the participle mainly. Aorist tense forms
inherently denote completed action, and thus the aorist participle suggests completed action before the occurrence of the finite verb action. With a main clause verb in the aorist tense
also, the principle still holds true despite both actions being in past or completed time. Clearly this is the case with a temporal adverbial role for the participle. But this core role can
shade off into causality, manner etc. English translations have great difficulty preserving the sense of sequence especially in these derivative roles for the Greek participle.
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which determines what is called trv ¢uoikiv xpficwv. But not only the Jewish
context out of which these ideas flow, but the distinctly Christian context
being established by Paul in vv. 18-32, means that God alone is the one
who determines tv ¢puowknv xpfiow. And when humanity rebels against His
norms, they stand in rebellion against Him and thus under His wrath. The
thunderous indictment napédwkev alvtoug 6 Bgo¢ ig madbn dtipiog then falls
upon them.

But Paul is not yet finished amplifying the point of thv napa ¢puow, the
beyond natural use. The core clause expression ol dpoeveg... £é€ekalBnoav
is defined in much greater detail by the elliptical expression apoeveg év
dpoeotv, males with males, implying the verb é¢ekavBnoav as illustrated in
the above diagram. This ellipsis is then expanded further by two participle
phrases in tandem with each other:

indecent behavior committing
and

the penalty...receiving back
The relative clause fjv €8sl tii¢ mAdvng alt®v év €autolg, which is divinely
mandated for their deceit with one another, is also attached to avtipiebiav as
an adjective modifier. The position of év éautoig¢ makes it modifying both
amoAappavovteg and €6¢t, which is not possible to make clear in translation.

Male homosexual activity of all varieties is clearly defined by dpoeveg év
dpoeotv, males with males.'' The idea that some limited type of homosexual
activity is specified here to the exclusion of other types is not only clearly
false but silly."®2 Paul's Christian stance runs counter to the Greco-Roman
culture and stands consistent with the virtually unanimous Jewish condem-
nation of the practice in all it forms."*? Paul’s stance is consistent with other

NT writers as well. This text, vv. 26-27, is the clearest detailed condemna-
tion of homosexuality in the NT."34
The parallel participles set up contrastive points for this unit expression.

BI'Gpogveg &v dpoeoty Ty doynuocvvny katepyalopuevol, 'males with males committing what is shameless.' doynuoctvn, 'shameless deed,' 'indecent act' (NIV). Like the cognate
adjective it can be used with reference to the exposure of the sexual organs (as regularly in the LXX, e.g., Exod 28:42; Nah 3:5; Ezek 16:8; and particularly Lev 18 and 20, where
more than two-thirds of the LXX references occur; in the NT only 1 Cor 12:23 and Rev 16:15; see also BGD). The whole phrase (v doynpoctvyv katepyaldpevol, 'committing the
shameless act') indicates clearly that not merely homosexual tendency or desire is in view, but the genital act itself. Scroggs, Homosexuality, 115, suggests that Paul has in mind here
pederasty in particular, but Paul’s indictment seems to include all kinds of homosexual practice, female as well as male, and was not directed against one kind of homosexual practice
in distinction from another." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]

132t represents the worst kind of eisogesis of the text imaginable. And it follows the exact same fool headed reasoning of the KJV Only group of people claiming infallibility for
the KJV translation. One never begins with conclusions from his own contemporary culture and then turn to scripture to prop them up by twisting the meaning of sacred text to fit the
pre-conceived ideas. Nothing legitimate about such exists.

TV doxnuoouvnyv Katepyolopevol
Kal
TV avtipeBiav...armolapupavovteg

133"Tn the Greco-Roman world homosexuality was quite common and even highly regarded, as is evident from Plato’s Symposium and Plutarch’s Lycurgus. It was a feature of so-
cial life, indulged in not least by the Gods (e.g., Zeus’ attraction to Ganymede) and emperors (e.g., Nero’s seduction of free-born boys was soon to become notorious). The homosexual
reputations of the women of Lesbos was well established long before Lucian made it the theme of his fifth Dialogue of the Courtesans (second century A.D.).

"But Jewish reaction to it as a perversion, a pagan abomination, is consistent throughout the OT (Lev 18:22; 20:13; 1 Kgs 14:24; 15:12; 22:46; 2 Kgs 23:7), with the sin of Sodom
often recalled as a terrible warning (e.g., Gen 19:1-28; Deut 23:18; Isa 1:9-10; 3:9; Jer 23:14; Lam 4:6; Ezek 16:43-58). In the period of early Judaism, abhorrence of homosexuality
is not just part of the reaction against Greek mores, since we find it also in those most influenced by Greek thought (Wisd Sol 14:26; Ep. Arist. 152; Philo, Philo 135-37; Spec. Leg.
3.37-42; Sib. Or. 3:184-86, 764; Ps. Phoc. 3, 190-92, 213—14; Josephus, Ap. 2.273-75); note also the sustained polemic against sexual promiscuity and homosexuality in T. 12 Patr.
(particularly T. Lev. 14.6; 17.11; T. Naph. 4.1) and in Sib. Or. (e.g., 3.185-87,594-600, 763); see further Str-B, 3:68—74. In other words, antipathy to homosexuality remains a consistent
and distinctive feature of Jewish understanding of what man’s createdness involves and requires. That homosexuality is of a piece with idolatry is taken for granted (as several of the
same passages show), both understood as a demeaning of the people who indulge in them. The link between man’s fall (Gen 3) and sexual perversion (as here) is also typically Jewish,
since Gen 6:1—4 also played a considerable part in Jewish attempts to account for the origin of sin (Jub. 4.22; 5.1-10; 7.21; 1 Enoch 6-11; 86; T. Reub. 5; T. Naph. 3.5; CD 2.18-21;
etc.). Elsewhere in the NT see 1 Cor 6:9; 1 Tim 1:10; 2 Pet 2; Jude 7."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65-66.]

134The idea that Jesus somehow approved it simply because he didn't address it is ludicrous. The social and sinful actions addressed in the four gospels touch on issues unique to
Palestinian Judaism. With capital punishment strictly enforced for homosexual activity in the traditional Judaism dominating the middle east, the practice was virtually unknown not
just among Jews but among all the Semitic ethnic groups of the eastern Mediterranean which had similar if not more stern prohibitions against it.

The similarities of Paul's condemnation with those in the Wisdom of Solomon, written around 50 BCE and targeting Hellenistic Judaism from within traditional Judaism, provide
helpful insight into this perspective. Chapters 11-15 especially give special emphasis upon the wrath of God against non-covenant Israel: "For you tested them [covenant Israel] as a
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The placing of their direct objects in front of the participles sets up further
contrast.

TNV doynuoouvnv Kotepyalopevol

Kal

v avtyuiodiav... anohapuBAavovTeg
The first participle katepyaléuevol, from katepydlopatr, denotes humans
producing action, while the second participle damohauBdvovteg, from
arnohapBavw, denotes humans receiving action from outside themselves.
What they produce are tv aoyxnuocuivny, shameless acts, of the most per-
verse nature.”™® What they get back as a consequence is tv avtuiobiav,
the penalty.'® The precise meaning of this penalty is then defined by the
modifying relative clause fv €&l tfig mAdvng aut®dv év €autolg, which is divine-
ly mandated for their deception among themselves.

The first participle phrase tv doxnuoclvnv katepyalduevol is much
blunter than English translations suggest.’’ It asserts sexual activity with
genitals. The noun aoxnuocuvn often is used for aioxuvn in reference to
the shame of nakedness, e.g., Rev. 16:15."%® The primary emphasis is not
on feeling shame but in being publicly shamed or disgraced. The deviate
homosexual activity seldom brought feelings of shame to the individuals in-

volved. But within the Jewish and Christian framework such activities were
of such public shame as to call for formal action both by God and by the
community.

Since certain execution was the normal reaction of the Jewish commu-
nity, Jewish individuals seldom ever engaged in such actions knowing that
discovery would mean their death. The uniform perspective of the Christian
writers on homosexual practice is that it was an ‘outsider’ activity that did
not exist inside the communities of believers. The likelihood is that, should
such practice surface inside any Christian community, especially with con-
verted Jews as a part of it, the demand would have been to follow the
Jewish tradition of either executing the individuals or a minimum of forcing
them out of the community until proof of repentance was established. This
would be the logical conclusion of how closely the Christian perspective
found in the NT follows the surrounding Jewish perspective on the topic.
The possibility of the Christian community adopting acceptance of any form
of homosexual practice is zero.

The second participle phrase kat trv avtiuiodiav fv €det Thic mAdvng
aUTV év €auTtolc anolapPavovieg, and the penalty which is divinely mandated
for their deception among themselves is coming back strongly. Here Paul sees

parent does in warning, but you examined the ungodly as a stern king does in condemnation" (11:10). Both temporal and eschatological divine judgments are treated. Traditional

Jewish linkage of idolatry and sexual perversion of all kinds are linked (cf. 14:22-27).
Facynpocidvn, ng, 1| (doxfipwov)

1) behavior that elicits disgrace, shameless deed (Anacharsis [600 B.C.] in Diog. L. 1, 103 in pl.; Pla.; PLond 1915, 23; Epict. 2, 5, 23; Vett. Val. 61, 31; Sir 26:8; 30:13; TestLevi

10:3; Philo, Leg. All 2, 66; 3, 158; Jos., Ant. 16, 223; SibOr 5, 389) Ro 1:27 in a vice list.

2) appearance that deviates from a standard, unbecoming appearance, abnormality, of Judas’s genitals Papias (3:2); embarrassing condition, of Mary’s pregnant condition

GJs 17:3.

3) a state of disgrace, disgracefulness, associated w. nakedness Rv 3:18 v.1. (s. aicydvn 2).
4) someth. considered too private for public exposure, nakedness euphem.= genitals (Ex 20:26; Dt 23:14; Lev 18:6ff Hb. 1Y) BAénewy v &. Rv 16:15.—DELG s.v. &yo. M-M.
[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago

Press, 2000), 147.]

Bégvryne0ia, ag, 1 (so far found only in Christian writers; Theoph., Ad Autol. 2, 9; Clem. Al.) expresses the reciprocal (dvti) nature of a transaction as requital based upon what

one deserves, recompense, exchange, either in the positive sense of reward or the negative sense penalty, depending on the context. Tnv adtiv d. TAatdOvOnTe Kol VUElG widen your
hearts (cp. 2 Cor 6:11) in the same way in exchange 2 Cor 6:13 (on the acc. s. B-D-F §154; Rob. 486f).—amoloppdvety v é. receive the penalty Ro 1:27 (FDanker, in Gingrich Fest-
schr. 95). a. 6136vo Tvi make a return 2 Cl 1:3; 9:7. avtyucBiog dmodiddvar Tvi 11:6; 15:2. picBov aviyucdiog 1d6var give a recompense in return 1:5.—DELG s.v. puie86g. M-M. TW.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 90.]

137" The whole phrase (v doynuoocvvyv kotepyalopevol, 'committing the shameless act') indicates clearly that not merely homosexual tendency or desire is in view, but the genital
act itself. Scroggs, Homosexuality, 115, suggests that Paul has in mind here pederasty in particular, but Paul’s indictment seems to include all kinds of homosexual practice, female
as well as male, and was not directed against one kind of homosexual practice in distinction from another." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary
(Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]

18]t is part of a large number of Greek words referencing shame and shamelessness in some manner or another. For a listing see Louw-Nida lexicon topics 25:189-25.202 under
Shame, Disgrace, Humiliation. Frequently the shame comes out of deviant sexual activity of some sort.
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the homosexual actions as coming back upon the participants as a divine-
ly mandated penalty The self destructiveness of such passions is falling
upon such individuals in the surrounding society of humanity at large. God
then is taking care of this evil in society. His penalty now is simply to walk
away from these individuals in turning them over to their own destructive
passions, mapédwkev auTolg 6 B¢ €ig mAON dtwiag (v. 26a). The other NT
passages dealing with homosexual actions target eschatological condem-
nation as the main penalty imposed by God.

The characterization of these homosexual actions as tfi¢ mAdvng adt®v,
for their deception (v. 27c) provides another insight from Paul. The noun

mAavn is connected to a large word group, all with the sense of wandering
around.™® Typically this idea of wandering was in the context of being lost
and wandering away from the correct path.° At the figuratively level the
concept shifts over to being off the moral path or the intellectual path that
is prescribed. This wandering astray can be deliberate or the result of igno-
rance of the truth.™

The point of the relative clause use with fiv €8¢l tfi¢ mAdvng alt@v év
£avtolg is divinely held accountability for such deviant sexual behavior. The
use of the impersonal verb 6¢t1 in the imperfect £5eL form denotes a neces-
sary event taking place due to divine requirement.'? Thus 6pyn 6o, God’s

Frlavao, T ahavdopar, T dronlovdo, T aromlavaopat, T TAdvi, T Ahavoc, T AhavTys, T TAAVNS* — dmatdo I, 384 f. — yvdok, I, 689-719. — 6506¢, V, 42-96.
[Herbert Braun, “ITAavaw, [TAavaopat, Atortiavim, Aromhovaopor, ITAGvn, TTAGvog, TTAavitng, TTAGvng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:228.]

10" rhovawm means 'to lead astray,' mhavdopat 'to go astray,' mAdvn and mAdvog 'going astray,’ mhavitng and Thdvng 'one who leads astray,' all at first in a topographical sense, which

persists into the Hell. period. a. mhavdw: Argos causes lo to wander, Aesch. Prom., 573. b. mhavdopat, dromiavdopar: Men wander about, Thuc., V, 4, 3; Plat. Ep., X1, 358e; Eur. Hel.,
598; Lys., XII, 97; Plut. Lucull., 34 (I, 515b); Epict. Diss., 11, 12, 3; Luc. Pergr. Mort., 16; Luc. Verae Historiae, II, 27; BGU, II, 372 II 20; cf. also members of the body, Emped. Fr.,
57 (Diels7, 1, 333, 11 and 14);5 Democr. Fr., 152 (Diels’, 11, 125, 34), physical powers, Plat. Tim., 86e; 88e; 91c, the body, Plat. Tim., 43b, body-bound souls after death, Plat. Phaed.,
81d; 108c, animals (mAavdopor of horses which wander off the race-course, Hom. 1., 23, 321, the earliest instance of the group, dromAavdopor of wild bees and wasps which have
neither leader nor goal, Aristot. Hist. An., V, 23, p. 554b, 23), rumours, Soph. Oed. Col., 304, trouble, Aesch. Prom., 275, dreams and apparitions, Hdt., VII, 16, the aitio at the origin
of the world, Plat. Tim., 48a. Sometimes places are noted, sometimes the use is abs. The use of TAavdcOat for wandering stars is debated in Plat. Leg., VII, 821c¢; 822a on account of
the implied lack of plan or rule, but the word is common in Aristot. (Meteor., I, 8, p. 346a, 2). c. TAdvn, “going astray,” threatens the embryo, Democr. Fr., 148 (Diels7, 11, 171, 25).
The journeys of men represent a wandering (cf. Hdt., 11, 103), e.g., of Paris-Alexander (Hdt., I, 116), of Plato (Plat. Ep., VII, 350d), also Demeter (Orpheus Fr., 15 [Diels7, I, 13, 15]).
d. The oldest instance of TAdvng is in Hipponax Fr., 65 (Diehl3, III, 98). The context is uncertain, but the word is beyond question. The term occurs as a noun (plur.) for the maenads
spurred on by Bacchus (Eur. Ba., 148 vl.). As an adj. it is used of a wretched life of wandering (Eur. Heracl., 878) and from Democr. Fr., 86 (Diels7, I1, 105, 7)6 it is used of the planets.7
e. TAGvog, too, is used adj. of the planets, Manetho Astrologus, IV, 3.

"Sometimes the special sense of going astray is not so prominent. Thus mAoavdopar, aromiavaopar: the adherents of the crypteia, inuring themselves to fatigue, 'wander' day and
night through the whole land (Plat. Leg., 633c¢); blood and breath "pulse' through all parts of the body (Hippocr. mepi tpooiig, 31). mAdvn: The account tells of the wisdom of Solon and
of his journey, Hdt., I, 30; the wandering stars accomplish temporally measured, numerous and wonderfully intricate journeys, Plat. Tim., 39d; 40b. miavrtng: Merchants are defined
as those 'who journey to cities' (mhavijTon €mi tag moAelg, Plat. Resp., I, 371d; cf. also Ps.-Xenophon. Cyn., V, 17).

"Of special significance is the use of the group for certain figures in class. tragedy who wander about. The Io of Aesch., frightened away by Argos at the behest of Hera, wanders
off (mhavdopat, Aesch. Prom., 565); her wanderings (mAdvn and mAdvar, 576, 585, 622, 784) lead her through Greece, Macedonia, and Asia Minor to Egypt. The blinded Oedipus is also
a wanderer (mhavnng, Soph. Oed. Col., 3, 124); he wanders about, guided by Antigone (mAovdopor, 347); his wandering (mAévog, 1114) only ends in Colonus.® The group is not used
in this sense in Hom., nor is it found for the wanderings of Demeter in the two Homeric hymns of the same name.® Esp. in the figure of Io — this is what makes her, and in some sense
Oedipus, typical of the race — two things are clear: the lack of goal affects man inwardly too, for geographical wandering is combined with spiritual aberration; then this wandering is
not ultimately without goal, for it seeks a goal in accordance with divine fiat, cf. Advar Befdatot in Plut. Def. Or., 16 (II, 418¢) — 231, 20-232, 31."

[Herbert Braun, “ITAavdw, [TAavdaopot, AtotAoviawm, Aroniavaopat, ITAGvn, [TAdvog, IThavrtng, [TAdvng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:229-230.]

41"Tn the non-geographical sense the word group denotes vacillation and then absence of goal in the field of knowledge, speech and action. Often this absence is affirmed even
though no reasons are given. When reasons are mentioned they are in the main either naive or more sophisticated epistemological reasons; only rarely are they metaphysical or religious.
Even in this case the deity can sometimes be regarded as the original author, though hardly as the authority before whom there is responsibility for the deficiency." [Herbert Braun,
“IThavaw, [Miavdopal, Aroniavaw, Anorhiavdopor, [Thdvn, ITAdvoc, ITAavitng, [Thdvnc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:230.]

142" That the divinely ordered punishment for sin is to be handed over to the power of that sin, to be left to its consequences, is the theme throughout this section (mopédwkev: vv
24, 26, 28), which is given further emphasis here (cf. particularly Wisd Sol 11:16; 12:23, 27; T. Gad 5.10)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary
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wrath, is at work via letting those engaged in deviant sexual behavior be
destroyed by their own sinfulness. This is the thv avtiueBiav, the penalty,
imposed upon such individuals, who have gone astray from God’s pre-as-
signed path through life.

év €autolg is correctly translated in their own persons by the NRSV. The
use of the reflexive pronoun £autod, -fig, -oU, rather than the reciprocal
aMnAAwv (cf. v. 27¢), underscores the penalty falling upon each individual
guilty of such deviant behavior.™?

The participle arnolappdavovteg with its direct object trv avtiuoBiov de-
notes a receiving back of the penalty deserved by deviant actions. From
arnoAhapBavw, the core idea is receiving something from a specified source
either stated explicitly or implied implicitly. The larger expression including
the adjectival relative clause stresses that the penalty divinely imposed on
those with deviant sexual behavior is completely just and deserved. Unlike
with the anger of pagan deities, the o6pyr) 600 imposed upon sinners is
completely just and a response to the deviant behavior of sinners rather
than arbitrary and capricious. It is consistent with the principle of dwkatoctvn
Beol, the righteousness of God (v. 17).

Thus in these first two units (vv. 24, 26; then 28) defined by the
nopéSwkev auTolg 6 Bedg eig... core expression the impact of God walking
away from those rejecting Him via His self disclosure in creation is first idol-
atry and next homosexuality."** Unquestionably both are cast as expres-
(Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]

sions of 6pyr 800 upon sinful humanity. The worship of idols and deviate
sexual behavior are closely linked by Paul with the latter emerging out of
the former as a dominant tendency.

This raises interesting historical and ethical questions about such link-
age. Is this a uniquely Christian viewpoint, not found elsewhere in the first
century world? Why was homosexual behavior singled out rather than de-
viant sexual behavior of all kinds? Is there any inner dynamic that would
explain the connection between idolatry and homosexuality? These and a
host of additional questions emerge from this discussion, especially in vv.
24-32.

The answer to the question of the uniqueness of Paul’s Christian view
of a connection between idolatry and homosexual activity is essentially
no. In the discussion of principles of propriety in human sexual relations
found in Leviticus 18, the high moral standards demanded of the Israelites
stands in contrast to the opposite practiced by the Canaanites and the
Egyptians.™® In the midst of announcing a series of prohibitions homosex-
ual action is listed as one of the abominations of the Lord; cf. vv. 22-23:
22 You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination. 23 You
shall not have sexual relations with any animal and defile yourself with it, nor shall
any woman give herself to an animal to have sexual relations with it: it is perver-
sion.™8 It comes immediately after the reference to the idolatry of Molech
in v. 21: You shall not give any of your offspring to sacrifice them to Molech, and

g oV denotes interactive exchange among members of a group, while £ovtod denotes individual action among members of a group.

144Also one must not overlook the larger picture established by Paul in this discussion of vv. 18-32. The third mapédmkev avtovg 6 Hg0g €ic... unit comes in vv. 28-32 with a Pon-
ders's Box of evil actions given in the standard ancient vice form. This unit paints the ultimate picture of evil of virtually every imaginable kind being unleashed upon sinful humanity as
a consequence of God walking away from humanity in turning it over to its own self destructive passions. Thus a 'stair-casing' of these three units in vv. 24-32 portray the ever widening

impact of God's wrath being expressed upon sinful humanity in this world.

“Lev. 18:1-5. 18.1 The LORD spoke to Moses, saying: 2 Speak to the people of Israel and say to them: | am the LORD your God. 3 You shall not do as they do in the land of Egypt,
where you lived, and you shall not do as they do in the land of Canaan, to which | am bringing you. You shall not follow their statutes. 4 My ordinances you shall observe and my stat-
utes you shall keep, following them: | am the LORD your God. 5 You shall keep my statutes and my ordinances; by doing so one shall live: | am the LORD.

Moses returns to this introductory premise in vv. 24-30 in the conclusion. This warning levels the threat of being completely thrown out of the community of the Israelites for any

violation:

24 Do not defile yourselves in any of these ways, for by all these practices the nations | am casting out before you have defiled themselves. 25 Thus the land became defiled; and

| punished it for its iniquity, and the land vomited out its inhabitants. 26 But you shall keep my statutes and my ordinances and commit none of these abominations, either the citizen
or the alien who resides among you 27 (for the inhabitants of the land, who were before you, committed all of these abominations, and the land became defiled); 28 otherwise the
land will vomit you out for defiling it, as it vomited out the nation that was before you. 29 For whoever commits any of these abominations shall be cut off from their people. 30 So
keep my charge not to commit any of these abominations that were done before you, and not to defile yourselves by them: | am the LORD your God.
1460ne of the links of Rom. 1:18-32 back to Lev. 18 and 20 is the LXX use of doynuoctdvn. "doxnuocivn, 'shameless deed,' indecent act' (NIV). Like the cognate adjective it can be used
with reference to the exposure of the sexual organs (as regularly in the LXX, e.g., Exod 28:42; Nah 3:5; Ezek 16:8; and particularly Lev 18 and 20, where more than two-thirds of the LXX references occur;
in the NT only 1 Cor 12:23 and Rev 16:15; see also BGD). The whole phrase (trv doxnuocUvyv katepyaldpevol, 'committing the shameless act') indicates clearly that not merely homosexual tendency or
desire is in view, but the genital act itself." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]
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so profane the name of your God: | am the LORD. For more details on Molech
practices see 20:1-9. No overt linkage is made here in 18:21-23, although
the idolatry of both the Egyptians and the Canaanites is clearly linked to a
long list of deviate sexual behavior. The patriarchal structure of society for
the Israelites is clearly assumed with the legal demands being leveled at
the Israelite male overwhelmingly. One should note that the foundational
premise for these warnings is God’s call to the Israelites to be holy as He
is holy: You shall be holy to me; for | the LORD am holy, and | have separated you
from the other peoples to be mine (20:26).

This basic OT stance condemning homosexual activity and linking it to
the religious paganism of the Egyptians and the Canaanites is continued in
the intertestamental Jewish literature having either a traditionalist Hebra-
istic viewpoint reflecting Judean and Jerusalem views and also Hellenistic
Jewish writings reflecting the Diaspora Judaism that Paul grew up in while

in Tarsus. The often referenced discussion found in the apocryphal Wisdom
of Solomon (e.g., 13:1-9) produced in the century just prior to the beginning
of the Christian era clearly affirms the linkage of not only homosexual ac-
tivity but all other forms of deviant sexual behavior to idolatry. Further the
Testament of Naphtali 3:2-4, also produced prior to the second century AD,
condemns such behavior as a perverted expression of idolatry.™

Quite interestingly religion and human sexual activity were closely
linked in the myriad of Greek and Roman religions of Paul's day. The hu-
man adoption of both heterosexual and homosexual activity was in large
part based upon the belief that the gods also indulged in both kinds of sex-
ual actions. Thus from the Greek view, human engagement in homosexual
actions on earth merely reflected the example of the gods.'® Yet in many
Greco-Roman circles in Paul's world, homosexual activity was condemned
as ‘unnatural’ (cf. Paul’s tv mapd dpvow [xpfiow] in v. 26¢)."° One must always

1473, Be ye not therefore eager to corrupt your doings through excess, or with empty words to deceive your souls; because if ye keep silence in purity of heart, ye shall be able
to hold fast the will of God, and to cast away the will of the devil. Sun and moon and stars change not their order; so also ye shall not change the law of God in the disorderliness of
your doings. Nations went astray, and forsook the Lord, and changed their order, and followed stones and stocks, following after spirits of error. But ye shall not be so, my children,
recognizing in the firmament, in the earth, and in the sea, and in all created things, the Lord who made them all, that ye become not as Sodom, which changed the order of its nature.
In like manner also the Watchers® changed the order of their nature, whom also the Lord cursed at the flood, and for their sakes made desolate the earth, that it should be uninhabited
and fruitless.

[Alexander Roberts, James Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe, eds., “The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in Fathers of the Third and Fourth Centuries: The Twelve Patri-
archs, Excerpts and Epistles, the Clementina, Apocrypha, Decretals, Memoirs of Edessa and Syriac Documents, Remains of the First Ages, trans. R. Sinker, vol. 8, The Ante-Nicene
Fathers (Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Company, 1886), 27.]

148"In the Greco-Roman world homosexuality was quite common and even highly regarded, as is evident from Plato’s Symposium and Plutarch’s Lycurgus. It was a feature of so-
cial life, indulged in not least by the gods (e.g., Zeus’ attraction to Ganymede) and emperors (e.g., Nero’s seduction of free-born boys was soon to become notorious). The homosexual
reputations of the women of Lesbos was well established long before Lucian made it the theme of his fifth Dialogue of the Courtesans (second century A.D.)." [James D. G. Dunn,
Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]

1499"What did people in Paul’s world mean by natural and unnatural sexual intercourse? There is an interesting passage in Artemidorus’s Oneirocritica that offers a set of categories
typical of early second-century Hellenism, perhaps earlier as well: 'In the section on sexual intercourse (synousia), the best method of arrangement will be to consider firstly examples
of sexual intercourse that is natural (kata physin), legal (kata nomon) and customary (kat ‘ethos); secondly examples of sexual intercourse that is illegal (para nomon); and thirdly exam-
ples of sexual intercourse that is unnatural (para physin)' (Oneirocritica 1.78, White 1975:58). The groupings are pertinent, since in Romans Paul begins his categories with intercourse
against nature, followed by a list of behaviors, including intercourse, against law, in context of the law of Israel. What would such intercourse against nature include? While Paul spec-
ifies only two instances, Artemidorus observes that the sexual intercourse that is against nature is any sexual position apart from the frontal position, which is the only one 'taught them
(humans) by nature' (fo de sygchréta monon hypo tés physeos didachthentes). The reason for this is that all species have a sexual position proper, to themselves, and 'humans have the
frontal position as their, proper one [anthropous to men oikeion schéma to proschréta echein]; they have devised the others when they gave in to insolence, dissipation and debauchery'
(Oneirocritica 1.79, White 1975:63).

"Thus a female’s sexual intercourse against nature, as Artemidorus notes, includes all other positions, specifically those in which the female role is not passive. This is in line with
the Mediterranean gender concern that males are active and forceful, while females are passive and controlled. In this perspective, since males cannot engage in the frontal position
with each other, their sexual relations have to be against nature.

"If we follow Artemidorus, intercourse against convention or law (para nomon) is essentially incest of various types. Similarly oral sex is considered 'doing the unmentionable'
(arretopoiesthai). The Hellenistic sensibility was that persons doing oral sex cannot 'share mouths,' that is, kiss or eat together (Oneirocritica 1.79, White 1975:63—64). Paul, too, knows
an unmentionable sexual relation, that of a male who marries his father’s wife (1 Cor 5:1-2).

"People in Paul’s world offered various explanations for anomalies such as females behaving like males or males behaving like females. An explanation in Phaedrus’s Fables
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remember that sin in the modern popular definition means violation of es-
tablished moral standards. For Jesus and the apostles it means deviation
from God’s standards of behavior.’® For the Greco-Roman world, unnat-
ural behavior wasn’t necessarily sinful behavior, just unnatural behavior
against the established norms of Greek and Roman society, or more pre-
cisely the asserted ideals of individual philosophers in that world.

What therefore becomes clear is that Paul’'s Christian view builds to a
slight degree off the Greco-Roman linkage of religion and sexual behavior
but with a negative thrust to Paul’s stance. It essentially is presented to the
Christians at Rome as coming within the well established framework of the
Hebrew / Jewish teaching in place for centuries prior to Paul.’’

Why would homosexual activity be singled out as a reflection of the cor-
rupting influence of idolatry? The Jewish tendency is to condemn all devi-
ant sexual activity, which means sexual actions outside formal marriage, as
a violation of God’s Torah. Homosexual actions are a part of this category
of deviant sexual activity. But a likely answer to why Paul singled out homo-
sexuality as the corrupting impact of idolatry is found in his use of the very
Greek and non-Jewish terms ¢uotg, natural, and trv napa ¢pvowv, unnatural.
This language appealed to established Greek and Roman perceptions of
sexual propriety and impropriety based on human creatureliness and anat-
omy. Most of Paul’s readers at Rome would have been very familiar with
philosophical contention of sexual standards based on the ‘natural’ consti-
tution of humanity. To that audience especially the highlighting of homosex-

ual actions as ‘unnatural’ would not have found any in disagreement. This
Greek terminology usage, embedding the traditional Jewish condemna-
tion of homosexual activity as produced by idolatry, represents a sensible
combining of the two worlds of Paul’'s Christian readers at Rome. It gives
much greater persuasiveness to Paul’s point, which is ultimately distinctly
Christian, that God simply walks away from a humanity that rejects His
self revelatory actions in creation in order to allow rebellious humanity to
be consumed by its own destructive passions. At some future point when
some of humanity wake up to their sick state of being, His grace will reach
out in the offer of redemption. But, as Paul will argue in Romans especially,
this will always be but a remnant, never the majority of humanity.

Clearly built into Paul's point is the assumption that sinful humanity
has rejected its Creator and in so doing has sought to worship the creation
rather than the creator. Such error has opened the door for deviant sexual
behavior of which homosexual conduct is a clear example. Built into it is a
divinely mandated penalty of God’s wrath as the destructive dynamic be-
hind their ruinous sinful behavior. But this is not all. The rejection of God for
idolatry has opened a Ponders’s Box of evil which the apostle moves on to
discuss in vv. 28-31.

Before moving on to the next unit, a brief overview of the New Testa-
ment texts dealing with homosexual behavior needs to be presented.

Paul’s additional statements:

1 Cor. 6:9-10. 9"H oUk oibarte OTL GS1koL B0l Baciheiav o0 KANPOVOUOOUCLY;

(4.15) accounts for 'tribadic females and effeminate males' by recounting that Prometheus got drunk when making human beings and attached some male genitals to female people and

some female genitals to male people by mistake.

"Philo offers the view that apart from boys used in pederasty, the passive partners in male sexual relations are actually androgynous persons who got that way either by birth or

continual same-gender sexual relations to the point of castrating themselves (Spec. Laws 111.7.37-42). These passive partners demean male honor. For Romans and Israelites of the
period, these passive partners demeaned male honor, and it was precisely this denigration of male status that made the passive male partner reprehensible. For Philo the active male
partner in same-gender male sexual contact was usually a married male seeking sexual titillation from just such a passive partner — to the Hellenistic and Roman way of thinking just
described, a 'transsexual.' The passage from Philo suggests that this was the usual same-gender male sexual contact that Paul knew from his culture as well.

"Paul, in turn, shares a similar view, although he explicitly ascribes same-gender sexual relations to idolatry. While Paul may have shared Hellenistic sensibilities, his ethnos (peo-
ple) had its own ethos (customs) that supported the us-against-them boundary that controlled Paul and that Paul articulates. It seems this was the common viewpoint of first-century
Israelites."”

[Bruce J. Malina and John J. Pilch, Social-Science Commentary on the Letters of Paul (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2006), 230-231.

1%0As an important side note, the Greek word for 'behavior' katdotnua appears only one time in the entire NT. This is in Titus 2:3 where older women at Crete are admonished to
be "reverent in behavior," meaning the way they conduct themselves.This is then defined as not slandering others and not being slaves to drink.

IS ikewise important for understanding Paul’s rationale in highlighting homosexuality when explicating the connection between idolatry and immorality is the fact that Paul
viewed homosexuality as the most obvious result of humanity’s failure to respond appropriately to God’s revelation in creation. For though it was often asserted by those who practiced
it that homosexuality was 'natural' — even, as argued both then and today, a legitimate feature of divine creation — Paul viewed such a claim as in direct opposition to the moral order
established by God in creation, where only in marriage do a man and a woman “become one flesh” (Gen 2:24)." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary
on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 218.]
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un mAavaoBe: oUte mopvol o0te eibwAoAdtpat oUte poiyxol o0te paAakol olte
dapoevokoitat 10 olte kAfmtal oUte mAsovekTal, o péBuool, ol Aoidopol, ol
Gpmayec Bactheiov B0l KANPOVOUROOUGLY.

9 Do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do
not be deceived! Fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, male prostitutes, sodomites,
10 thieves, the greedy, drunkards, revilers, robbers — none of these will inherit
the kingdom of God.

In this vice listing of evils the apostle reminds the Corinthians of those
actions which prohibit one from being a part of God’s kingdom, especially
eschatologically in eternity.’® To be sure, the apostle makes use of the
literary device of Vice List / Catalogue that existed extensively among
the Greek and Latin moral philosophers. Even some of vices in Paul’s list
here commonly show up in most of those philosophical lists. But the early

1900s view that Paul borrowed these items from the Greek philosophers
has been thoroughly proven false. The use of common literary devices
along with limited common vocabulary does not in any way imply adoption
of the philosophical framework or perspective of either side of the parallel
usage. Paul’'s entire view of ethical accountability to God differs sharply
from the Stoic view of ethics which also uses the literary device and some
of the same vice items in the catalogues.'?® Most often Paul is compared
to his Stoic contemporary Seneca who wrote extensively on morality in
the first century, and made heavy use of vice and virtue catalogues in his
writings.'** The profound differences of meaning just with common words
in the catalogues between the two writers is remarkable, not to mention the
words unique to each writer. Thus it represents a huge interpretive mistake
to assume that either depended on the other for their ideas.'®®

152" Neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor perverts, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the avaricious, not drunkards, not slanderers, not the greedy will
inherit the kingdom of God: Using polysyndeton for rhetorical effect Paul links the first seven vices together with oute, 'neither,’ but reverts to a simple negative (ou) to add the final
three vices on the list (asyndeton). In the ten-item catalogue of vices Paul reiterates and expands the idea tersely stated in v. 9a, namely that the unjust will not inherit the kingdom. The
ten-item list illustrates what Paul understands by 'unjust' (adikoi). The resumptive 'inherit the kingdom of God' forms an inclusio with the finale of v. 9a and indicates that an eschato-
logical nuance is not to be excluded from the injunction not to go astray." [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville,
MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 236.]

153"C. H. Dodd argued convincingly in his Gospel and Law (1951) that the basis of Paul’s ethics is to be 'sharply distinguished from that of contemporary Greek moralists, who
from the time of Aristotle have set out to provide a self-contained and self-justifying system of ethics."> For while he conceded that a considerable overlap of specific content exists,
in Paul and the NT, he also insisted that ethics flows from a response to the gospel which forms part of the identity of Christian believers (including their inheritance of the OT).103
Evidence of similar patterns of style and parenetic catalogues within the NT (1 Thess 4:1-9; 5:14—18, with 1 Pet 1:13-22; 2:11; Heb 13:1-3) owe more to a common catechetical Sitz
im Leben than to the Hellenistic settings proposed by Vogtle, as the detailed work of P. Carrington and E. G. Selwyn suggests.'®

"This precisely fits the Sitz im Leben of 1 Cor 6:9—11 (and 5:9-11), which Paul introduces by do you not know that ...? It also coheres with Moule’s stress on motivation as the key
to the ethical significance of such material and 'obligation."% Dodd lists six distinctive themes in such Pauline settings: (1) sitting loose to earthly possessions in the light of eschatology
(not in Stoic self-sufficiency; cf. 1 Cor 7:29-34; Rom 13:11, 12); (2) the newness of the new life (1 Cor 5:7; 2 Cor 5:17), often in the context of baptism (or conversion-initiation, see 1
Cor 6:11); (3) corporate solidarity, or 'belonging' to one another as a new corporate identity (1 Cor 12:12-27; cf. 1 Cor 6:1-8); (4) the imitation of Christ, or transformation into Christ’s
image (1 Cor 11:1; 2 Cor 8:9; Phil 2:5-11); (5) the motivation of dydnn instantiated concretely (1 Cor 8:1-3; 13:1-13; Rom 13:8-10); and (6) tacit or explicit allusions or appeals to
the words of Jesus (Rom 12:16; 13:7; 1 Cor 7:1-7; 8—11, 12—16; 9:14).106 If the background is catechetical, this transforms the significance of such a 'list' into guidelines explicit for
teaching on the nature of the Christian life."

[Anthony C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerd-
mans, 2000), 442.]

154", N. Sevenster reveals that countless times 'Paul and Seneca ... use similar words in entirely different meanings."”” Paul’s concern is precisely not harmony with the universe,
but harmony with the likeness of God in Christ (1 Cor 2:13-16).!% Seneca repeatedly discusses virtus; Paul alludes only once to dpetr (Phil 4:8 [apart from the Pastorals]).!” 'Virtue is
essentially an anthropocentric notion.''® Typical is Seneca’s praise of bravery (fortitudo), whereas dvdpeio 'does not occur in Paul or in the whole of the NT."!! In their use of ethical im-
agery they remain apart.'? Even wisdom has different meanings in each of the two writers: for Seneca, the wise man remains 'inwardly inviolable'; 'the wise man reigns over the whole
world' (cf. 1 Cor 4:8); Paul’s concept of wisdom derives from God’s ways in Christ (1 Cor 1:24; 1:30; Col 2:3), which are received as a gift rather than achieved as a goal.'*" [Anthony
C. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: W.B. Eerdmans, 2000), 443.]

155Because Paul's vice lists are not uniform in their content, but vary from letter to letter, it is clear that each list is 'customized' to fit the situation of each group being addressed
by each letter. The lists address 'outsider' values incompatible with Christian values. These values are present in the surrounding culture of each Christian community being addressed.
As with the Corinthians, some of the Christian converts may have come out of practicing some of these values prior to conversion, as 1 Cor. 5:11 asserts: kai Tadtd Tveg ATe-GAN
anelovoaocBe, AAN' nyLaodnte, GAN €dkatwbnte év T ovopatt tod kuplou’Inood XpLotol kat év T® mvevpati tod 600 NUAV. And this is what some of you used to be. But you were
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Here, as in Rom. 1:24-32, the linkage of idolatry and deviant sexual be-
havior is clear with the first five of the ten items of the vice list: olte nopvot
oUte eibwAohdtpal olte polyol oUte palakol oUte dpoevokoital. Fornicators,
idolaters, adulterers, male prostitutes, sodomites. This mixture of religion and
deviant sexual behavior draws heavily upon the Hebrew Bible and Jew-
ish traditions for its foundational ideas. As we have already shown, Paul’s
ideas are formulated within the framework of his Jewish religious heritage
rather than from any dependence upon contemporary Greco-Roman think-
ing. Some distinctive Greek terms are used clearly, but the definition of
them depends upon the Jewish foundation instead.'®

Considerable discussion on the precise meaning of olte paiakot olte
apoevokottat can be found in commentaries of the last century.'” But care-
ful analysis of their meanings in Paul’'s world and with Paul’s obvious attri-
bution of Christian meaning to them moves clearly to the conclusion that
paAakog, -n, -ov with its literal meaning of soft or effeminate specified the
passive partner in male homosexual activity, while dpoevokoitng designates
the more aggressive male in male homosexual actions, and probably the
generic plural includes the female side of lesbian activity as well.'® The two

terms are used in tandem with one another to encompass the full range of
homosexual activity, viewed from each partner’s perspective.

Paul’s point is to drive home the point that participation in such practic-
es unquestionably exclude one from being a part of God’s kingdom, that is,
being a child of God in redemption. The inclusio use of adikolBeol Baoci\eiav
oU kAnpovounooucw (v. 9b) / o0) apnayeg Baoileiav Beol kAnpovournocouaoty
(v. 10b) makes this point very clear. Deviant sexual behavior of all kinds,
meaning sex outside of marriage, are included in the list that excludes one
from the Kingdom of God."®®

1 Tim. 1:8-11. 8 Oildapev 6& OTL KAAOG O VOHOG, €AV TIC OUTE VOUIUWE
xpftay, 9 eidw¢ tolto, OTL Sikaiw vopog ol Keltal, AvouoLg 8£ Kal AVUTIOTAKTOLC,
aoeBEowv Kal apaptwlolc, dvooiolg kal BeBnAolg, mMATPOAWALS KOl UNTPOAWALG,
avépodovolg 10 mépvolg dpoevokoitalg dvépamnodlotailc Pevotalg EmMOPKOLG,
Kal 1 T £tepov Tij Uylawvouon Sidackalig avtikettal 11 Katd o evayyEALoV THg
606&n¢ ol pakapiov Beol, 0 émlotelONY £yw.

8 Now we know that the law is good, if one uses it legitimately. 9 This means
understanding that the law is laid down not for the innocent but for the lawless
and disobedient, for the godless and sinful, for the unholy and profane, for those

washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God. A few of these pagan values still haunt some of the Corinthians, namely
heterosexual activity outside marriage, as 6:12-20 indicates. The warning of the vice list, however, is that continued practicing of these pagan practices excludes one from being a child
of God who will spend eternity in Heaven with God and His people.

136"The inclusion of "Thomosexuals' on the list of vices in 6:10 is apparently the first recorded use of the term arsenokoitai (cf. 1 Tim 1:10; Sib. Or. 2.73). The neologism may derive
from the prohibitions cited in Lev 18:22 and 20:13. It came to denote male homosexual activity, which was, in the eyes of Jewish authors such as Philo, Josephus, and the Pseudo-Pho-
cylides, a sign of Gentile moral depravity. Paul apparently shared the Jewish prejudice on the sexual mores of Gentiles (see Rom 1:24-27; 1 Thess 4:5). 'Perverts' (malakoi) is a term that
was pejoratively used in Hellenistic Greek to describe passive partners, often young boys, in homosexual activity." [Raymond F. Collins, First Corinthians, ed. Daniel J. Harrington,
vol. 7, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1999), 236.]

I5S7"We can deal here only with the principal exegetical argument of Boswell and Scroggs, which is that the noun dpoevokoitng in the first Christian century — which term appears
explicitly in the Pauline corpus only in 1 Cor 6:9 and 1 Tim 1:10 but is certainly also to be understood with respect to the phrase dpoeveg €v dpoeowv (‘male with male') in Rom 1:27
— meant only 'male prostitution' or 'pederastic sexual activity' and does not include the whole range of homosexual practices. One important point in rebuttal of such a claim is the
fact that the noun éponv (‘'male') and the verb koydcBau ("to have intercourse') appear in the LXX of both Lev. 18:22 and 20:13, which are the biblical passages that explicitly forbid
a man lying with another man 'as with a woman.' And Paul, knowing not only the Hebrew text of his Jewish (OT) Scriptures but also the Greek translation (LXX), could hardly have
viewed these prohibitions of Leviticus as having reference only to 'male prostitution' and/or 'pederasty’ and not to the whole range of homosexual practices — explicitly all forms of
male homoeroticism (i.e., 'gay' activities), but also inferentially all forms of female homoeroticism (i.e., “lesbian” activities)." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 218-219.]

138The Greco-Roman culture tended to condemn harshly the paaxdg as completely 'unnatural' and a forsaking of the established norms of being an aggressive male. The translation
of 'male prostitute' is woefully inadequate, even misleading. Better is the use of 'pervert' but even this is not clearly on target with what Paul is talking about.

I'm not sure that translating dpcevokoitot as 'sodomites’ is much better given the rare use of this English word in contemporary speech. Even though the etymology of 'sodomite’
comes out of the OT city of Sodom famous for its homosexual practices, most modern people do not know the Bible well enough to understand this. The use of dpcevokoitor in Rom.
1:27; 1 Cor. 6:9, and 1 Tim. 1:10 reflects the understanding of male homosexual practice inclusively and the plural spelling most likely includes the female side of lesbian practice as
well.

19990te mopvol . . . o0te potyol olUte paAakoi o0te ApoevokoTTal.
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who kill their father or mother, for murderers, 10 fornicators, sodomites, slave
traders, liars, perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to the sound teaching 11
that conforms to the glorious gospel of the blessed God, which he entrusted to
me.

Here the emphasis in this vice list centers on a rationale for the neces-
sity of divine law. Again deviant sexual behavior -- mopvolg dpoevokoitalg
-- is contained in this listing of 15 items of either specific sins or categories
of sinning. népvolg designates heterosexual activity outside marriage, while
dpoevokoitalg specifies homosexual activity. Again, the plural use here tran-
scends just the male practice to include also female practice of same-sex
actions, here as well as in the other three instances of the term inside the
NT.

The context of vv. 8-11 is established in vv. 3-7 with a condemnation
of false teachers aspiring to be vopodiddokahol (v. 7). False teachers in-
side the Ephesian community of believers have assumed the law specifies
minimum requirements for salvation along the lines of traditional Jewish
teaching. Paul intensely denies this error and asserts the proper role of
divine law, which is to lay out the parameters of sinful conduct that brings
eternal damnation. Then in vv. 8-11, a sample listing of this kind of conduct
is listed in the standard vice listing commonly found in Paul’s world. To be
sure the apostle creatively groups together the items for ease of memori-
zation.™®' This listing randomly specifies specific sinful actions that prohibit
one from being a part of God’s people and that often typify the behavior of
those outside the Kingdom of God. As is true with other vice lists, this one
is customized to fit the situation at Ephesus. The intent behind the listing
is the targeting of antinomians as a false teaching by such teachers as
Hymenaeus and Alexander (cf. vv. 12-20). People practicing such behavior

are not to be allowed inside the community of believers.

Peter’s statement:

2 Peter 2:6-10a. 6 kol OAeLg 2080wV Kal Mopdppag tedppwaoag kataotpodi
KOTEKPWVEV UTOdELypa MeEANOVTWY Aoefelv Tebekwg 7 kal Sikawov Awt
Katarmovoupevoy Umo Th¢ TV abéopwyv év doeslyela dvaotpodiic éppuoato: 8
BAEUATL yap Kal dkofi 0 Sikalog éykaTolk®v €v alTolg NUEpav £ NUEpag Yuxnv
Swaiav avopolc €pyolc €Bacdvilev- 9 oldev KUPLOC eVOEPREIC €K TELPAOHOT
plecBal, &dikoug 6& eic Nuépav kpioswg kolalopévoug tnpeilv, 10 paiiota
8¢ tolg oOmiow ocopkog €v embupia plaopol TOPEVOUEVOUC KoL KUPLOTNTOG
katadpovoivrag.

6 and if by turning the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah to ashes he condemned
them to extinction and made them an example of what is coming to the ungodly;
7 and if he rescued Lot, a righteous man greatly distressed by the licentiousness
of the lawless 8 (for that righteous man, living among them day after day, was tor-
mented in his righteous soul by their lawless deeds that he saw and heard), 9 then
the Lord knows how to rescue the godly from trial, and to keep the unrighteous
under punishment until the day of judgment 10 — especially those who indulge
their flesh in depraved lust, and who despise authority.

2 Peter 2:18. Omépoyka yap potaldotntog ¢pOeyyouevol Sehedlouowv €v
gmbupialg copkog doslyeiolg toug 6vtwg amodelyovtag ToUug €v TAAvn
avaotpedouEVou,

For they speak bombastic nonsense, and with licentious desires of the flesh
they entice people who have just escaped from those who live in error.

Jude’s statement:
Jude 7. wg 266oua kai Mopoppa kal ai mept a0TAG TOAELG TOV OOLOV TPOTIOV

160"yy 8—11 constitute the second of four subsections in vv 3—20. On the surface they may appear to be a digression. Paul used the sarcastic title 'teachers of the law' in v 7, and it is

possible that vv 8—11 are a correction of any possible misconception that he has a low view of the law. But vv 8—11 are more than that. Vv 3-20 set the stage for the rest of the epistle.
The heresy as described in vv 3—7 has two flaws: (1) a misuse of the law (1 Tim 1:8-11) and (2) a corresponding misunderstanding of the role of God’s grace and mercy in salvation
(1 Tim 1:12-17). The paragraph forms an integral part of the response of the epistle to the Ephesian situation, acting as a corrective to the opponents (cf. Spicq, 1:330, 332-33; Form/
Structure/Setting on 1 Tim 1:3-7)." [William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, vol. 46, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 2000), 30.]

161"Vy 8—11 do not provide a complete presentation of Paul’s view of the law. Even the discussions in Romans and Galatians are limited. The PE present only Paul’s view of the
law that is relevant to the historical situation. The literature on Paul and the law has mushroomed since Sanders’s work, Paul and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Patterns of
Religion (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977). For a summary see T. Schreiner, Paul and the Law (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1994), and his bibliography.

"The list of fourteen vices in vv 9-10 describes the kinds of people for whom the law was laid down and contrasts them with the one kind of person—the 'just—for whom the
law was not intended. The list follows distinctive, yet inconsistent, literary patterns. Paul pairs twelve terms into eight groups. He also employs alliteration with an initial alpha, most
of the words being formed with an alpha privative much like the English un-. The salient feature of the vice list is its resemblance to the Decalogue, upon which it is based. The first
three couplets are offenses against God, corresponding to the first four commandments in the Decalogue. The remaining vices, offenses against people, correspond to the next five
commandments."

[William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, vol. 46, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 2000), 30.]
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ToUuTolg £Kmopvevuoaoal Kal ameABoloal Omicw oopkOG ETEPOC, TPOKELWVTAL
Selypo mupog aiwviou diknv uméxouoal.

Likewise, Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding cities, which, in the
same manner as they, indulged in sexual immorality and pursued unnatural lust,
serve as an example by undergoing a punishment of eternal fire.

These very similar declarations by both Peter and Jude reflect even
more closely the traditional Jewish condemnation of homosexual activi-
ty largely based upon the tradition of Sodom and Gomorrah in Genesis
18:16-19:29. The judgment of God upon Sodom and Gomorrah stands as
the condemnation of God upon homosexual behavior in the teaching of
Jesus in Matt. 11:23-24 and Luke 17:28-32. This reflects a virtual universal
stance in the Jewish intertestamental literature. The phrase umno tfi¢ thv
aBfopwv év doelyeia avaotpodiic (v. 7) contains clear allusion of unnatural
sexual behavior including homosexual conduct. Also the phrase davopolg
£pyolg (v. 8b) carries similar allusions. To Paul’'s Jewish Christian readers in
Rome familiar with the prevailing Jewish interpretation of Sodom and Go-
morrah, these allusions clearly included homosexual activity in the deviant
sexual behavor.

The coining of the term Sodomite beginning in English with the 14th
century and popularized by the KJV as a reference to homosexual conduct
is interesting.'®? Although based on the Hebrew waj meaning sacred pros-
titute, the idea of unnatural sexual intercourse between same sex partners
came to be associated with Sodom in the Jewish literature especially with
homosexual practice in connection to idolatry.'®® This carried over to Chris-
tian viewpoint. The biblical account in Genesis 19 of the city’s destruction
came to be seen as a preview of the eternal damnation awaiting all outside
the people of God, including those engaged in homosexual behavior. This
is unquestionable in Jesus and the apostles of the first century.

The references in Second Peter treat the rescue of Lot who exemplifies
the righteous out of the immoral cesspool of Sodom and Gomorrah as en-
couragement that God can also deliver His people, the Christian communi-
ty, from the corruption of the immoral world around them.'®* The Christian
community thus seeks God’s leadership and empowerment to avoid these
pagan sins.

Jude 7 is even blunter in its condemnation of homosexual behavior,
which it defines as tov épotov tpomov tovtolg Ekmopveloaoal Kat arnsAboloat
omniow oapkog Etépac, the same manner as these to indulge in sexual immorality
and to pursue unnatural lust. Those engaging in such deviant sexual be-
havior mpokewtatl Setypa mupodc atwviou diknv UMExouaal, serve as an example
by undergoing a punishment of eternal fire. As the larger context of vv. 8-23
makes very clear, this kind of immoral behavior is a part of what the false
teachers advocate among the believing community. This in turn signals
their paganism being disguised as Christian teaching. These false teachers
will suffer the same fate as the lost and the residents of Sodom and Gomor-
rah.

Summary. What can then be learned about the practice of homosexu-
ality from scriptural teachings just in the New Testament against the back-
drop of its first century world? Let me list some of the lessons to be learned
from Rom. 1:18-27. The final scripture text unit of vv. 28-32 will add some
additional lessons to this listing.

1) NT biblical understanding must be within the framework of ancient He-
brew and Jewish understandings.

In order to get at a proper and accurate understanding of the teach-
ing of Paul to the Roman Christians here one absolutely must understand
at least the contours of the traditional Jewish teachings by the time of the
middle of the first century when Romans was written. Apart from this per-

122"Historically, the English term sodomy (derived from the story of SODOM and GOMORRAH in Gen. 18-19) has referred to any kind of nonprocreative sexual act, although it

is usually applied specifically to homosexuality. The KJV uses the term sodomite to translate Hebrew gadées H7728 ('set apart [for the use of the deity]'; Deut. 23:17; 1 Ki. 14:24; 15:12;
22:46; 2 Ki. 23:7), which evidently refers to a male shrine PROSTITUTE. In the NT the NRSV uses the same word to translate Greek arsenokoites G780 (1 Cor. 6:9; 1 Tim. 1:10),
probably meaning 'pederast,’ a man who assumes the dominant role in homosexual activity." [Moisés Silva and Merrill Chapin Tenney, The Zondervan Encyclopedia of the Bible, Q-Z
(Grand Rapids, MI: The Zondervan Corporation, 2009), 552.]

163" The wickedness of the Sodomites appears to have been so heinous and debasing as to have become proverbial (Gn 13:13; 18:20, La 4:6, Is 3:9, cf. 2 P 2:6, Jude 7). The term
‘Sodomite’ (wnp) is used in Scripture to describe offences against the laws of nature which were frequently connected with idolatrous practices (cf. Dt 23:17, 1 K 14:24; 15:12,2 K 23:7,
see art. SODOMITE). The fate of Sodom and Gomorrah is referred to by our Lord as a warning to those who reject the offer of the gospel (Mt 10:15; cf. Jude 7, 2 P 2:6). A spiritual
or typical meaning is applied to the word in Revelation (11:8)." [Edward Hull, “SODOM,” ed. James Hastings et al., A Dictionary of the Bible: Dealing with Its Language, Literature,
and Contents Including the Biblical Theology (New York; Edinburgh: Charles Scribner’s Sons; T. & T. Clark, 1911-1912), 559.]

1642 Peter 2:9-10. 9 oidev KUPLOC UOEPELC €K TEpaopol PUESBaL, Abikoug 8¢ €ic Apépav Kpioew kOAAlopEVOUG TNPETY, 10 pdAota 5& Toug dmiow copkdS év EmBUpiQ ool
TIOPEVOUEVOUG Kal KupLotntog katadpovoivrag. 9 then the Lord knows how to rescue the godly from trial, and to keep the unrighteous under punishment until the day of judgment
10 —especially those who indulge their flesh in depraved lust, and who despise authority.
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spective, no correct interpretation of Rom. 1:18-27 is possible. The above
exegesis has sought diligently to give full attention to this essential back-
ground understanding.

The Israelites from the time of Abraham onward lived in a world where
religion and sex were strongly linked.'®® The middle eastern fertility orien-
tation of most of the pagan religions in Egypt and especially in Canaan
presented real challenges to the developing monotheism of the Israelites.
To be sure, sex in religion for their pagan neighbors meant mostly hetero-
sexual deviation from marriage commitments. Sacred temple prostitutes
presented continual temptation to the Israelite males.'®® Evidently homo-
sexual activity in the middle east was generally condemned by virtually
all the various ethnic groups in the Fertile Crescent. Yet it existed enough
to warrant coming under the penalty of execution in the Israelite Torah of
God. Yet a careful reading of the OT texts strongly indicates that it was not

singled out as being the worse violation of God’s laws. It falls within the
scope of all deviant sexual behaviors, that is, beyond heterosexual inter-
course between a married man and woman. This is the divine ideal clearly
preserved in the OT from Genesis onward.

From the outset, the Israelites strongly condemned sexual activity of
any kind that was linked to religious worship, particularly public worship
gatherings. Condemnations of sex orgies in the cultic practices of most of
the Canaanite groups of people became a distinguishing trait separating
out the Israelites from their pagan neighbors.'®” Sexual intercourse was in
no way any kind of worship action acceptable to God. God is the essence
of holiness and moral purity.

Thus the OT treats nakedness as something to be avoided with strenu-
ous effort. Several Hebrew words are used a total of 53 times in reference
to having one’s genital area exposed.'®®

165This stands in the background of the extensive use of deviant sexual behavior, mostly adultery, as a metaphor for idolatry. The sacredness of God's relationship with Israel lent
itself to being compared to the sacredness of human marriage. Israel's dabbling in idol worship then naturally represented adultery, a violation of her relationship with God. To worship

an idol for the Israelite represented spiritual 'whoredom' on his part.

166" Christianity had its origins out of a Judaism that had been purged of idolatry, and there is little mention of idolatry in the Gospels. The NT concerns about idolatry came from

penetration into the gentile world where a variety of religions involved ideas and practices similar to those found in the ANE. Fertility cults, emperor worship, and the mystery religions
were practiced throughout the Greek and Roman world (see Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 41-46; 138—67) and these involved both the use of images/statues and the worship of other
gods, either of which constituted idolatry in the eyes of early church leaders whose roots were in Judaism. Paul found Athens to be a city full of idols (Acts 17:16). He confronted
idolatry in Ephesus (Acts 19:24—41) and in keeping with the perspective of Judaism declared that “gods made with hands are no gods at all” (see Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 149-54).
In some instances Paul seems to have argued that the idols have no real existence (1 Cor 8:4), while in others he suggests that there is a demonic reality that underlies the idolatrous
practices (1 Cor 10:20). Paul explains the origin of idols as human rejection of God’s revelation which replaces the worship of the Creator with the worship of a creature (Rom 1:18-23).
The NT exhorts believers to flee idolatry (e.g., 1 Cor 10:14), and the Jerusalem Council advised all believers to avoid things sacrificed to idols (Acts 15:29). The NT also understands
idolatry as putting anything in the place that God alone should occupy as the proper focus of obedience and worship (e.g., Col 3:5)." [Edward M. Curtis, “Idol, Idolatry,” ed. David
Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 3:380-381.]

'"This is connected in part to the monotheistic view of religion by the Israelites in contrast to the polygamous views of their pagan neighbors. Canaanite religions typically in-
cluded both male and female deities who engaged in intercourse. So human sexual intercourse represents in this polygamous system but a human reflection of the actions of the gods.

In the ancient Near Eastern world view, the sexual activity of human beings, then, is simply an earthly reflection of what takes place in the divine realm.

The OT, however, presents a radically different theology from that of the surrounding nations. Genesis 1 and 2 announce that God created the cosmos and the first human
beings. There is only one God, and divine sexual activity does not enter into the picture of creation. As we will see, the Bible uses sexual images to describe God; however, God
is clearly neither male nor female. Sexuality is a result of creation, not a quality of the Creator. God creates both male and female “in his image” (Gen 1:27 RSV). Though God is
frequently imaged as a male (king, father, warrior), it is not unusual for God to be pictured as a female (mother, Lady Wisdom). God is, nonetheless, no more a male or female
than he is a rock or a shield (Ps 18:2).

[Leland Ryken, Jim Wilhoit, et al., Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 776.]

I8"NAKEDNESS [»yi1 ma‘or, v7);7 ‘erwah; yopvotng gymnotés]. The basic idea of the term nakedness is 'to lay bare,' 'to expose,' 'to reveal,' or 'to uncover.' The terms are often
euphemisms for genitalia (e.g., Gen 9:22; Lev 18:9). The term nakedness has several meanings in the Bible.

"Humans are born naked and die naked (Job 1:21; Eccl 5:15 [Heb. 5:14]). Related is the statement that humans were originally naked and without shame (Gen 2:25). Nakedness is
also a sign of dire poverty. As part of the call to help the poor, the Israclites are encouraged to clothe the naked (Isa 58:6—7; Job 22:6; 24:7, 10), a call Jesus continues (Matt 25:36, 43).

"Nakedness before God is prohibited. Israelites are not to ascend the steps of an altar and expose their nakedness (Exod 20:26 [Heb. 20:23]; compare Rev 3:18). More pointedly,
the priests are to wear linen breeches when they serve in the tent or at the altar to cover their nakedness (Exod 28:42).

"Nakedness, as an exposure of the most shameful kind, is a sign of or a call for divine judgment (Isa 3:17; 20:2—4; 47:3; Hab 2:15; Mic 1:11; Nah 3:5). This usage often depicts
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But this does not mean that sex is inherently bad. Human sexual in-
tercourse is the way of perpetuating humanity. This view is clear in the
Old Testament. Yet the Hebrew text does not contain many direct terms
depicting sexual actions. Instead, euphemisms are used to portray sexu-
al activity.'® Sometimes the metaphors used, however, can evoke rather
graphic imagination.'® This can pose challenges for modern translators so
far removed from the cultural mind-set of ancient Israel. This reserve often
sets apart the thinking and viewpoints of the Israelite / Jewish mind-set
from others in their world.

Although the experiencing of pleasure from sexual actions is acknowl-
edged, the clear objective of them is the producing of children. This man-
dates keeping sexual action strictly within the framework of marriage. Any
and all deviations from this norm are sinful and an abomination to God. For

ancient Jews, divine creation itself makes this clear, not to mention
basic human anatomy. To be sure procreation played a central role

unit; forearm, hand; metaph: side, bank, part, po;sessiun, power, monument, penis; (pl.) holders | n th e SeXu al mores Of I Srael ,S pag a n n e |g h bO rS . B Ut th e U n b rld I ed

achieving of pleasure from sexual actions pushed the boundaries
way beyond the martial relationship for males in the patriarchal
world of the middle east.

When an exploration of the intertestamental Jewish literature
concerning sexual behavior is made, one concludes that the Ju-
daism which emerged out of the Babylonian exile maintained the
teachings of the Old Testament strictly. Some of the ideas were
reinterpreted into the contemporary urbanized life of Jews from

the rural and small town perceptions embedded into the OT. In the centu-
ries just before and including the beginning Christian era, Jewish thinking
often sought to interact with first Greek and then Roman thinking. Jewish
philosophers such as Philo in the century before Christ wrote in the heavily
Hellenized Alexandria Egypt as well as to the huge Jewish populations in
what is now modern Turkey which were also heavily influenced by Greek
thinking. Writings such as the Wisdom of Solomon, the Testaments of the
Twelve Patriarchs et als. vigorously condemn the deviant sexual behavior,
including homosexual activities, of the Greeks in distinguishing religious
Jews from the paganism that surrounded them.

One of the innovative ways of making their case was the employment
of terms found only in very Greek, non-Hebrew languages such as ‘natural’

a city or nation as a 'female' who has been sexually unfaithful to her husband or sexually promiscuous (see Hos 2:2—13 [Heb. 2:4-15]). The prophets often announce Yahweh’s judg-

ments on Israel and Judah in this way (Ezek 16; 23).

"To uncover the nakedness of another is a euphemism for sexual intercourse or an uncovering or shaming of a male family member through intercourse with his wife (repeatedly
in Lev 18 and 20, both part of the Holiness Code material; see the story of Noah’s nakedness in Gen 9:20-29). The Holiness texts identify family relations by prohibiting males from

having intercourse with specific females related by blood or marriage."

[Frank H. Gorman, “Nakedness,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter s Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009), 217.]

1%"There is no verb in the Bible that means 'to have sexual intercourse,' rather the idea is conveyed by a series of euphemistic metaphors. The first two are used frequently enough
that they may be frozen metaphors. The very common 'to know' indicates that to engage in sex entails learning new things about the body and personality of one’s partner (cf. Gen 4:1,
17,25; 1 Sam 1:19). To 'lie down' with someone of course hints at one of the most common positions for the sex act (Gen 19:32; 22:19; 38:26; Lev 18:22; Deut 28:30). More colorful
expressions include 'playing' (Gen 26:8), 'plowing' (Judg 14:18) and 'grinding grain' (Job 31:10).

"Crude metonymy for women as sexual objects appear in Judges 5:30 (the NIV translates 'girl,' but the Hebrew is coarse slang; cf. Eccles 2:8, where women are referred to as

'breasts')."

[Leland Ryken, Jim Wilhoit, et al., Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 778.]
170" Certainly the most sexually explicit of all biblical books on the matter of sexuality is the Song of Songs. The poet(s) of these passionate love songs often use imagery to refer to

the male and female erogenous zones. Space permits only a sample. In a poem descriptive of the woman’s beauty and generically identified as a song sung as a prelude to lovemaking
(Pope, 55-56, 67, 142, 144), the man likens the woman’s breasts to 'twin fawns of a gazelle that browse among the lilies' (Song 4:5 NIV). The image evokes the anticipation of touch.
It is an image of gentleness. Later, at the end of a similar descriptive song, the man describes his beloved’s body as a slender palm tree whose clusters of fruit are her breasts. In a mo-
ment of passion he cries out, 'I will climb the palm tree; I will take hold of its fruit.' (Song 7:7-8 NIV). This image is more visual than the first, showing that his romantic intentions are
focused on the woman’s breasts." [Leland Ryken, Jim Wilhoit, et al., Dictionary of Biblical Imagery (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 777.]
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and ‘unnatural.’ The concept of something being ‘natural,” $Voig, does not
exist inside the Hebrew Bible. But this perspective of buoic was common in
the Greek speaking world in application to life and living standards.'' The
Greek Jewish writings utilize the terminology, but inject it with traditional
Jewish definitions and assumptions largely related to God as the Creator
of all life. As a communication strategy to make their point of the superiority
of Judaism over all other religions and philosophies, it enabled them to get
their message across clearly and with understanding.

When one examines each of the NT passages that speak to deviant
sexual behavior, especially homosexuality, the influence of this contempo-
rary Jewish stance upon early Christian writing and thinking is unquestion-
able. The essential points of the sinfulness of deviant sexual behavior, of its
close linkage to idolatry etc. found in the Jewish literature are reproduced
in tact inside the NT. This extends even to the use of the specialized Greek
vocabulary of ¢uoig etc. And this is particularly true for the apostle Paul.
The advantage of communication in Greek to a readership in the church at
Rome largely conditioned by both the Greek terms and thinking as well as
the limited Hellenistic Jewish utilization of it represents a very smart move
by the apostle. His Christian view point was essentially already made. He
needed only to give it a clear Christian tone and perspective which affirmed
the OT views.

Yet, as Paul reflects in Romans one, some distinctive Christian per-
spectives emerge. Most noticeable in chapter one of Romans is that the
condemnation of paganism, in contrast to covenant Israel, readily found in
the Jewish writings is reshaped into a condemnation of depraved humanity

at large by Paul. This becomes particularly clear from Paul's use of OT
concepts of condemning deviant sexual behavior and other moral failures
that mostly targeted the Israelites in his portraying of the evils of humanity
in general. Paul begins with a vigorous condemnation of sinful humanity
universally before moving in chapter two to focus on the religious hypocrisy
by individuals professing to be God’s people, whether Jewish or non-Jew-
ish.

As already noted, understanding where Paul is coming from in Rom.
1:18-27 is essential to correct grasping of his points made to his initial read-
ership. This Hellenistic Jewish mind-set about sexuality and deviant sexual
behavior in general provides the proper foundation for interpreting Paul.
He affirms this perspective without modification or any negation of any es-
sential point. To contend that Paul adopts the Greek thinking even just in
part rather than the Jewish views cannot be successfully defended. This is
obviously clear in comparing the texts. Any deriving of timeless principles
on the topic of deviant sexual behavior including homosexuality must then
fit this framework and not conflict with it.

What are some implications that flow out of this foundational principle?
Those lessons listed below represent some of the implications.

2) God’s negative posture toward deviant sexual behavior is made abun-
dantly clear in the NT.

Both the Hebrew Bible and the Christian New Testament are in clear
agreement that sexual activity is strictly limited to a male and female within
the framework of official marriage.'”? Its divine purpose is for producing

""There is no Hbr. equivalent for the word @vo1c and hence we find the term only occasionally in LXX works orig. written in Gk. (3 and 4 Macc., Wis.), while the adj. puowog

does not occur at all. In the pseudepigr. pOoig and pvoikog occur a few times in Test. XII in spite of a possible Hbr. original. Several passages reflect current Gk. usage, nature' (— 254,
9 ff.) of water that it can quench, Wis. 19:20, 'talent' par. cuviifsia and f0oc, 4 Macc. 13:27, 'species"* (or 'natures'?) of animals, Wis. 7:20, wéico, Ovnt @Ooig 'each mortal being,' 3
Macc. 3:29, once of God, who has compassion on men 'according to (His) nature,' 4 Macc. 5:25. In 4 Macc. universal nature which over-rules all life (— 259, 16 ff.) is contrasted with
law and also, in very non-Greek fashion, with reason. In the speech of Antiochus it is the giver of such gifts as good-tasting swine’s flesh, 4 Macc. 5:8 f. But the pious and steadfast
reason of the mother of the seven martyrs can triumph even over 'nature.’ Oo1g iepd here is par. to the power of parental love, the ties of birth and their mé6og, 15:13, cf. 16:3 and v.
also the advisers in the soul of the mother: nature, birth, love of children, and the agonies of the sons, 15:25.
"The sense of 'physical nature' occurs in Test. XII, cf. of sleep &kotacic pvoewc, Test. R. 3:1,160 the power of anger which is doubled by sickness mapd v Tii¢ pvoewc, Test. D.
3:5. The adj. is used in the same sense: 1 voikr dvvaug as distinct from the help of others and the power of wealth, 3:4, cf. oi pvowoil61 é@Baipoi, 2:4."
[Helmut Koster, “@votg, Duowkde, Gvowde,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:266-267.]
12To be sure what constitutes official marriage has varied among both Jews and Christians over the centuries. The guarantor of official marriage as either the church / synagogue
and/or the state is largely a product of Roman Catholic influence from the second century AD onward. By making marriage one of the holy sacraments, the RC church took over the
authority of establishing officially recognized marriages. With the establishment of state religion for Christianity in the four century AD, the government largely came to affirm mar-
riages that had been established by the RC church. The Protestant Reformation brought deep changes in western society with both church (RC and Protestant churches) and the govern-
ment assuming dual authority. Various governments in the western world have assumed differing levels of authority. Typically the dynamic in today's world is that the state must have
final authority in recognizing marriages. This is critical for property ownership, business transactions and liability, etc. But whether or not the state recognizes marriage ceremonies
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children. Therefore any sexual activity outside this well defined parameter
represents sinful rebellion against the will of God. And it is action held in
strict accountability by God both now and on the Day of Final Judgment.
The stance of the scriptures is that this represents the revealed will of God
for all time. And for all humanity. There is no serious questioning of this
understanding of the Bible, either Jewish or Christian.

Homosexual activity is briefly considered in both the Old and New Tes-

taments, not because it was of little importance. But rather, primarily be-
cause it did not represent a significant problem for either the Israelites or
Jews, nor for early Christians -- even those living outside Palestine in a
sea of paganism where such was practiced. For example, Lev. 18:22, 29
forbids the practice of homosexual activity.”? And Lev. 20:13 pronounces
the death penalty upon every engaging in such practice.'

Although not all the penalties laid out in the Holiness Code in Leviticus

conducted by ordained clergy or not, or whether an additional civil ceremony is mandated, depends on the particular government. Generally European and Latin American countries
require a civil ceremony with the religious ceremony purely optional. North America tends to recognize the conducting of a religious wedding ceremony by an ordained minister who
at the time is officiating as an authorized representative of the state as well as of the church. In all instances, a certificate of a wedding ceremony must be filed with the state for an
official marriage to exist.

In the world of the Old Testament and first century Christianity that followed the existing Jewish norms, the process involved neither state or church. Marriage was established by
a formal ceremony conducted by the two families represented by the bride and groom. A formal contract of marriage was signed by the guardians of each the bride and groom, since
marriage was a family experience and not just an individual experience by the couple.

When Christianity began making inroads into the non-Jewish world in the middle of the first century, the wedding traditions altered somewhat to follow the particular ethnic cus-
toms of the two families connected to the couple getting married. But weddings and marriages were still arranged by the two families with the couple having minimal or little to say in
the situation. How much input the couple had depended upon the ethnic customs represented and upon distinctive family patterns usually determined by the stances of the two fathers
involved.

There was no acceptable 'living together' outside of formal marriage. Marriage was universally mandated for acceptable sexual behavior. And this was particularly true for the fe-
male. Different cultures reflect differing levels of toleration for deviant sexual behavior outside marriage by the male, but generally had no toleration for such by the female. Prostitution
was largely based on the use of female slaves, readily available for hire in brothels and in the temples.

1731 ev. 18:22 BHS.
IRYT 7AVIN TR 2R 220N KD 010K 22

LXX. kal petd Gpoevog o0 KolunOnon koitnv yuvaikog: BoEAuyua yap £oTiv. T
Vulg. cum masculo non commisceberis coitu femineo quia abominatio est t
NRSYV. You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination.

Lev. 18:29 BHS.
MayINg 930 TRy WK 7D 29
NN NN PR
0Py 2)pn Nwyp

LXX. o0t mdg, 6¢ Gv motron &nd navtwy tov BSeAuypdtwy touTtwy, £€§oAeBpeubrioovtal at Yuxal ail motoloat €k To0 Aaol avtdv.t
Vulg. omnis anima quae fecerit de abominationibus his quippiam peribit de medio populi sui t
NRSV. For whoever commits any of these abominations shall be cut off from their people.

174Lev. 20:13 BHS.
TR 220N MP1NR 320 PR WK)
N oI Wy 723N
‘02 00T NpY

LXX. kat 0¢ v kolunBfi petad dpoevog koltnv yuvaikog, BSEAuyua énoincav dudotepol: Oavatovcbwaoay, Evoxol eiow.t
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20 were enforced consistently, the death penalty for homosexual conduct
was one of those which was strictly enforced. When such severe measures
were adopted by the Israelites, the forbidden practices ceased to be a ma-
jor issue among lIsraelite and then for Jewish people living in the Land of
Promise. Where inconsistent enforcement became the pattern, problems
persisted, such as adultery. All this stands in the background of the min-
imal treatment of the issue of homosexuality in early Christian writings,
while considerable space is devoted to issues such as marital infidelity, i.e.,
adultery. These were the actual problems taking place in the world of the
readers of the texts.'”

The application of the strong stance against homosexual behavior found
inside the OT to the first century world of Judaism and apostolic Christianity
necessitated some modification. Execution of offenders along side adultors
and others remained possible in Roman occupied Palestine. But Diaspora
Judaism was a different matter in most regions of the Mediterranean world
outside the Jewish Land of Promise. Where strong Greek presence and
heritage existed, e.g., Alexandria Egypt and the Roman provinces of Asia,

Macedonia, and Achaia, the Greek practice of homosexuality meant for
Jews that any offenders inside their communities would simply be expelled
from the community.’”® But the Hellenistic Jewish writings of this period,
namely of Philo, Josephus et als., do not indicate much problem with ho-
mosexual actions by Jews, even Diaspora Jews."” Their discussions uni-
formly come at it as an outsider and not an insider issue. And this stance is
also reflected in the beginning Christian discussion inside the NT.

3) Neither Paul nor other NT writers make any distinction about differing
forms of homosexual activity.

Among the isolated modern defenders of homosexuality among
Christian writers,'”® the case in favor depends exegetically entirely upon
a very shallow use of eisogesis rather than careful, legitimate exegesis of
the scripture texts, mostly of Rom. 1:26-27. Numerous other scholars have
severely critiqued this futile attempt to defend some forms of homosexual-
ity.”g

The argument contends that all that Paul condemns in Rom. 1:26-27

Vulg. qui dormierit cum masculo coitu femineo uterque operati sunt nefas morte moriantur sit sanguis eorum super eos t
NRSW. If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination; they shall be put to death; their blood is upon them.

130ne of the reasons for no 'systematic theology' existing in the scriptures is the theoretical nature of the subject. The biblical text has zero interest in theory. The functional ap-
proach to life reflected in ancient Judaism leads the biblical writers to focus on real needs and issues in their world. God's Word is structured to address these issues, not theoretical ones.

This means that biblical interpretation must re-address itself to the contemporary issues of each period of time in human history. The Bible is no handbook of religion. Instead,
it addresses how God acted and spoke to His particular people at a certain time and place. Out of this divine action then comes the voice of God to each succeeding generation of His
people when proper interpretation occurs. This is the fundamental nature of scripture. Treating the scripture otherwise automatically means misstreating it!

176Such 'toning down' of the OT demand for execution seems extensive to modern western readers. But in the intensely collective, not individualistic, societies of not only the Jews

but virtually all ethnic groups across the Mediterranean world of that time, expulsion from the community was generally considered worse than execution. In that kind of world, one's
identity and value were determined exclusively by group membership and had nothing to do with anything resident within the individual. Joining a group was no real option, particularly
if you had been expelled from another. Expulsion meant sinking into a world of nothingness with no sense of identity or value. This is why Paul sometimes defines expulsion from the
Christian community as a 'turning over to Satan.' Cf. 1 Cor. 5:5.

177cf. Wisdom of Solomon 14:26; Epistle of Aristeas 152; Philo, De Abrahamo135-37; De Specialibus Legibus 3.37-42; Sibylline Oracles. 3:184-86, 764; Pseudo-Phocylides 3,
190-92, 213-14; Josephus, Contra Apionem 2.273-75); also the sustained polemic against sexual promiscuity and homosexuality in Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (particularly
Testament of Levi 14.6; 17.11; Testment of Naphtali 4.1) and in the Sibylline Oracles (e.g., 3.185-87,594—600, 763); see further H. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen
Testament, 4 vols. (Munich: Beck’sche, 1926-28)

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 65.]

18 Among the more influential are the following:

John Boswell in Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality (1980)

L. W. Countryman, Dirt, Greed and Sex: Sexual Ethics in the New Testament and Their Implications for Today Philadelphia: Fortress, 1988.

Robin Scroggs, The New Testament and Homosexuality. Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983.

”Richard B. Hays, “Relations Natural and Unnatural: A Response to John Boswell’s Exegesis of Romans 1,” Journal of Religious Ethics 14 (1986) 184-215.

Marion L. Soards, Scripture and Homosexuality: Biblical Authority and the Church Today. Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1995.

David F. Wright, “Homosexuals or Prostitutes? The Meaning of APXENOKOITAI (1 Cor 6:9, 1 Tim 1:10),” Vigiliae christianae 38 (1984) 125-53

idem, “Homosexuality: The Relevance of the Bible,” Evangelical Quarterly 61 (1989) 291-300.
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is pederasty,'® while other forms of first century homosexual practice are
ignored. This is based on a highly questionable interpretation of Gpoeveg év
dpoeowv, male with male (v. 27). But as has been in detail pointed out, this
is clearly not the point of Paul when the full context of vv. 26-27 is given
consideration. Clearly, the parallel lesbian and homosexual references in

al te yap OnAstatl adt®dv petnAlagav v Guoiknv xpiiowv gic tv mapd ¢puoly,
opolwg e Kal ol dpoeveg adévieg TRV duCLKAV xpfiotv Thc BnAsiog é€skalBnoav
€V Tfj opegel alT®V eig AARAoug are referencing homosexual practice inclu-
sively in all forms, not just one practice of it.’®" Plus to define the inclusive
dpoeveg, males, as referring to but one minor segment of male humans is

idem, “Early Christian Attitudes to Homosexuality,” Studia Patristica XVIII:2 (1989) 329-34.
18Male prostitution using anal penetration.

8ISomewhat similar to paralleling lesbianism and homosexuality in the Greek literature is
Plato, Laws, 1.636¢

For this your States are held primarily responsible, and along with them all others [C] that especially encourage the use of gymnasia. And whether one makes the observation
in earnest or in jest, one certainly should not fail to observe that when male unites with female for procreation the pleasure experienced is held to be due to nature, but con-
trary to nature when male mates with male or female with female, and that those first guilty of such enormities were impelled by their slavery to pleasure. And we all accuse
the Cretans of concocting the story about Ganymede. [D] Because it was the belief that they derived their laws from Zeus, they added on this story about Zeus in order that they
might be following his example in enjoying this pleasure as well. Now with the story itself we have no more concern; but when men are investigating the subject of laws their
investigation deals almost entirely with pleasures and pains, whether in States or in individuals. These are the two fountains which gush out by nature’s impulse; and whoever
draws from them a due supply at the due place and time is blessed—be it a State [E] or an individual or any kind of creature; but whosoever does so without understanding and
out of due season will fare contrariwise.
[Plato, Laws: English Text, ed. T. E. Page et al., trans. R. G. Bury, vol. 1, The Loeb Classical Library (Cambridge, MA; London; New York: Harvard University Press; William

Heinemann Ltd; G. P. Putnam’s Sons, 1926), 41-43.]

Kal ToUTWV TAG UUETEPAG TIOAELG TTPWTOG AV TLG aiTl®yTo Kal [636¢] doat TWv GAAWVY HAALoTA AmTovTal TWV Yyupvaoiwyv: Kal gite nailovta elte omovdalovra €vvoelv Sel T
totadta, évvontéov OtTL Tff InAciq kai th TV appévwy QPUOEL gi¢ Kowvwviav iovan ThA¢ yevnoewg n niepi tadta néovn katd @uolv anodedoodat Sokel, appévwy 8 npdc
appevac fi InAetv npo¢ InAeiag mapd pUo Kai TOV TpWTWV T6 TOAUNK’ €lvat 8t dkpdteiav f6ovijc. tavtec 8¢ 8 Kpntév tov mept Favuprdn piBov [636d] katnyopoduev
(¢ Aoyomotnodvtwy ToUTwy- EMeldn mopd Ald¢ alToiC ol VOHOL TEMLOTEVHEVOL ROV Yeyovéval, ToUTtov Tov HiBov mpootednkéval katd tol Adc, iva émdpevol 81 T Be®
KOPTLGVTOL KoL TAUTNV TAV ASOVAV. TO pév 00V To HUB0U XoLpETw, VOHWV & TéPL SLACKOMOU UEVWY AvBpwIiwy dAlyou MEod 0TV 1) oKEPLS Tiepl Te TAC ABOVAC Kol T AUTtaC
£v Te tOAeoW Kal év 18loLc f1Beoiv- U0 yap altaL mtnyat pebelvtal puoeL pelv, MV O eV ApuTdpevog BBev Te [636€] Sl Kal OMOTE Kal OMOcoV eUSALUOVEL, Kol TOALC OHOLWCE Kol
dLwTng Kat I®ov amav, 6 &’ AVeMLOTNUOVWE AP Kal €KTOG TV Kalp®v Tavavtia av ékeivw lwn.

[Plato, Platonis Opera, Ed. John Burnet (Medford, MA: Oxford University Press, 1903).] Plato takes a dim view of homosexual actions since they are based on a quest for pleasure.

Heterosexual actions are superior since they seek procreation.

The Jewish mention of both sees both as strictly prohibited by God in the Torah. Pseudo-Phocylides, Sentences 191-192, follows the Torah prohibitions against deviant sexual be-
havior including homosexuality. This summary of Torah commandments parallels Philo's Hypothetica 7:1-9 and Josephus, Contra apionem 2:190 - 219. As an example, note Josephus'

statements:

25. (199) But then, what are our laws about marriage? That law owns no other mixture of sexes but that which nature hath appointed, of a man with his wife, and that
this be used only for the procreation of children. But it abhors the mixture of a male with a male; and if anyone do that, death is his punishment. (200) It also commands us
also, when we marry, not to have regard to portion, nor to take a woman by violence, nor to persuade her deceitfully and knavishly; but demand her in marriage of him who hath
power to dispose of her, and is fit to give her away by the nearness of his kindred; (201) for, saith the Scripture, “A woman is inferior to her husband in all things.” Let her, there-
fore, be obedient to him; not so, that he should abuse her, but that she may acknowledge her duty to her husband; for God hath given the authority to the husband. A husband,
therefore, is to lie only with his wife whom he hath married; but to have to do with another man’s wife is a wicked thing; which, if any one venture upon, death is inevitably his
punishment: no more can he avoid the same who forces a virgin betrothed to another man, or entices another man’s wife. (202) The law, moreover enjoins us to bring up all our
offspring, and forbids women to cause abortion of what is begotten, or to destroy it afterward; and if any woman appears to have so done, she will be a murderer of her child, by
destroying a living creature, and diminishing humankind: if anyone, therefore, proceeds to such fornication or murder, he cannot be clean. (203) Moreover, the law enjoins, that
after the man and wife have lain together in a regular way, they shall bathe themselves; for there is a defilement contracted thereby, both in soul and body, as if they had gone
into another country; for indeed the soul, by being united to the body, is subject to miseries, and is not freed therefrom again but by death; on which account the law requires
this purification to be entirely performed.

[Flavius Josephus and William Whiston, The Works of Josephus: Complete and Unabridged (Peabody: Hendrickson, 1987), 806.]
[199] Tiveg & oi mept YAHWY VOpOL; MIEW pOVNV OBEV O VOUOG TV Kot GpUGLY TAV TIPOG yuvailka, Kol Tavtny el péAAoL Tékvwy éveka yiveoBal. Thv 8& mpog dppevag AppEvwy
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unjustifiable lexicologically, etymologically, and historically. This has been
clearly demonstrated by those rebutting the homosexual advocates. The
above exegesis of these two verses should have made this clear.

When Paul alludes to the condemned pagan practices of homosexual
in the non-Jewish and non-Christian world of the Roman believers in this
letter, he speaks of homosexual conduct in all it forms as a reflection of
God’s wrath being poured out now upon behavior deemed nabn dtuiog,
dishonoring passions, expressed by both females and males. They have re-
jected God and He thus rejects them by turning them over to these dishon-
oring passions. By every contextual standard it is inconceivable that Paul
only means one minor form of homosexual practice found in the pagan
world of his day.

The closest that the New Testament ever comes to distinguishing be-
tween homosexual actions is the pair of complementary terms olte paakot
oUte apoevokottat in the vice list of 1 Cor. 6:9-10'82 As the above exegesis
amply demonstrates, the two terms designate homosexual activity from the
aggressive / passive perspectives of the two partners. This very Greek ori-
ented terminology views the actions of homosexuals and lesbians (note the
inclusive plural) from the aggressive male and the passive female stances
in the activity. But the two terms do not define a particular category of ho-
mosexual activity, just the adopted stances in the actions. And quite clearly
the header statement at the beginning asserts that all those in the list are
excluded from God’s Kingdom both now and in eternity: "H oUk oldate 6tL
Gbikol Bg00 BaotAeiav o0 kKAnpovouroouoty; un mAavacOe, Or do you not know
that wrongdoers will not inherit the Kingdom of God? Don’t be deceived: Then
note the terminus repeating of this in order to make an even stronger point

about exclusion: Bacw\eiav B0l kAnpovounoouaty, none of these will inherit
God’s Kingdom.

4) Homosexual activity of all kinds is condemned as one of many types of
deviant sexual behavior. %

The failure of conservative commentators on this topic is the all too
common tendency to make homosexual conduct the preeminent sin worse
than all others. The taking of Paul’s singling out of homosexual activity in
vv. 26-27 in no way implies that this sin is considered worse in Christian
circles than the other sins mentioned in vv. 28-31. Via his using Greco-Ro-
man based evaluations through the un-Jewish reference to TAv Quaikhv
xpfAolv / Thv Tapd euolv homosexual actions becomes the clearest way to
illustrate deviant sexual actions to a readership heavily conditioned to eval-
uating actions by whether they are natural or unnatural. The consensus of
the philosophers, particularly the Stoic philosophers such as Paul’s con-
temporary Seneca, was that homosexual activity represented an unnatural
sexual action.

The way of the structuring of the vice lists in 1 Cor. 6:9-10 and 1 Tim.
1:8-11 makes it clear that homosexuality is but one type of deviant sexual
behavior condemned by God. In 1 Tim. 1:10, apoevokotitalg is listed after
nopvolg, immoral persons inclusively practicing heterosexual actions out-
side marriage. In 1 Cor. 6:9, oUte palakot olte dpoevokottal are listed after
oUte nopvol oUte eibwAoAdtpat olte potyol with mopvol designating immoral
sexual actions outside marriage, and pouot designating immoral sexual
actions outside marriage by married individuals. One can only conclude
from examination of these listings that the apostle Paul both condemned

€otuynke, kat Bdvarog tourutiplov €l tig émyelpriostev. [Josephus, The Life, Against Apion: Greek Text, ed. T. E. Page et al., vol. I, The Loeb Classical Library (London; Cambridge,

MA: William Heinemann Ltd; Harvard University Press, 1966), 372.]

1821 Cor. 6:9-10. 9"H oUk oibate 6L &dikol B0l Baoleiav ol kKAnpovouroouoty; pr rhaviioBe- olte topvol olte eildwAoldtpat olte potyol olite paAakoi olUte Aposvokoital
10 oUte kA€mtal oUte MAgovekTaL, oU PEBUoOL, o0 Aoibopol, oUy dpmayeg Baotheiav Ogol kKAnpovourcouoty.
9 Do you not know that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived! Fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, male prostitutes, sodomites, 10 thieves, the

greedy, drunkards, revilers, robbers — none of these will inherit the kingdom of God.

183"One net result of the preceding paragraphs is to vindicate greater originality and broader scope for Paul’s brief references. Yet Paul does not single out same-sex intercourse
as specially perverted or monstrous. He lists it alongside theft, drunkenness and perjury, as well as adultery and murder (see Virtues and Vices). The paucity of Paul’s references is
inconsistent with its being incomparably execrable, but this fact does not imply its relative unimportance. The broader context of his teaching on sexuality supports the view that he
saw same-sex activity as so self-evidently contrary to God’s creative purpose as to allow of such brief—but eloquent—mention.

"Certainly Paul could not have envisaged some facets of contemporary debates, such as 'monogamous' same-sex relationships between persons of homosexual preference. It is
nevertheless a safe conclusion that, whatever might be said about individual orientations or dispositions, Paul could only have regarded all homosexual erotic and genital behavior as
contrary to the creator’s plan for human life, to be abandoned on conversion (cf. 1 Cor 6:11; see Ethics)."

[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 414.]
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homosexual actions but did not consider them any worse than heterosex-
ual actions outside of marriage. The latter receives much more treatment
simply, cf. 1 Cor. 6:12-20, because it represented problem areas for newly
converted Christians coming out of a world where such heterosexual ac-
tions were considered normative and ‘natural.’

This broader NT defining of deviant sexual activity to include all forms
of sexual encounter outside marriage, whether heterosexual or homosex-
ual, conforms to the view point of the Hebrew Bible and of Jewish intert-
estamental writings, especially Hellenistic Jewish writings.'8* In neither the
Christian nor the contemporary or preceding Jewish literature is homosex-
uality elevated to a worse status before God than other deviant sexual
behavior.' All is condemned by God. This is the uniform view of these two
streams of religious heritage flowing out of the Old Testament.

When homosexual activity is elevated to the worst possible sin status
in modern religious based polemics against it, such an assertion has no
basis either in scripture nor in the ancient Judeo-Christian writings about it.
In these writings, it is sinful before God, along with adultery and immorality.
This phony elevation of status ultimately diminishes the credibility of the
case against the propriety of homosexual behavior. It looses any legitimate
foundation in Christian or Jewish scripture. The label of homophobia then
gains some credibility in regard to those opposing homosexual behavior.

This in no way diminishes the clearly sinful nature of such sexual be-
havior. Instead, it does belong to a biblical listing of sinful activities, which
prohibit one from being a part of God’s kingdom either now or especially

in eternity. In truth, most of the other items in these biblical listings have
far greater influence and power over humanity as a whole. Particularly in
regard to sinful sexual actions contained in most of these lists, marital in-
fidelity and heterosexual promiscuity are much more prevalent in modern
society. And if measured simply by quantity, these are the worst sins of a
sexual nature among people in today’s world.

5) Religion and deviate sexual behavior are closely linked.

Sometimes in modern religious defending of homosexuality the
claim is made that modern practices not linked to the worship of some
idol are exempted from the biblical condemnation of homosexual activities,
since the Bible links idolatry and homosexuality. But such a view profoundly
misunderstands the biblical linkage of religion and deviant sexual activity.

This linkage has several aspects. Historically, the early Israelite experi-
ence in the Land of Canaan after the Exodus exposed them to indigenous
ethnic groups whose life revolved around their differing versions of reli-
gion. Overwhelmingly these religions in Canaan were fertility based, which
means that religion and human sexuality are deeply entwined with one
another. Most of their worship experiences included sexual orgies with sa-
cred prostitutes of the individual religion.’®® The Israelites were repeatedly
warned to shun idolatry and all the sins associated with it. Because of the
orientation of the biblical materials toward the leaders of Israel rather than
the common folk, it is not easy to assess just how strong the tendency
among the masses of the Israelites was during this time.'®” This temptation,

184The starting point is Lev. 18:1-29 which treats a wide range of prohibited sexual behaviors. Homosexuality is but one of the prohibitions, coming toward the middle of the listing.
This text provides a foundational launch pad for later Jewish and Christian teaching on deviant sexual behaviors.

185Both Jewish and Christian teachers are more concerned about quantity of sinful behavior than quality of sinful behavior. Thus the behaviors taking place more often among the
supposed people of God tend to receive more attention and condemnation. And this centers on heterosexual misbehavior outside of marriage.

18Typically the temple prostitutes were slaves owned by the temple. Additionally, in some instances wives of worshippers would function as prostitutes in the place of worship. In
the ANE heterosexual actions dominated these orgies, since homosexual activities were virtually universally condemned in this part of the ancient world.

187"t is difficult to assess the extent of idolatry among the general population of Judah and Israel because the relevant biblical accounts are generally polemic in nature and make

little attempt at statistical analysis; in addition the focus tends to be on the leadership rather than describing the practices of the common people. The texts describing the participation of
the people in idolatry give a conflicting impression of its extent. The accounts of Baal worship during the time of Ahab suggest that the worship had a fairly extensive popular follow-
ing. 1 Kgs 18:19 reports that there were 850 prophets of Baal and Asherah on Mt. Carmel with Elijah. In the midst of Elijah’s discouragement, God declares that there were 7,000 who
had not bowed down to Baal. If the number is not a figurative one, it would represent a fairly small portion of the population that had remained loyal to Yahweh. At the same time that
Jehu killed all the worshippers of Baal-—some 10 years after the death of Ahab—he gathered them together in one temple and had 80 soldiers kill the entire group (2 Kgs 10:18-28).
The perspective of the prophets is that the people of both Israel and Judah were, at many points in their history, not deeply committed to strict obedience to the covenant; instead, they
were involved, at least at a popular and superstitious level, in syncretistic religious practices, often influenced by their Canaanite neighbors whose religion seems to have retained many
common features despite significant chronological, cultural, and geographical differences among those who practiced it (Oden 1976: 31-36)." [Edward M. Curtis, “Idol, Idolatry,” ed.
David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 380.]
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however, remained strong until the Babylonian Exile which marks a clear inthians largely reflected both Hellenistic Jewish and Christian negative
turning point away from tendencies to worship other gods.'8® views of idolatry.’®® These, however, reflect practices in the Greco-Roman

The Judaism which Christianity emerged out of in the first Christian cen- world outside either the Jewish'' or Christian communities. Paul’'s words
tury had been purged of idolatry and the inclination toward it.'® The apostle in First Corinthians target some tendencies of Christian converts to lapse
Paul’'s condemnation of it to Christian communities of Corinth in First Cor- back into some of their pre-Christian Greco-Roman practices.?

188"Despite the prohibition of images in Israel’s official religion and the contempt for images found throughout the prophets, a number of biblical passages make it clear that the
problem of idolatry continued through much of Israel’s history. It was only after the Babylonian Exile that the problem was effectively eradicated. The exact nature of what is described
is often not clear since the authors do not normally distinguish between worshipping other gods (with or without images), the worship of images, and the worship of Yahweh using
images. From the standpoint of the official religion described in the Bible all were equally repugnant.” [Edward M. Curtis, “Idol, Idolatry,” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale
Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 379.]

189" Christianity had its origins out of a Judaism that had been purged of idolatry, and there is little mention of idolatry in the Gospels. The NT concerns about idolatry came from
penetration into the gentile world where a variety of religions involved ideas and practices similar to those found in the ANE. Fertility cults, emperor worship, and the mystery religions
were practiced throughout the Greek and Roman world (see Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 41-46; 138—67) and these involved both the use of images/statues and the worship of other
gods, either of which constituted idolatry in the eyes of early church leaders whose roots were in Judaism. Paul found Athens to be a city full of idols (Acts 17:16). He confronted
idolatry in Ephesus (Acts 19:24—41) and in keeping with the perspective of Judaism declared that “gods made with hands are no gods at all” (see Stambaugh and Balch 1986: 149-54).
In some instances Paul seems to have argued that the idols have no real existence (1 Cor 8:4), while in others he suggests that there is a demonic reality that underlies the idolatrous
practices (1 Cor 10:20). Paul explains the origin of idols as human rejection of God’s revelation which replaces the worship of the Creator with the worship of a creature (Rom 1:18-23).
The NT exhorts believers to flee idolatry (e.g., 1 Cor 10:14), and the Jerusalem Council advised all believers to avoid things sacrificed to idols (Acts 15:29). The NT also understands
idolatry as putting anything in the place that God alone should occupy as the proper focus of obedience and worship (e.g., Col 3:5)."

[Edward M. Curtis, “Idol, Idolatry,” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 380-381.]

90"The fullest discussion in the NT on idolatry and idol worship is found in what is now known as Paul’s first letter to the Corinthians. Earlier, in a letter no longer extant, Paul
had told the Corinthians not to associate with those who called themselves believers, but who were still practicing idolatry (cf. 1 Cor 5:9—11). In the Corinthians’ reply to him about
this command they must have put up some resistance to it, or at least asked for clarification about it, for beginning at 1 Corinthians 8:1 and continuing through 11:1 Paul devotes his
attention to the topic of idolatry using the vocabulary of the LXX, e.g., eidolothyton ('food sacrificed to idols,' 1 Cor 8:1, 4, 7, 10; 10:19; cf. also hierothytos, 'meat offered in sacrifice,’
1 Cor 10:28), eidola ('idols,' 1 Cor 12:2) and eidoleion ('the temple of an idol,' 1 Cor 8:10) and vocabulary not found in the LXX, such as eidololatria (‘'idolatry,' 1 Cor 10:14) and
eidololatres (‘idolater,' 1 Cor 10:7).

"One of the sins that Paul condemned at Corinth and which he was concerned to correct involved those Christians who had turned away from idols (1 Cor 12:2) to serve 'the living
and true God' (see 1 Thess 1:9, which may echo early missionary preaching, cf. Acts 14:15). In spite of this conversion, they continued to go back to the idol temples (which, in a city
like Corinth, could evidently function as a sort of restaurant) and there eat the food that had been sacrificed to the idol. Apparently the Corinthian believers were able to do this in good
conscience because they had come to 'know' that 'no idol in the world really exists' and 'there is no God but one' (1 Cor 8:4 NRSV). The suggestion has been made that the Corinthians’
'knowledge' was informed by a Hellenistic-Jewish argument that knowledge of the one true God imbued the knower with a wisdom that allowed them to dismiss pagan idols as reli-
gious nonsense (see Horsley, Wright)."

[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 425.]

BI"Despite the assumption on the part of most students and scholars of biblical texts that Judaism is simply by nature anti-idolatry, much of this is an impressionistic rendering
of the OT’s rhetorical program and owes little to a developed understanding of Judaism in the Greek and Roman periods. A more developed understanding might help to illuminate
more clearly some of the reasons for the continuation and development of Jewish anti-idolatry in the Second Temple period. Typically, NT scholars discussing the phenomenon of idol
worship in the Greco-Roman world make little distinction between kinds of idol-worship. However, this unfortunate conflation is not indicative of the state-of-play in the Greco-Roman
period. The import and export of religious ideas throughout the Mediterranean basin in the wake of Alexander the Great’s conquest of the Persian world brought to the fore not just
similarities between the cultures of this area but also differences. One source of conflict in the Roman period revolved around such a difference, namely, the differences between ancient
Roman religious sensibility and the equally ancient Egyptian zooalatry (worship of animal gods)." [B. W. R. Pearson, “Idolatry, Jewish Conception of,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley
E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 526.]

2"Roman Religious Xenophobia and Jewish Attitudes Toward Idolatry. While space precludes a full examination of the characteristics of this period, the phenomenon of
Roman religious xenophobia calls for attention. While Rome enjoyed its status as the center of the known world, it seems relatively clear that the implications of this hub like position
were not always well received by the Romans themselves. Rome was full of different people groups and all of their accompanying elements: ethnic dress, cultural practices, religions,
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What is clear from the available evidence outside the NT is that idolatry tices of idolatry somewhat similar to what the Israelites had encountered
and deviant sexual behavior were prominent in the Greco-Roman prac- in Canaan.' In the urbanized societies of the Greco-Roman world the

food, work habits, languages, etc. We read of Roman suspicion of especially religious practice on multiple occasions, the most obvious for the NT being the expulsion of all Jews from
Rome under Claudius (Priscilla and Aquila, who left Italy and came to Corinth [Acts 18:2] were probably part of this expulsion; cf. Cicero Flac. 28.66—67; Horace Sat. 1.4.142-43;
1.5.100; 1.9.67-72 for Roman anti-Semitism or -Judaism). Roman xenophobia was not limited to the Jews, however. We have many examples of alien cults receiving stringent criticism
(e.g., Livy 39.15.3, regarding alien cults in general; and Dionysius of Halicarnassus Ant. Rom. 2.19, regarding worship of the Phrygian mother, who was, in an expression of the Roman
equivocation on these matters, later highly honored by the Claudian emperors; cf. La Piana, 397-402). But the Egyptian cults seem to have received special attention (cf. Roullet, 1-12).
This was probably due to a variety of factors: some religious and cultural, others economic (especially with regard to the dependence of Rome upon the grain supply from Egypt).

"From a religious and cultural perspective, however, Egyptian zooalatry seems to have been particularly repugnant to the Roman mind. When visiting Egypt, Augustus is recorded
to have refused to visit the temple of Anubis, since the worship of a dog was completely beneath him (Dio Cassius Hist. 51.16). Juvenal, in his Satires 15.1-8, 11-13, presents a partic-
ularly scathing attack and mockery of the Egyptian predilection for animal worship. In addition, in Satires 6.489, 52641, he specifically connects the worship of Egyptian gods with
illicit sexual license (cf. Grant, 35). We also have evidence that there was official resistance to the importation to Rome of the Egyptian gods as well as popular support for them (cf.
Tertullian, Ad Nat. 1.10; Apol. 1 6; Valerius Maximus 1.3.4). Still, it seems that the Romans could also display respect for the dedication with which the Egyptians (and non-Egyptian
initiates of the Egyptian religions) viewed their zoomorphic gods. In the mid-first century, the remaining members of the first Triumvirate, in need of public support after the death of
Caesar, built the people of Rome a temple of Isis and Sarapis (Dio Cassius Hist. 47.15).

"The dominant political and military power in the Mediterranean world had a tradition of anti-Egyptian sentiment. In this cultural-semantic context we may very well have prec-
edents in the OT that lend themselves to reinterpretation in light of the current cultural situation, but as components in other thematics of fresh origin. It is unlikely that it was the OT/
Jewish critique of Egyptian religion that spurred the Romans into their anti-Egyptian polemic. We must not forget that the Jews themselves came under the same Roman prejudicial
judgment as did the Egyptians. They were even ridiculed by Juvenal in the same context as the Egyptians (Juvenal Sat. 6.542—47, directly after the passage mentioned above with regard
to the Egyptians). Moreover, this conflation of Jews and followers of the Egyptian cults is reflected in a series of expulsions which took place in the late republic and early imperial
periods. As Tacitus records in Annals 2.85, relating the 'expulsion of Egyptian and Jewish rites [under Tiberius in A.D. 19; on the dating here, cf. Slingerland, 50-51 n. 42] the senate
declared that four thousand adult ex-slaves tainted with those superstitions should be transported to Sardinia.... The rest, unless they repudiated their unholy practices by a given date,
must leave Italy.'

"The trend towards intercultural quarrels between the conquered people groups of the Roman East is likely the motivating factor in this regard. First under the Greeks, then under
the Romans, the various groups were forced to vie for respect in the eyes of their overlords (both of which were notoriously 'young' culturally, at least in comparison to their Eastern
subjects) (cf. [pseudo]Eupolemus frag. 1 [Eusebius Praep. Ev. 9.17.8-9]; and Bickerman, 218-36). It follows from this presuppositional perspective that one people group would make
use of the overlord’s own denigration of another threatening people group both to obtain favor in the eyes of the overlord and to position themselves above the other group. This is an
effective—if sycophantic—strategy. While we would not suggest that this is the only motivation for Jewish attitudes toward idolatry, its consideration is lacking in modern scholarship."

[B. W. R. Pearson, “Idolatry, Jewish Conception of,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical
Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 528—529.]

9Not only did the polytheism of religion in this world tolerate deviant sexual behavior, it encouraged it through the mythological tales of erotic actions among the male and female
deities. This established the standards of normalcy for eroticism among humans, especially for those worshipping such deities.

The Greek deities connected especially with deviant sexual behavior included:

Aphaea, local goddess associated with fertility and the agricultural cycle

Aphrodite, goddess of love, beauty and sexuality

Aphroditus, god of male and female unity, the moon and fertility

Artemis, goddess of the hunt, wild animals, wilderness, childbirth, virginity, fertility, young girls and health and disease in women
Cybele, Phrygian Earth Mother goddess who embodies the fertile earth

Demeter, goddess of agriculture and the fertility of the earth

Dionysus, god of wine and festivity, associated with fertility

Eros, god of sexual love, fertility and beauty

Priapus, Greek god of fertility, gardens and male genitalia

Gaia, Earth Mother and goddess of the fertile earth

Hera, goddess of the air, marriage, women, women's fertility, childbirth, heirs, kings and empires
Ilithyia, (also called Eileithyia) goddess of childbirth and midwifery, likely of Minoan or earlier origin.
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connecting of the religious fertility rites with a favorable harvest under the sexual activity sought emotional satisfaction and thus had little religious
blessings of the gods receded into the background. Religion and sex were motivation behind it.

merely linked. Heterosexual activity dominated since most deviant behav- Careful examination of the New Testament must, however, take note
ior sought some kind of divine blessing connected to procreation. Homo- of a pattern that is essential for correct interpretation. The NT documents

Pan, god of shepherds, flocks, mountain wilds, hunting and rustic music; associated with fertility
Phanes, primeval deity of procreation and the generation of new life
Priapus, rustic god of fertility, protection of livestock, fruit plants, gardens and male genitalia
Rhea, goddess of fertility, motherhood and the mountain wilds
Tychon, a daemon imagined as a boy
The Roman list is even longer:
Bona Dea, goddess of fertility, healing, virginity, and women
Candelifera, goddess of childbirth
Carmenta, goddess of childbirth and prophecy
Ceres, goddess of agriculture, grain crops, fertility and motherly relationships; equated with the Greek goddess Demeter
Diana, goddess of the hunt, wilderness, the moon and childbirth; equivalent to the Greek Artemis
*Domidicus, the god who leads the bride home
*Domitius, the god who installs the bride
Fascinus, embodiment of the divine phallus
Fecunditas, goddess of fertility
Feronia, goddess associated with fertility and abundance
Flora, goddess of flowers and spring
Inuus, god of sexual intercourse
*Jugatinus, the god who joins the pair in marriage
Juno, goddess of marriage and childbirth; equivalent to the Greek goddess Hera
Liber, god of viniculture, wine and male fertility, equivalent to Greek Dionysus; in archaic Lavinium, a phallic deity
Libera, goddess of female fertility and the earth
Lucina, goddess of childbirth
Mars, god initially associated with fertility and vegetation, but later associated with warfare and the Greek god Ares
*Manturna, the goddess who kept the bride at home
Mutunus Tutunus, phallic marriage deity associated with the Greek god Priapus
Ops, fertility and earth-goddess
Partula, goddess of childbirth, who determined the duration of each pregnancy
*Pertuda, goddess who enables penetration
Venus, Roman goddess of love, beauty and fertility
Picumnus, god of fertility, agriculture, matrimony, infants and children
*Prema, goddess who holds the bride down on the bed
Robigus, fertility god who protects crops against disease

*Subigus, the god who subdues the bride to the husband's will
Terra, earth goddess associated with marriage, motherhood, pregnant women, and pregnant animals; equivalent to the Greek Gaia
Venus, goddess of love, beauty and fertility, equivalent to the Greek goddess Aphrodite
*Virginiensis, the goddess who unties the girdle of the bride
* These 8 gods/goddesses consummate marriage and some of them are listed in the Indigitamenta.!”!
[Taken from "List of Fertility Deities," Wikipedia.org]
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focusing on Jesus’ ministry, i.e., the four gospels, contain almost no men-
tion of idolatry. This, because idolatry was not an issue in first century Pal-
estinian Judaism. In addition to the dominant reference point of idolatry
being the worship of an established deity typically represented by a carved
image of some sort, the interesting statement of Paul in Col. 3:5 signals an
expanding of this traditional meaning to include the conceptual idea of idol-
atry, i.e., devotion to something other than God: Nekpwoate olv T péhn &
£mi Thg yig, mopvelav dakabapaoiav mabog émBupiav Kaknyv, Kol Thv mAeoveliay,
ftic éotiv eldwAolatpia, Put to death, therefore, whatever in you is earthly: forni-
cation, impurity, passion, evil desire, and greed (which is idolatry).*** What Paul
expresses here, however, is in line with the contemporary Jewish teach-
ings about idolatry.®®

This broader scope of what idolatry includes argues strongly against
the modern argument that homosexual not overtly linked to standard idola-
try is okay in the teachings of scripture. Not only does Col. 3:5 negate such
an argument, but even more is Eph. 5:5,

to0to yap {0Te yLVWOKOVTEG, OTL A TOPVOG | AKABAPTOG ] TAEOVEKTNG,
0 €otwv eldwAoldtpng, oUK €xel kKAnpovopiav v tfj Baoileiq Tol Xplotol kal
Beol.
Be sure of this, that no fornicator or impure person, or one who is greedy
(that is, an idolater), has any inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and of God.

Modern idolatry in western society mostly comes clearly under the scope
of this expanded perspective in Paul's statements in these two passage.'®®
And psychologically and sociologically, its linkage is the common quest for
pleasure to the exclusion of submission to God and His ways. In Romans
1:18-32, Paul understood clearly that such questing for pleasure repre-
sented a hugely destructive dynamic which God simply allowed to take
over complete control of the ones rejecting His self disclosure. As such it
becomes an expression of His wrath. Homosexuality, as the clearest ex-
ample of this destructive quest to a pagan mind-set, quite clearly flows out
of idolatry, whether understood in the standard fashion or in the expanded
definition of early Christian teachings. Both express rejection of God for
something else.

6) Paul’s treatment of human depravity in 1:18-32 reveals an ingenious
creativity in arguing for an essentally traditional Jewish perspective while using
very Greek and non-Jewish language and frameworks.

How could the apostle make a case for the depravity and misery of
humans to an audience newly liberated from it but having to defend them-
selves as Christians to a pagan world around them?'%” Paul was no mod-
ern preacher ‘Bible thumper’ who merely quoted -- usually out of context
and with false meaning -- scripture. Just about as important as the content

194The feminine gender relative pronoun fjtig can go back to either the feminine noun immediately in front of it tAeove&iav, or it can just as legitimately go back to the entire listing

of vices, since all are feminine singular nouns (w. the one exception of mwé6oc).

195"Which is idolatry' is attached to 'greed.' EidmAoiatpio may be a Christian formation; Paul is our earliest attestation (1 Cor. 10:14; Gal. 5:20; otherwise only 1 Pet. 4:3 in biblical

Greek), though the term occurs also in Testament of Judah 19:1; 23:1 (both v.1.) and Testament of Benjamin 10:10, and its cognates in Testament of Levi 17:11 and Sibylline Oracles
3.38. The concern, however, is typically and peculiarly Jewish. The second of the ten commandments (Exod. 20:4-5; Deut. 5:8-9) summed up a Jewish antipathy to any attempt to
make an image of God or gods, a concern which was deep-rooted and which colored Jewish attitudes to Gentiles throughout our period. Hence the classic polemics of Jewish monothe-
ism against the syncretistic idolatry of other religions (Isa. 44:9-20; Wis. 12—-15; Ep. Jer.; Sibylline Oracles 3.8-45). Also typically Jewish was the conviction that idolatry was closely
tied to sexual license (Num. 25:1-3; Hos. 4:12-18; Ep. Jer. 43; Wis. 14:12-27; 2 Enoch 10:4—6; Testament of Benjamin 10:10—mopveio and gidwloratpio cause alienation from God
[ammArotprdOnoay Beod; cf. Col. 1:21]; reflected also in Rom. 1:23-27 and 1 Cor. 10:7-8), an attitude inherited by the first Christians (1 Cor. 6:9; Gal. 5:20; 1 Pet. 4:3; Rev. 21:8;
22:15; Didache 5:1). The assumption that tieoveéia, particularly as sexual greed, is a form of idolatry is shared by Eph. 5:5.

"It is worth noting that both of the early critiques of religion in the modern period — religion as projection of human needs and desires (Feuerbach) and the Father figure as a
projection of suppressed sexuality (Freud) — are anticipated here. 'Greed' is a form of idolatry because it projects acquisitiveness and personal satisfaction as objective go(o)ds to be
praised and served. It is in fact idolatry thus understood which is the legitimate target for the critiques of Feuerbach and Freud. Religion understood essentially as response to the nu-
minous and the beyond in the midst is less vulnerable."

[James D. G. Dunn, The Epistles to the Colossians and to Philemon: A Commentary on the Greek Text, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI;
Carlisle: William B. Eerdmans Publishing; Paternoster Press, 1996), 215-216.]

%In the modern non-western world, the more standard idea of idolatry will be the dominant practice.

97"Paul’s audience is mainly Gentile Christians, and it is their beliefs and their behavior he is mainly concerned about altering. The problem is that he is dealing with entrenched
habits of the heart and, furthermore, does not have the same clout he would have if his audience were mostly his own converts. What sort of rhetorical strategy then will work in such
a situation?

"Paul chooses to use foundational arguments that have a leveling effect, putting Gentile and Jewish Christians on the same footing. This, in effect, raises the status or standing of the
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of Paul’s discussion in Rom. 1:18-32 is how Paul approached making his
case to a Roman Christian audience who mostly did not know him person-
ally. Add to that is his objective of introducing himself in a way to encourage
their support of his anticipated later mission of preaching the Gospel in the
western Mediterranean just as he was finishing up doing in the eastern part
at the time of the writing of this letter from Corinth in the mid 50s of the first
century. In this writing strategy, we can learn how to better make our case
for the apostolic Gospel to the pagan world of our day.

This scripture passage is a study in highly creative writing strategy for
presenting one’s views to a specific readership. In its essence, Paul blends
beautifully the moral and religious framework of his Jewish heritage with
the language and terminology of non-Jewish and non-Christian language
which communicated well his message to a Christian readership with either
a Jewish or non-Jewish religious and cultural background. In so blending
these two entities he expresses a unique and distinctly Christian message
centered in Christ. Achieving such a high level of effectiveness is no small
feat!

Understanding how Paul did this is not only critical for proper under-
standing of his message, but also it sets a helpful example for Christians
today seeking to communicate the apostolic Gospel. One of the greatest
failures of North American Christianity today is its huge deficiencies in com-
municating the Gospel of Christ to a world dying in its sin and depravity.
And these deficiencies mostly exist at the very same two points where
the apostle excelled in his communication of the Gospel: failure to deeply
understand the apostolic Gospel and failure to know how to communicate
well that understanding to a modern western hemispheric audience.

While | would not dare pretend to know how to communicate well the
precious Word of God to a North American audience, | am convinced that
understanding clearly how Paul did it so well to his first century audience
should open up some possible paths to our doing_; the same work much

better than has been the case.

How did Paul do it? First a summary of the Jewish side, then followed
by the Greco-Roman side, and finally the Christian distinctives.

Jewish side. Unquestionably the starting point for Paul’s depiction of hu-
man depravity begins with the Hebrew Bible. The holiness code of Leviticus
becomes the source of understanding for morality, while the creation ac-
counts in Genesis 1-2 define the core issue of human sinfulness. Both texts
are located in the very authoritative Torah, the Law of Moses, and thus take
on additional importance for anyone with Jewish heritage, like that of the
apostle Paul. With a segment of the Christian community possessing that
same Jewish heritage, and a portion of the non-Jewish segment coming
out of the God-fearers who were sympathetic to the moral teachings of the
Jews, the apostle was communicating to an audience who understood this
perspective quite well.

But Paul’s treatment of the Torah in his discussion of vv. 18-32 also re-
flects a contemporary Jewish interpretation of the Torah, especially a Helle-
nistic Jewish viewpoint. He demonstrates awareness of numerous Jewish
texts on human depravity that were produced in the first century BCE and
first century AD worlds. The exegesis above attempts to explore many of
these texts, as well as provide full referencing of these sources. Both terms,
phrases, and core concepts of Hellenistic Jewish writings in the same gen-
eral time period are borrowed and usually slightly modified in meaning by
the apostle. Compare for example ndoav acéfelav kai adikiav avBpwnwy
(v. 18) with their use in Philo’s Quod Deus Immutabilis sit. 112; De Spe-
cialibus Legibus 1.215; De Praemiis et Poenis105."®® Familiar terms even
with slightly modified meanings communicated well to Paul’s readership.
An example of this is also kaBopaw in v. 20. It is widely used in Hellenistic
Jewish writings but not with the exact same meaning as in Rom. 1:20."%°
In the limited LXX use of kaBopaw the idea of sense perception is mostly
referenced, but in the Hellenistic Jewish usage intellectual perception is

Jewish Christians, who are currently at a disadvantage in Rome. Paul on the one hand will argue that all have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God, so any attempts by Gentiles
to portray themselves as inherently better than Jews or Jewish Christians or more favored by God will not work. On the other hand, Paul will make clear that God’s plan of salvation
by grace through faith, while in essence impartial, does not mean that God will renege on promises to those he already had a relationship with before Christ—namely Jews. Superses-
sionist rhetoric in Rome is undercut."

[Ben Witherington III and Darlene Hyatt, Paul's Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 58.]

198"Paul thus is clearly and deliberately following Hellenistic Judaism in using this kind of language as an apologetic bridge to non-Jewish religious philosophy (Fridrichsen;
Pohlenz; Bornkamm, “Revelation,” 50-53; Bietenhard’s discussion is too narrowly focused) — a fact which must decisively influence our understanding of the meaning he intended
his readers to derive from it." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 58.]

19"Philo uses kaBopdw 34 times.? The relation to sense perception is here less prominent (only Det. Pot. Ins., 87; Agr., 95; Op. Mund., 45, 54; Leg. All., II, 26; Sobr., 6). Else-
where the ref. is to intellectual perception, as may be seen partly from the obj. (e.g., Leg. All., II, 57; Ebr., 83), partly from God as subj. (e.g., Migr. Abr., 135; Spec. Leg., I, 330, cf.
70 B¢lov, Som., I, 91), partly from the use which connects 698ainoc and dppa with didvowa (Spec. Leg., I, 54; Poster. C., 118) or yoyn (Conf. Ling., 92; Congr., 145; Gig., 44; Plant.,
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dominant. Paul reaches back to sense perception in his use in Rom. 1:20.
He also links the sense perception of kaBopdw with intellectual perception
via the use of vooupeva -- something not found in the Hellenistic Jewish
writings.

What becomes very clear from close scrutinizing of the terminology
used by Paul is a very thorough knowledge of the Hellenistic Jewish liter-
ature of his time. Its essential understanding of the Torah Paul adopts but
not without some modification to more clearly reflect his Christian under-
standing.

Greco-Roman side. Of course the clearest illustration of his knowledge
of the Greco-Roman approach to the material world and to morality de-
veloped by the philosophers is the use of the very non-Jewish idea of ‘na-
ture,” puoig (cf. v. 26).2°° To be sure this idea does surface in some of the

Hellenistic Jewish literature, e.g., Testament of Naphtali 3:2-4, but the idea
is very Greek and Roman in origin. This frame of reference regarding the
wrongness of homosexual activity became a much easier way of making
the apostle’s point that such actions are the product of akaBapoiav, impu-
rity, which dishonors the body (to0 dtipudiecbat ta cwpata avt®v; V. 24).
Such nabn atiag, dishonoring passions (v. 26) as homosexual actions rep-
resent God’s wrath épyn Bgo0 (v. 18) totally overwhelming the participants
with God’s abandonment of them (rmop£dwkev adtolc 6 Bedg £ic...; vv. 24, 26,
28).

While homosexual activity was especially prevalent among Greeks, it
plagued the Roman culture as well but not as extensively.?! It was virtually
nonexistent among Jewish people, even Hellenistic Jews, because of the
capital offense penalty attached to it in the Torah (Lev. 18, 20) and prac-

22; cf. Leg. AllL, 111, 171, yoywég I, 81). There is also a plain connection with intellectual perception in the common phrase 6&0 kaBopdv, Deus Imm., 63; Fug., 19, 121 etc.; Virt., 5
shows dependence on Plat. Leg., I, 631 ¢; — 335. Since God is subj. when there is a link with ddpota in Deus Imm., 29 and d8éata in Migr. Abr., 115, there is no par. to R. 1:20 (So-
br., 6, where we have aBéaza, is obviously not a par.). That there is no connection with volg (par. to that with didvola or yoyn, — supra), seems to be plainly linked with the fact that
Philo does not use 6¢pOarpog 10D vod, — 376. kabopdm and vodg are even in antithesis in Leg. AllL, I, 26. When we turn to Joseph., the use of kabopdw, as one would expect from the
mostly narrative character of his writings, is predominantly for sense perception, e.g., Ant., 8, 106; 9, 84; Bell., 1, 59; 3, 241 and 286; 6, 64. The sense 'to look down,' still to be seen in
Ant., 15,412, is so far lost in 3, 36 that kaBopdv can be used of seeing Moses as he came down from the mount. But we also find the transf. sense 'to perceive,' 'to inspect,' e.g., Bell., 2,
523; 3, 130 and 331; 4, 307; 7, 171." [Wilhelm Michaelis, “Opdwm, Eidov, BAénw, Ontévopol, Osdopt, Ocmpén, Adpatoc, Opatoc, ‘Opacic, ‘Opapa, Ontacia, Avtontc, Enontc,
‘Emontevm, OpBaipdcg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 5:379.

20Differing background standards defined what was natural and unnatural. Early on ¢bo1g referred to plants and the distinctive forms and growth patterns by groupings or types
which we label as species. Each plant had a ¢voig.

Later the term began to be applied to humans with reference to distinctive forms. A male possessed a certain @Ooig, while the female another @vo1g. These are established at birth
and thus govern how life is to be lived out. (Isocr. 4, 105 @voetl mohitng; Isaeus 6, 28 pvoet viog; Pla., Menex. 245d gbvoet fapPapot, vopm "Edinveg; Just., AL 1, 1 Kaicapog @doet
vi@; SIG 720, 3; OGI 472, 4; 558, 6 al.; PFay 19, 11.—Theoph. Ant. 1, 13 [p. 86, 16]).

Phrases such 1 @0o1g 1| avBpomivn, human nature, gradually emerge where the idea is expanded to include inner qualities as well as outward shape of the body: Pla., Tht. 149b,
Tim. 90c; Aristot. 1286b, 27; Epict. 2, 20, 18; Philo, Ebr. 166 al.; Aelian, VH 8, 11 1®v dvBpdrov evoig Ovnr; TestJob 3:3 1) avBponivn ¢.; Orig., C. Cels. 1, 52, 13; Just., AL 6, 3
] POoEL TV AVOPOT®V.

Eventually in the Greek thinking "¢Uo1g is everything which by its origin or by observation of its constitution seems to be a given." [Helmut Koster, “®@votg, dvoukdg, Pucikdg,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:253.] Philosophical streams such as the Ionian thinking extends the idea
to the abstract idea of what constitutes the precise nature of a human being measured against the idealized non-material world. That is, an ultimate human being exists in abstraction
and serves as the standard for measuring natural and unnatural in the material realm.

In Stoic moral philosophy the 'unnatural' and the 'against nature' come to be designated by katd / mapd ¢puow. Note Paul's thv mapa ¢pUowv (Rom. 1:26) implying the full expres-
sion v tapd puow xpfiow. For Stoics the telos formula, the objective of life formula, of achieving as close to perfection as possible grows out of the idealized ¢pUoLg in this life. Thus
living in conformity to this ¢puoLg is essential to achieving such a goal.

Here the moral questioning of homosexual conduct comes into the picture here since such activity is mapd ¢puowv, against nature. Thus such behavior is to be avoided. It pushes
the individual deeper into corruption thus away from the telos objective of perfection. (Diod S 32, 11, 1 mopd Vo dpkia; Appian, Bell. Civ. 1, 109 §511; Athen. 13, 605d oi mapd pvowv T
Appoditn ypopevor=those who indulge in Aphrodite contrary to nature; TestNapht 3:4; Philo, Spec. Leg. 3, 39 6 maidepactig Vv mapd oo Hidoviv divkei=a lover of boys pursues unnatural pleasure;
Jos., C. Ap. 2, 273; Tat. 3:4; Ath. 26, 2; on ¢. as definer of order s. JKube, TEXNH und APETH ’69, esp. 44—46; on relation to ktict in Paul, s. OWischmeyer, ZTK 93, *96, 352—75). [William Arndt, Frederick
W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 1070.]

21Cf. H. Licht, Sexual Life in Ancient Greece (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1932), esp. 411-98
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ticed among the Jews.?*2 Other ANE ethnic groups had similar traditions.
The discussions of both lesbianism and homosexuality in the Hellenistic
Jewish literature are from the vantage point of this horrific corruption of
human life by the pagan Gentiles.

But among the Greek and Roman moral philosophers such as Seneca
whose life span almost exactly matched that of the apostle Paul, homosex-
ual activity was typically seen as unnatural.?*® Both birth and the idealized
abstraction of human ¢uoig mandated heterosexual activity as the norm,
the natural. Indulging in homosexual actions represented enslavement to
degrading, de-humanizing passions that made progress toward the telos
objective of perfection impossible for the philosophers.

Christian distinctives. What also becomes clear from carefully analysis of
Paul’'s expression in vv. 18-32 with comparison to the Jewish and the Gre-
co-Roman literature is the uniquely Christian angle that the apostle puts
on this subject. That angle is of course built on the foundation of both OT
scripture and contemporary Hellenistic Jewish views. But it is not simply a
parroting of them as being Christian as well.

Paul develops his stance basically off the Hebrew scriptures but modi-
fies them at the point of penalties and inclusiveness of both lesbianism and
homosexual activities. The OT called for the execution of anyone caught
engaging in homosexual actions.?** Such is labeled an B&éAuyua, abomina-
tion.?s This set of words (BéeAbooopat, B&EAuyua, BSeAuktdg), mainly used

D. M. Robinson and E. Fluck, 4 Study of Greek Love-Names, Including a Discussion of Paederasty and Prosopographia (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1937; repr.
New York: Arno, 1979)

K. J. Dover, Greek Homosexuality (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1978)

202See Let Aris 152; Philo, De Abrahamo 26.135-36; De specialibus legibus 2.14.50; Josephus, Contra Apion 2.25, 199; Sib Or 2:73; 3:185-87, 594-600, 763; 5:386-433; 2 En
10:4; T Levi 14:6; 17:11; T Naph 4:1. [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New
International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016).]

203"The whole problem of the Greek concept of nature comes to light in the idea of natural law. To be sure, @¥o1g is always a final court and never a created thing. On the one side,
however, it can be grasped only rationally, so that knowledge of it, including the norms derived from nature, will always be open to discussion. On the other hand it rules out the power
of human decision, since the knowledge of nature leads to a close-knit causal nexus from which man cannot escape to the degree that he is himself nature. Freedom is thus possible
only in the inwardness or spirituality in which man is either ready for concurrence in virtue of his freedom of soul (as in Middle and Later Stoicism under the obvious influence of Plato
and the Academy) or he turns away from the natural world altogether (as in Gnosticism). Only the Jewish and Christian belief in nature as the creation of God was able to solve these
problems. And only here did the concept of natural law become significant, since man could relate himself to the Creator and Lawgiver as the ultimate critical court." [Helmut Koster,
“@voig, Puoikog, Puowdc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
9:266.]

204 ev. 20:13. kai 6¢ av kounOf uetd Gpoevog koltnv yuvatkog, BoéAuyua énoincav dudotepol- Bavatolobwoav, Evoyol eiow. T

If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination; they shall be put to death; their blood is upon them.

Lev. 18:22-23. 22kal petd dpoevog ov Kondnon Koltnv yuvalkog: B&EAuypa yap éotv.t 23kal mpog mav TETPATIOUV 0U SWOELS TNV KOLTNV OO0V €1 OTIEPHATIOUOV EKpLOvVOfival
TPOG aUTO, Kal Yuvr ol oTAOETAL TTPOG TtdV TeTpdnouy BLBacBijval: puoepov yap éotiv.t

22 You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination. 23 You shall not have sexual relations with any animal and defile yourself with it, nor shall any woman give
herself to an animal to have sexual relations with it: it is perversion.

205"From the basic stem with its sense of causing abhorrence.! B6eAupdg and its derivatives B&shupelopal and BSeAupia are often found in the secular field to denote an improper atti-
tude, often in connection with such related expressions as avaioxuvtog, papog, Bpacug. In particular this word group denotes a shameless attitude.? Also deriving from this stem are the words

Bdehbooopal, Bdehuypia, BSEAUYUa, BSeAukTOg, BOeAuyuoc; the last three are not found except in Jewish and Christian literature;® BéeAUocopal is a middle pass. with acc. in the sense of “to

loathe,” “to abhor,” though it later takes on the more intensive meaning of “to censure” or “to reject.”*

B&eAhupdg and its derivatives are not found in biblical usage,® but the word group associated with BéeAUcoopat emerges the more strongly in the LXX. The act. form seems to take on the sense
of “to make abhorrent” or “to cause to be abhorred” (Ex. 5:21; Lv. 11:43; 1 Macc. 1:48) with the class. sense of the mid. and the further common sense of “to abhor,” “to reject,” as also with the

true pass. of “to come to be abhorred” (Is. 49:7; 2 Macc. 5:8; Sir. 20:8). The perf. pass. has the sense of “to be abhorrent or unclean” (Hos. 9:10; Lv. 18:30; Job 15:16 [with dkaBaptoc]; Prv. 8:7; 28:9;

Is. 14:19; 3 Macc. 6:9). There are also examples of the pass. in the sense of “to act abominably” (3 Bao. 20:26; { 13:1; 52:1). Corresponding to the sense of “to abhor” is B6éAuyua, “the subject of

abhorrence,” B6eAuktog as a verbal adj. “abhorrent,” “unclean,” B&gAuypog (Na. 3:6) == BoeAuKTOC vouileobal.

"The constructions deriving from the stem Bdgivp- are not found in the Bible because the Bible is not concerned to emphasise the abhorrent nature of things but to describe in a
plastic and anthropomorphic expression the attitude and judgment of God in relation to things which He hates. Fundamental to the concept BééAvypa, -Bdervttecton in the LXX is the
fact that God has a contrary mind and rejects; this is the guiding rule for the people Israel. In the legal parts of the Bible the reference may be to things which are cultically (== aestheti-
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in the OT, denotes something / someone utterly hated by God, and in His
judgment such individuals must be removed.

The apostle does not deal with the community responsibility to carry out
that divine judgment via executing the individuals largely because the issue
he is dealing with at Rome is not an insider issue. But the idea of a divine
judgment penalty is maintained by linking the penalty to opyn 6gol, God’s
wrath. The temporal judgment nature of the OT demand now becomes the
destructive impact of naén dtpiag, dishonoring passions, overwhelming the

participates. God’s action of ‘walking away’ from such individuals (nap£wkev
autolg 6 Bg0¢ gic...) becomes the implimentation of His wrath in a temporal
judgment. Thus Paul develops the Christian perspective on the basis of the
Hebrew / Jewish theological foundation.

Paul's basic dependence (vv. 18-20) upon Jewish perspectives is ad-
ditionally seen in his placing divine revelation in the material world created
by God.?6 And yet the way he uses these Jewish perspectives is distinctive
to Paul with the emphasis upon a ‘general revelation’ thesis in the created

cally?) 'unclean,' 'repugnant' or 'abhorrent,’ and especially to certain pagan things which are particularly abominable to the God of the OT. Thus idols themselves (== 0¥1p?) may be
called Bdervypota. This usage is found in the writing prophets (Tep. 13:27; 39:35; 51:22; Ez. 5:9, 11; 6:9 etc.), but in them there is an extension which makes Boélvypa parallel to
avopia (Jer. 4:1; Ez. 11:18; 20:30: Am. 6:8; y 5:7; 13:1; 52:1; 118:163; Job 15:16). In the Wisdom literature this development leads to the point where the opposition to paganism
disappears and the word simply denotes God’s hostility to evil (Prv. 8:7; 11:1, 20; 12:22; 15:8 f., 26; 20:17; 21:27).

This mode of expression persists in the Rabbinic lit. (M. Ex. 20:21: 0'nj 127 'nax 22 navin),b though the older usage is also found, cf. the reference to the command to abstain from certain meats
in terms of “abhorring” them (b. AZ, 66a == b. Chul., 114b; b. Shab., 145b n'XIpw |'72IX). The word group aun is also used of those who are permanently or temporarily forbidden to marry (b.Nidd.,
70a; j Jeb., 4, 6b and b.Jeb, 11b; in 44b Dipnn 119% AVINN means abhorred by God.

"In many passages of the Torah especially the question might be raised how far there is perhaps a natural aesthetic as well as a religious element in the word group Bdeivk-,” as,
for example, when the eating of certain animals is described as an abomination, or incest or pagan ways of life are called abominable. Probably for the OT, which recognizes God as
the Creator of the world which is good, the two elements are inseparable on profounder theological reflection, so that even in respect of what is abhorrent the view of God is basic.

The word group BSeAuk- in the LXX® is a. a regular translation of the word group 1un (92 times). There are 6 exceptions in Jer., Ezr., Chr., Ez.; and Prv. In Ez. the word group nua occurs 44 times,
and 30 times B&eAuk- is not used; dvouéw and derivatives are used in 24 of these. On 8 occasions out of 21 aun is not rendered B&gAuk- in Prv., dkdBaptoc, dkabapoia are used 5 times. Again, b.
B&ehuk- is used relatively infrequently for certain Heb. terms for idols, along with other attempted renderings such as €6wAov, yAUTTOV, Xelpomointov, pdtatov, Satpoviov, EvBuua, Emthdeupa. c.
It is used quite often for the word group vipy (9 times in Lv., 20 in the prophets incl. Da., elsewhere only 3 times), along with such renderings as mpocox6ilelv, mpoodxbioua.

The LXX continued the extension of the term begun in the prophets, and helped to liberate it from natural and aesthetic connections (- 598), partly by equating it with ethical concepts like
avopia (for nayin, 599), and partly by pouring into it the purely ethical content acquired by navin especially in Prv. (- 598), and thus giving it a completely new orientation. This is particularly plain
in Sir. 15:13, where the LXX has v Bd€éAuyua for the double term nauni nua. As an expression of the dualistic antithesis between the will of God and that of man, B&€Auyua can also denote the
repugnance of the ungodly to the will of God (Prv. 29:27; Sir. 1:25; 13:20).

"In the use of the word group Bdeivk- in the OT, there is reflected some part of the obligation of Israel to separate itself from everything pagan in the natural life of the people. In
the NT this conflict is loosed from its national and natural foundation. Hence the word is not much used. At R. 2:22: 6 Bdehvccdpevog to idmAa igpocvAels, there is correspondence
to the secular use, though also a hint of paganism. In Rev. we are more in the sphere of OT and Rabbinic usage, as shown by the fact that fdeAvypata in 17:4f. are “abominations
linked with heathenism,” and by the similar allusion in 21:8: 101G 8¢ de1A0ic Kai amicTolg kol EBdeAVYUEVOLS Kal POVEDGLY KOl TOPVOLS KOl PApLLAKOIS Kol ldmAOAATPALS Kol TAGLY TOIG
YEVOESY TO UEPOG ... €V TR Muv) ..., and 21:27: wdv kowov kol 0 Toidv PéAvypa kol webdog ... In Tt. 1:16: fdeivktol Svteg kai dnelBeic, the reference is more general. Jesus follows
the prophetic use and that of the Wisdom literature in Lk. 16:15: 10 év dvBpmmoig Dyniov Boéivyua Evomiov tod 0g0d. While BééAvyua has here its very concrete significance, and thus
denotes the object of the strongest (because natural) aversion among men, it also serves to express the reaction of the holy will of God to all that is esteemed among men; it thus breaks
quite free from the natural and aesthetic and also the cultic connotation.

"In Mk. 13:14 and par.: dtav 6¢ idnte 10 POEAVYLO THG EpNUMCEDG E0TNKOTO, OOV 0V 8819 the expression PosAvypa épnudoeng is taken from Da. 12:11, where it denotes the
desecration of the temple by an image or altar of Zeus. It thus refers to Antichrist, as shown by the masc. construction and a comparison with 2 Th. 2:3 f."

[Werner Foerster, “Bdglbocopat, Béélvypa, Béelvktog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:598-600.]

206"t was for Jews a matter of God’s revelation of the basic features regarding himself that he consciously built into in his creation, and not that of people’s ability to ferret out such
features by their own intellect or reasoning. That is, for Jews even an elemental knowledge of God did not constitute some sort of 'natural theology' that bases itself on human reason
and works its way back inductively by means of a succession of observable effects and postulated causes to some non-personal 'first cause' or 'unmoved mover.' Instead, a 'revelation
in creation' has been implanted and maintained by God himself in the fabric of the universe that he himself created — a revelation that calls on all of God’s creation, both personal and
non-personal, to respond to God, the creator, appropriately. Such a 'general revelation' in creation, together with the relation of that revelation to God’s 'special revelation' in the written
Torah, is eloquently portrayed in Ps 19, with the 'general revelation' in creation spoken of in vv. 1-6 (which begin with the affirmation 'the heavens declare the glory of God; the skies
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world. Both the Wisdom of Solomon 13:1-927 and the Sibylline Oracles The uniquely Christian perspective is further seen by the modification
3:8-45 present these basic ideas differently. He clearly is not quoting any of word meaning in most of the terminology found in the passage, as well
sources, although the formal structuring of his ideas suggests some basic as the distinctive structuring of his ideas.?*® God revealing Himself in cre-
dependency upon external sources.? ating the world followed by humanity’s rejection of that divine revelation

proclaim the work of his hands') and God’s 'special revelation' highlighted in vv. 7-13 (which begins with the declaration 'the Law of the Lord is perfect, reviving the soul; the statutes
of the Lord are trustworthy, making wise the simple'). To such a divine revelation in two forms, the only truly appropriate human response is that set out in v. 14: 'May the words of my
mouth and the meditation of my heart be pleasing in your sight, O Lord, my Rock and my Redeemer.'

"God’s revelation in creation is also referred to in a number of Jewish writings composed during the period of Second Temple Judaism, and so during a time roughly contemporary
with Paul—most prominently Wis 13:1-9 (cited earlier) and Sib Or 3:8-45. Most often the references to God’s revelation in creation in these materials of Second Temple Judaism are
to be found in discussions of how Abraham came to recognize the existence of God.76 Likewise, there appear in the Talmud similar statements about how the patriarch Abraham came
to discover the existence of God by reasoning back from what exists in creation to a first cause, as in Genesis Rabbah 38:13 and 39:1.77

"Paul was hardly original in arguing that although God is invisible, his basic attributes—that is, 'his eternal power and divine nature' (j t& &id10¢ avTod dHvapug kai Betotng) — (1)
can be discerned from his creation and so to some extent (2) can be 'understood by what has been made' (toig mompactv voovpeva). Further, it appears evident from his statements here
in 1:19-20 that Paul believed that every person, in whatever time, place, or circumstance, knew the basic truths about God because of God’s revelation of himself in his creation. And
while such a basic knowledge of God as revealed in God’s creation is hardly ever alluded to in his letters to his own Christian converts (i.e., other than here in his letter to Rome), it
comes to the fore in two contextualized forms in Luke’s portrayals of Paul’s evangelistic preaching to Gentiles: first in Acts 14:15—17 to a group of Gentile country people, then in Acts
17:24-27 to a group of Gentile philosophers who viewed themselves as knowledgeable and sophisticated."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 209-210.]

207Wis. 13:1-9 NRSV. 13.1 Mdtatot pév yap mdvtes dvBpwrot dpUceL, olg mapfiv B0l dyvwoia kal €k TV dpwuévwy dyabdv oUk toxuoay eibéval Tov dvta olte Toig pyolg
T(POCEXOVTEG EMéyvwaoay TOV Texvitny,T 2 dAN A mdp A mvelpa A Taxwov aépa i kokAov dotpwv A Biatov H8wp i dwotApag oUpavod mpuTdvelg kdouou Beolg évoptoav.t 3 Qv el uév
Tfj kaAhovij Tepnopevol Tadta Beoug UTEAGUBAVOV, YWWTWOAV TOGW TOUTWV O SE0TOTNG €0TL BeATiwy, 6 yap Tol KAAAOUG yevealdpxng EkTioev aUTd T 4 el 6& SUvauL Kal évépyelav
EKmAayévteg, vonoatwoav &’ altiv noow O kataokeudoag altd Suvatwtepdg éotv-T 5 ék yap peyeBoug kal kaAAoviig KTlopdtwy dvakdywg O yeveoloupyog altwv Bewpettat.
6 GAN Opwg émt toutolg pEUPLG EoTiv OALyn, kat yap aldtol téxa mAavdvtatl Beov {ntolvieg kai BEAovteg eUpelv-T 7 év yap Tolg Epyolg autol dvaotpeddpevol Stepeuvdoty Kal
nielBovral Tfj OYel, 6Tl kaAd Td BAemopeva. T 8 mdAw 6’ 008" alTol cuyyvwotol-T 9 el yap tocoltov loxuoav eideval iva Suvwvtal otoxacacHat Tov aiva, ToV ToUTwv S€0TIOTNV TTHG
Tdixov oUy eUpov;t

13.1 For all people who were ignorant of God were foolish by nature; and they were unable from the good things that are seen to know the one who exists, nor did they rec-
ognize the artisan while paying heed to his works; 2 but they supposed that either fire or wind or swift air, or the circle of the stars, or turbulent water, or the luminaries of heaven
were the gods that rule the world. 3 If through delight in the beauty of these things people assumed them to be gods, let them know how much better than these is their Lord, for
the author of beauty created them. 4 And if people were amazed at their power and working, let them perceive from them how much more powerful is the one who formed them.
5 For from the greatness and beauty of created things comes a corresponding perception of their Creator. 6 Yet these people are little to be blamed, for perhaps they go astray while
seeking God and desiring to find him. 7 For while they live among his works, they keep searching, and they trust in what they see, because the things that are seen are beautiful. 8 Yet
again, not even they are to be excused; 9 for if they had the power to know so much that they could investigate the world, how did they fail to find sooner the Lord of these things?

208"The passage shows a highly formal structure (cf. the presentation of the text above). First comes an overarching thematic statement (v 18) of the revelation of God’s wrath in the
face of human wickedness that 'suppresses the truth' (about God). Then, by way of presupposition to what is to come, this suppression is shown to be 'inexcusable' (vv 19-20). There
follows the main statement in three great 'waves' flowing across the text (vv 21-31) each hinging around the striking statement, 'God gave them up' (v 24; v 26; v 28). The 'waves' do
not refer to three separate, sequential instances of rupture in divine-human relations. Each points to the same 'original' lapse on the human side and the same corresponding reaction of
God. The repetition drives home the all-important correspondence between human failure with respect to God and the lapse into captivity to all manner of viciousness that follows."
[Brendan Byrne, Romans, ed. Daniel J. Harrington, vol. 6, Sacra Pagina Series (Collegeville, MN: The Liturgical Press, 1996), 64.]

209vStructurally significant for the development of the exposition in 1:18-32 is the threefold repetition of (uet)fAlaav in vv 23, 25, and 26, matched by the threefold repetition of
napEdwKey in vv 24, 26, and 28. These create a powerful sense of the vicious circle of human sin — failure to acknowledge God leading to degenerate religion and behavior, human
pride reaping the fruit of human depravity (vv 24, 26-27) and general nastiness (vv 29-31). Popkes’s structural analysis points to vv 19-20 as focusing the principal emphasis on hu-
man inexcusableness. Quite influential has been Klostermann’s division of vv 2232 into three sections (vv 2224, 25-27, 28-32), determined by the idea of the appropriateness of the
judgment to the sin described. Maillot notes the threefold development: vv 19—23—sin against the truth of God; vv 24-27—sin against nature; vv 28—32—sin against others.

"Also indicative of Paul’s ability as a writer are the neat wordplays a@8dptov// Baptod, kticey/ kticavta, dpoeves/ dpoeotv, €dokipacay // addkipov, eBOvov// pdvov, and
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leads to divine judgment here presented
as God walking away from rebellious hu-
manity to let it be consumed by its own
destructive passions. How this divine
wrath implements itself through human-
ity’s destructive passions (vv. 26-31) is
distinctively Pauline in presentation and
is not found elsewhere. Then the linking
of this divine wrath (vv. 18-32) as an ex-
pression of God’s righteousness (vv. 16-
17) is also uniquely Pauline.

TOpPVOC
sexually immoral person

Topveia
fornication; sexual immorality

7) The timeless teaching of Jesus and
the apostles is that deviate sexual behavior
of all kinds precludes one from being in the Kingdom of God both now and in
eternity.

Several timeless aspects of Rom. 1:18-27 should become clear by
now. Most importantly, deviant sexual behavior, which means sexual ac-
tivity outside of formal marriage, is now, has always been, and will forever
be abhorrent to our holy God. Paul makes this abundantly clear using the
foundation of the OT and traditional Hellenistic Jewish viewpoints. Homo-
sexual activity is highlighted not because it is worse than adultery?'° or im-

morality?'" but simply because to a Greco-Roman readership its evil nature

y

potxeia
, adultery
VEOG
young; new uotxdw
- commit adultery wit!
TopPVELW
commit sexual
immorality
voBelw
adulterate
éxmopvedw adultery 1 HoIX66
indulge in sexual adulterer
immorality UOIXQMC

4

adulteress;

, adulterous
HOLXELW

commit adultery

was easier to demonstrate, especially in light of the moral philosophers’
negative stance toward it. And what Paul condemns is homosexual activity
of every kind. No legitimate argument for Paul intending only one type of
such practice is possible either in Rom. 1:26-27 nor 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim.
1:10. Paul’s view is based on the Lev. 18 and 20 condemnation of homo-
sexuality inclusively.

To be sure, such practices of homosexuality existed in the pagan so-
ciety of Rome and generally were condemned by the moral philosophers
such as the Stoic philosopher Seneca. But this negative view outside Jew-
ish and Christian perspectives was very different. It saw homosexuality as

aovvétovg // dovvBétovg in vv 23, 25,27, 28, 29, and 31, and the formulation of the vice list in vv 29-31, starting with its four general words ending with -ig, and rounded off with the
alliterative sequence of four (or five!) beginning with the negative a-. Black notes that vv 28—-32 read like part of a spoken diatribe: 'they resemble, in some respects, the section in Attic
comedy known to the ancient rhetoricians as the pnigos, a long passage to be spoken in a single breath'."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 53—54.]

210"adultery, illicit sexual relations with someone other than one’s marriage partner. In the OT adultery had a precise and limited definition: sexual relations between a married (or

betrothed) woman and any man other than her husband. Adultery, therefore, was committed only against a husband, never against a wife. It was considered a most grievous transgres-
sion (Exod. 20:14; Deut. 5:18; Lev. 18:20), to be punished by the death of both parties (Deut. 22:22-24). There is no actual evidence that this punishment was ever carried out, but it
may have been in certain instances, and the threat of execution still existed in the first century (cf. John 7:53-8:11). The law was probably intended to ensure that any child born to the
wife was really the husband’s child, since it was considered crucial for the husband to have offspring, so that the family name could be perpetuated.

"In the NT period, it appears that the definition of adultery was extended in its scope. For example, the teaching of Jesus was understood to mean that a husband could now be
held responsible for committing adultery against his wife (Matt. 5:32; Mark 10:11; Luke 16:18). Adultery was forbidden by various NT writers (Rom. 13:9; Gal. 5:19; James 2:11).

"Adultery was sometimes used as a symbol of the unfaithfulness of the people toward God (e.g., Hos. 9:1; Matt. 12:39)."

[Paul J. Achtemeier, Harper & Row and Society of Biblical Literature, Harper s Bible Dictionary (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1985), 13-14.]

AMIMMORALITY (Gk. porneia).t Sexual activity contrary to biblical principles. The RSV also translates the Greek term as 'fornication' (so KJV throughout), 'unchastity,' and
"impurity.'

"Paul is particularly concerned with such behavior, listing it among the works of the flesh (Gal. 5:19). He views it as a deterrent to participation in the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 6:9—
10; Gal. 5:19-21) and suggests marriage as a proper preventative to immoral sexuality (1 Cor. 7:2). Specific concerns include incest (5:1) and prostitution (6:12-20; cf. 2 Cor. 12:21).

"In the book of Revelation, immortality is used figuratively with regard to pagan practices, including idolatry and sacred prostitution (Rev. 2:14, 20-21)."

[Allen C. Myers, The Eerdmans Bible Dictionary (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1987), 518.]
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‘unnatural’ and this meant being based upon human lust which inher-
ently was ruinous to successful achievement of the telos objective
of perfection and mastery of the corrupt material side of existence.
For Paul -- and for Hellenistic Jewish writers also -- homosexuality
was an abomination to the holy God and represented not only some-
thing He hates but also condemns as violating His commands and
objectives for procreation via sexual actions, thv duownv xpfiow tfig
BnAeiag (v. 27). Yet, here and especially in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10,
the sin of homosexual activity is not worse than every other sexual
action outside of marriage.

The implication of Paul in 1:26-27 is that deviant sexual activity
represents rebellion against God and that such actions bring upon
the individual God’s wrath both in this life and in eschatological judg-
ment. In both the Hebrew Bible and in early Christianity, formal mar-
riage of a man and a woman to one another is tremendously valued
as something sacred to Almighty God. Gen. 2:24 remained the stan-
dard for both Judaism and Christianity well past the beginning Chris-
tian century.?'?2 And it will remain the standard until the end of time.
Any sexual action beyond those inside marriage constitute deviant
sexual behavior that is condemned by God. And one should also
especially note from 1 Cor 6 and 1 Tim 1, as well as some other NT
texts, that this deviant sexual behavior defined inclusively prohibits
one from being a part of the Kingdom of God both now and in eterni-
ty.213

10.3.3.2.1.2.3 God handed them over to a debased mind, 1:28-32

28 Kal kaBwc oUK €dokipacav TOV Bedv E€xelv év ETMIYVWOEL,
napeSwkev alTouc 6 Be0¢ eig AdOKLpov volv, Ttolelv T pn kabrkovta, 29
nemAnpwpévoucg maon adikia movnpia mheovetia kakiq, peotoug hpBOVOU
dovou £pLdog 60Aou kakonBelag, PrBuplotdag 30 kataAdAoug BeooTuyEelg
UBpLoTag UTtepndavoug ahalovag, EbeupeTag KOKWY, yovelolv AnelBel,
31 douvEToug AouVOETOUC AoTOPYOUG AVEAENUOVAG: 32 OlTIVEGTO SiKaiwpa
100 Be00 £myvovteg 6tL ol Ta toladta mpdooovteg atlot Bavatou eiotv, ov
povov aUTtd olodotv AAAA Kail cuveudokol oL TOlC MPAGGOoUCLY.

ROMANS 1:18-32
STRUCTURAL OUTLINE

HUMANITY’S REBELLION OF GOD’S SELF REVELATION IN CREATION

—

\

\
IDOLATRY

o

/

-
VICE LIST OF EVIL

HOMOSEXUALITY

The sequence is simply:
1) God reveals Himself in creating the word (vv. 18-20)
2) Sinful humanity rejects that self revelation in creation (vv. 21-23)
3) God turns humanityover to its own self destructive passions (vv. 24-32)

God’s action produces a human action to which God in turn responds. The grammat-
ical structure is formal and well defined. Humanity wanted nothing to do with God
whom they couldn’t control. So they turn to idolatry in worshiping aspects of the
creation. Humanity becomes without excuse in such rebellion against their Creator.
The ruinous nature of such rebellion becomes clear when God responds (vv. 24-31).
“Like clods of dirt falling in on top of the casket,” God walks away from humanity in
turning it over to its own destructive passions. Note the threefold repetition of
TOPEBWKEV AUTOUG O B€0G €i6... in vv. 24, 26, 28. This is His response to their turn-
ing creation into an object of worship: petTAAAagav (vv. 25, 26) and oUK £SoKipaoav
TOV B0V EXeIV €V Emyvwaoel (v. 28). This divine reaction to humanity’s rebellion is
seen as 0pyn 0£00, God’s wrath (v. 18). All of this is in turn seen as a part of
Sikaioouvn Bgo00, God’s righteousness (v. 17).

One should not see a‘staircasing’ of the three expressions of TrTapédwkev alToug O
0£0¢ €iG... in vv. 24, 26, 28. These are essentially three directions of divine wrath im-
plemented upon humanity in its rebellion against God. Inner connection among the
three do indeed exist, but each stands separately as an expression of God'’s wrath.
every kind of wickedness, evil, covetousness, malice. Full of envy, murder, strife,

28 And since they did not see fit to acknowledge God, God gave them up to deceit, craftiness, they are gossips, 30 slanderers, God-haters,f insolent, haughty,
a debased mind and to things that should not be done. 29 They were filled with boastful, inventors of evil, rebellious toward parents, 31 foolish, faithless, heart-

22Gen. 2:24 LXX. €vekev toutou kataleihel GvBpwrog tov natépa altol kal thv untépa autod kal mpookoAAnBrnoetal pdg TRV yuvaika altol, kai €éoovral ol SUo ig odpka

plav.t

Therefore a man leaves his father and his mother and clings to his wife, and they become one flesh.

23For more details see my listing of the "New Testament Vice Lists" at cranfordville.com.
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less, ruthless. 32 They know God’s decree, that those who practice such things eic...:

deserve to die — yet they not only do them but even applaud others who practice v. 24, ei¢ akaBapotiav, to uncleanness
them. V. 26, €i¢ maOn atipioag, to dishonoring passions
This third of the three uses of the formula napédwkev altolg 6 Bedg v. 28, ig adokipov voiyv, to a debased mind
elc... in vv. 18-32 introduces a vice listing of sinful actions as expressions
of God’s wrath. The expansion elements immediately attached to the verb connectors:
napedwkev are distinct for each instance. v. 24, A6, wherefore
1.28 KO(\L

KoOwg oUKk &dokipoocoav TOV HedV
EXELV €V ETMLYVOOE L,
20 napédwKeEV aUTOUg O 0&8d¢
elg addxiulov volv,
moLelv t& |un xabnxovra,
IeTANPOREVOUC
| mn&on &dixiq
| novnpe L
| nAeovel Lo
| xax (¢,
neotoug @66vVouU
| pdvou
| épLdocg
| do6Aou
| kokon®e lag,
TLOuplLotacg
KATOANAOUG
Beootuyelcg
UBplLotac
UnepneAdvVouc
aialoévag,
EQEUPETAC KAKDV,
yoveGolv &melbelg,
AoUVETOUCQ
aouvOéTtoucg
aoctdpyouc
aveAenuovaq
olTlveg 10 dLlkalwua 10T B0l emiyvovieq
| 0Tl ol T& TOolaUTO mMPACOCOVTIEQ
| a& Lol Gavatou eloliv,
——————— oU pbévov aUTtd moLoToLv
| AANN
| rol
——————— ouveudokoUolv Tol¢ mpdoCOoUCLV.
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V. 26, Al to0to, for this reason
v. 28, Katl kaBwc oUk édokipaoav tov Beov Exelv €v émyvwoel, and just as
they did not wish to have God in their understanding.
purpose / result infinitives:
v. 24, 100 dtipdlecBal @ cwpota alT®v €v autols, so that they might
dishonor their bodies among themselves

v. 28, moLelv Ta KR kabnkovta, so that they might do the things not prop-
er to do.

The remaining expansion elements move to the distinctive emphasis of
each unit of expression, usually a single sentence.?'* First, an emphasis
upon idolatry. Second, an emphasis upon homosexuality. Third, a general
listing of vices. All of which becomes expression of épyn 800, God’s wrath.
This third stating of nap£dwkev altolc 6 Bg6¢ eic... in v. 28 has the most
extensive set of modifiers of the three instances. Of course, the meaning
of this core expression here remains the same as with the previous two
instances in vv. 24 and 26. What God handed rebellious humanity over to
in this third instance is ei¢ ad6kiov voiv, to a debased mind. Contextually,
this compares to eig ndbn atwiag, to dishonoring passions (v. 26) and eig
akaBapoiav, to uncleanness (v. 24). Clearly, these three items are intended
to expand épataiwBnoav év toig Sltahoylopols alT®v Kal £okoTiodn f AolveTog
avutv kapbdia, they became crazy in their thinking and their senseless heart be-
came darkened (v. 21). The darkness of indescribable evil descended over
their thinking and decision making abilities, just like a totally blinding fog.

214The three sentences are 1) vv. 24-25; 2) vv. 26-27; and 3) vv. 28-32. The core expres-

sentence is apédwkev alTolg 6 Bed¢ £ig..., God handed them over to....

Consequently they became controlled by religious and moral uncleanness,
dishonoring passions, and a debased mind.

elg adokipov voily, to a debased mind references a mental capability com-
pleted nullified. volg means mind as the faculty for intellectual perception,
sometimes also for sensory perception. This can indicate either the entity
for thinking or the process of thinking and forming intellectual ideas in the
24 NT uses.?"® It is overwhelmingly a Pauline word with 21 of these uses
in the letters of Paul, and where Romans (6x) and First Corinthians (7x)
reflect 13 of those instances.?'® The modifying adjective a8dékwov with the
alpha privative denotes something unqualified and thus worthless or use-
less.?'” The phrase addkwov voiv means either a mind completely worth-
less for making correct decisions, or a process of thinking so unqualified
as well. Probably both meanings are included in the expression. Thus in
God'’s wrath, rebellious humanity was turned over to an incapacitated mind
to make decisions about what to do.

With the connector Kat introducing this third unit, it is linked to the second
unit (vv. 26-27) as another consequence of humanity’s rebelling against God.
But the adverbial comparative clause introduced by kaBwg sets up an inter-
esting parallel to the discussion in v. 21.2'® Thus ka®w¢ oUk £5okipacav TOv

128 Kol Bedv Exew év

KaOOC oUK €dok{poocov 1OV 60V ETLYVWOEL,
ExeLv ) just as they
€V EIILYVWOE L, dld not WISh

nopESWKEV QAUTOUG O Oeog to have God

elg addékiluov voiv,

moLelv T U KobBRkovto, sion for each

23yoig is part of a large word group of terms built off the common stem: voéw, vodg, vonua, dvontog, dvota, Suevontog, d1avola, dlavonua, £vvola, EDVOE®, EHVOLN, KATAVOE®,
UETAVOEM, PETAVOLA, GUETOVONTOG, TPOVOL®, TPOVOLM., DVTTOVOEM, DITOVOLA, VOLBETéE®, vovbeaia

[Johannes Behm and Ernst Wiirthwein, “Noéw®, Nobdg, Nonua, Avonrtog, ’Avota, Avovontog, Aiavoia, Atavonua, "Evvola, Evvoéw, Ebvola, Katavoéw, Metavoém, Metdvota,
Apetavontog, [Ipovoéwm, [Ipdvora, Ymovoém, Ymovola, NovbBetém, Novbeoia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New

Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 4:948.]

21%0One should note that uniformly across OT and ancient Jewish writings the vodg is located tfj kopdig, in the physical heart, rather than in the head. For instance, cf. John 12:40.

Jewish use of this term is rather limited. "In Sir. and the Hexapla translators we do not find vodg (except for Sus. 9 ®). There is in fact no clear Heb. equivalent for the Gk. term.
Though vobc has many meanings, it is in the main too intellectualistic to be easily used by OT translators. Heb. cannot express intellect or reason, and this was the aspect of vodg which
was obviously felt to be determinative, and which was avoided [G. Bertram]." [Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, eds., Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-). fn 3, page 953 of vol. 4]. Six of the 13 LXX uses of voig translate either 27 (/&b) or 227 (I&-bab), both meaning heart.

AM@doKI0G, the opp. of doriuog, is used of persons (ad6xor copiotai, of Gk. historians, Jos. Ap., 2, 236; d¢ p1 ... ad6Kuol Tovtdnacty v Tf] molel yévoivto, Xenoph. Resp.
Lac., 3, 4) and things (... Moyoig Kol Bovrais Koi tpdéeotv adokipols ... Philo Conf. Ling., 198, 16 dpydptov ... adokov, Is. 1:22)." [Walter Grundmann, “Adkiprog, Adoxipog, Aokiun,
Aoxipov, Aokipalom, Arodokindlm, Aokipooia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:

Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:255.]

28Rom. 1:21. 81611 yvdvieg TOvV BedV 0U) we Beodv €66€acav fj nuxapiotnoav, AAN épataiwbnoay €v toig Staloylopoic alT®v Kal €okotiotn i dcuvetog alT®OV Kapbdia.
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in full understanding, repeats, in summary manner, v. 21. The idea here is
acknowledgment of God in submission to Him. It gathers up the four pre-
vious assertions of rebellion in vv. 18, 21, 23, 25 into a concise accusa-
tion. The comparative aspect set up by the dependent conjunction kabwg
means that just as they didn’t want God, He then doesn’t want them. Con-
sequently He napédwkev avtouc, handed them over.

The verb é8okipaocav from Sokwpdiw, is graphically describing a neg-
ative desire, which is well captured by the NRSV with the English idiom
they did not see fit. Of course this is linked to the adokipov voiv, debased
mind. And also it amplifies the éuataiwbnoav v toig Stahoylopoic avtd®v Kal
¢okotioBn ) dclvetog aut®v kapbdia (v. 21) which comes with ouy wg Bgov
¢do6¢aoav f nbxapiotnoav (v. 21). And it occurs in spite of yvovteg tov Beov (v.
21). sokwalw in this context means accepting something as proven, thus to ap-
prove.?'® The concept both here and in v. 21 involves much more than mere
intellectual perception of God. Thus yvévteg tov Bgov (v. 21) via His creation
opens the door potentially to év émyvwoel (v. 28), that is, full acknowledge-
ment of God. And it is only this acknowledge that ultimately counts. This
is the possibility offered by God through His creation action. But human-
ity instead refused to glorify God and give thanks to Him (v. 21, o) w¢ Bgdv
¢66acav f nuxapiotnoav). These actions define tov Beov €xewv év Emyvwoel
(v. 28). Thus full acknowledgment of God requires the human response of
praise and thanksgiving to God.

The rather unusual expression tov Bgov €xewv év émyvwoel, God to have in
full knowledge, alludes specifically to the refusal to praise and give thanks-
giving to God in v. 21. The infinitive phrase tov Beov &xew direct object of

the verb oUk é¢6okipacav conveys the sense of opting out of having God
connected to them in any manner. The prepositional phrase év émyvwoel
defines the sphere of opting God out, that is, in full acknowledgement of
Him. The deeper understanding specified by éniyvwoig (cf. also 3:20; 10:2)
carries in this context the sense of experiential acknowledgement of God.
This is not mere intellectual acceptance of the idea of God. Rather, it is
acknowledgment of God out of experiencing Him directly.

This is a blunt, graphic depiction of the larger expression in verse 21.
It clearly defines a posture of rebellion and rejection. This in turn sets up
the reaction of God to this rebellion. Humanity’s rejection of God is not a
rejection of the idea of God. In Paul’s world, atheism rejected the idea of
any and all gods. Consequently one would have found very few atheists in
the first century Greco-Roman world where well over 99% of the population
believed in deity of some sort. This rejection that Paul depicts here is not
an adoption of atheism. Quite clearly, this rejection of the one true God is
the adoption of substitute gods in idolatry. Just traveling through the larger
cities of the Mediterranean world each with massive numbers of pagan
temples dedicated to a whole host of idolatrous images would make this
point very clearly.

The final adverbial modifier moieiv ta pun kabrikovta of the main clause
verb napédwkev comes just before the lengthy adjectival participle phrase
(vv. 29-32) introduced by nenmAnpwpévoug that reaches back to autolg. This
infinitive functions either as a purpose expression (in order to do) or pos-
sibly as a result expression (so that they have done). Syntactically it fulfills
a function similar to to0 atipdaieodal td cwpata avtdv, so that they dishonor

for though they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give thanks to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their senseless minds were darkened.

2192) to draw a conclusion about worth on the basis of testing, prove, approve, here the focus is on the result of a procedure or examination.

a. prove by testing, of gold (Isocr., Panathen. 14, 39; SIG 334, 45 [on monetary assoc. s. other reff. in SEG XLII, 1851]; Pr 8:10; Sir 2:5; Wsd 3:6) 1 Pt 1:7 (on testing of character
cp. Pind., P. 10, 67f); Hv 4, 3, 4; cp. 1 Cor 3:13 (JGnilka, Ist 1 Cor 3:10-15 ein Schriftzeugnis fiir d. Fegefeuer? ’55). tag yoydg ApcPt 3.

b. accept as proved, approve (PEleph 1, 10; POxy 928, 7 tva éav dokiudong momong; PTebt 326, 10) w. acc. 11 ISm 8:2. ob¢ €av dokydonte whom you consider qualified 1 Cor

16:3. gdoxipdocapev omovdaiov 6vta we have tested and found him zealous 2 Cor 8:22. €édokipace yop DUAG 0 KOPLOG Kal EvEypayev DUAS eig TOV aplBpov tov uétepov Hs 9, 24, 4;
cp. MOovg v 3, 5, 3. 8. 10 dydmng yviiclov prove the genuineness of love 2 Cor 8:8. &v @ Soxuudet for what he approves Ro 14:22. 8. to Siopépovto approve (or discover s. under 1)
what is essential Ro 2:18; Phil 1:10. W. inf. (Appian, Iber. 90 §392, Bell. Civ. 2, 114 §475; Jos., Ant. 2, 176, Vi. 161 simply = intend, wish) ovk £édokipacav tov 0ov Exewv Ev Emyvaoet
they did not see fit to have a true knowledge of God Ro 1:28 (anticipating the opposite in 12:2.—WReiss, ‘Gott nicht kennen’ im AT, ZAW 58, *40/41, 70-98). W. indir. quest. foll.
3., i T0 0€Anpa t. B0 approve (or discover s. under 1) what God’s will is 12:2. Pass. (Prov. Aesopi 171 P. pilog kai innog €v avdykn dokipalovtar=stand the test; Jos., Ant. 3, 71)
dedokpudopeda we have been found worthy w. inf. foll. 1 Th 2:4a. dedokipaouévog tested, approved of genuine prophets D 11:11 (Diod S 4, 7, 1 dedokipaouévog of the story writer
who has a good reputation; cp. SIG 807, 9; PFay 106, 23; 2 Macc 4:3); cp. Hm 11, 7, 16 (s. 1 above); mvebua dedokipacuévov v 2, 4; of Jesus Ac 2:22 D.—B. 652. DELG s.v. 0ka®
etc. EDNT. M-M. TW. Spicq.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 255-256.]
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their bodies, in v. 24b. Thus it stands in parallel structure to this earlier in-
finitival expression. Just as God hands humanity over to uncleanness so that
they dishonor their bodies (v. 24), God also hands over humanity to a debased
mind so that they do the things improper to do (v. 28). The inner connec-
tion of these two infinitive phrases coming off the identical verb should be
clear. The second infinitive phrase essentially repeats the first one in the
core idea. But additionally it also sets up the lengthy vice list that follows
in vv. 29-31. The grammatical function of the two infinitives is the same
and probabily falls in the category of intended consequence. This is partly
purpose -- anticipation of objective -- and partly result -- impact of the main
verb action. Ancient Greek infinitives commonly fulfilled such a role in the
literature.??

The idea of motelv ta un kabnkovta, to do the things not proper, is rela-
tively clear. The present tense infinitive motetv shifts the emphasis from a

debased mind, ad6kiov volv, to a pattern of improper actions. Experientially
the first leads to the second, and this is intended by Paul here as well. If
one’s thinking has been paralyzed to where it can’t work correctly, inevita-
bly then the person’s actions are not going to work correctly either. Plus,
Paul’s point here is that God fully understood this when He turned humanity
over to a debased mind.

The sense of propriety is expressed by kabrkovta, the neuter plural
accusative present participle form of ka8rkw. Only used here in all of Paul's
letters and just once elsewhere in the NT at Acts 22:22, this very Greek
idea of what is permissible or allowable is designated.??' For the Greek
philosophers what constituted proper actions was katopBwpa, full duties.
The delineation of these came out of philosophical reasoning.??? The Sto-
ic philosophical defining of improper with the label audptnua gave some
background to Paul’s use here of ta un kabrikovra.??®* He did not label them

20"Pyrpose is only 'intended result,' as Burton* argues. Radermacher (N. T. Gr., p. 153) says that the difference between purpose and result in the inf. is often only in the more
subjective or objective colouring of the thought. It is hard to draw a line between conceived result and intended result. Blass® explains a number of examples as result that I have put
above under Purpose, as Rev. 5:5; 16:9. It is largely a matter of standpoint. The line of distinction is often very faint, if not wholly gone. Take Rev. 5:5, for instance, éviknoev 6 Aémv
avoi&ot. The lion had opened the book and so it was actual result. So also Ac. 5:3, o1d 11 E&nApwoey 6 catavdg TV Kapdiav cov, yedoachai oe. Ananias had actually lied. In the ancient
Greek also the distinction between purpose and result was not sharply drawn.® The inf. may represent merely the content and not clearly either result or purpose, as in Eph. 3:6, etvot
ta €0vn. Cf. also 4:22, dnoBécBar. This is not a Hebraistic (Burton) idiom, but falls in naturally with the freer use of the inf. in the kown." [A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek
New Testament in the Light of Historical Research (Logos Bible Software, 2006), 1089.]

2I"From popular use the term is adopted by Zeno (according to Diog. L., VII, 108) into the vocabulary of philosophy, where its use is varied and sometimes not wholly perspic-
uous.? In general one may say that 1o kaffjxov (or Ta kadfkovta) denotes that which is fitting or suitable for man, namely, the demands and actions which arise out of the claims of
environment and which critical reason sees to be in harmony with his nature, cf. Diog. L., VII, 107 ff.; Stob. Ecl., II, 85, 12 ff. kaffjkov is here to be distinguished from katoépBwpia as
the middle-point between xatdpOmpa and audptnpa. As such a pécov it does not occupy morally neutral ground where actions are morally indifferent (Stob. Ecl., I, 86, 10 f.: mdv 6¢
10 apdl 1o kodfjkov &v Aoy (D yvopevoy audptnua giva,, cf. I1, 93, 14 ff.; 96). On the contrary, it denotes obligations which both the wise and the unwise recognise to be binding
and fitting, though each from his own standpoint (cf. Epict. Diss., II, 17, 31: 0ého &’ d¢ e06ePNG Kol GIAOGOPOC Kol EMUEATG €1dEVaL, T pot TpOg Be0vg EoTiv KabBfjKoV, Ti TPOG YOVEIL,
Tl TpOg AdeAPOVG, Ti TPOG TNV TaTpida, Ti Tpog EEvoug (cf. Ench., 30)." [Heinrich Schlier, “Kabnkw (to Kabfjkov),” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:438.]
22"Thus there are three kinds of ka6fjkov in Epict.: first, duties in respect of natural needs and for the advantage of man; second, duties which law and custom have made generally
valid; and third, duties which may conflict with the ordinary moral sense, e.g., self-sacrifice on behalf of friends, Diss., II, 14, 18, or love of others," Diss., IV, 10, 12 etc. But Epict. also
gives us an older description of the sphere of kadfjkov which demonstrates the breadth of the concept, Diss., I1I, 7, 25: 00koDv kai kKaOKOVTA TPIGGE: T& UV TPOG TO £var, To 8& TPOC
0 TO1dL £tvait, T 8’ Tl TOL TPONYOVLEVA, i.€., KaffkovTa which relate to the fact and nature of existence and to moral decision within it (cf. Cic. Off., III, 20). In virtue of this broader
and narrower use, it is understandable that kaffjkov should tend to replace katdépOwpa. Thus katdpbwua occurs only once in Epict, in the ancient Stoic antithesis to audptnua, Diss.,
I1, 26, 5; kaBnkew and katopBolv can also be used interchangeably, cf. Diss., II, 26, 5 with Ench., 42; Diss., I, 7, 1 with 11, 3, 4. Chrysipp. already has téAetov kabijkov for katdépbopa
(Stob. Ecl,, 11, 85, 18; cf. IV, 5). If téAetov kabijkov is in some sense contrasted with péoca kabnkovra, it denotes neutral obligations like yapeilv, tpesPevetv, dStoréyeoba, cf. 11, 96. The
péoov kabijkov is what Epict., like Chrysipp., calls ékhoyr| katd ooy, and what he distinguishes from moral ka6fjxov, which is for him ponyovuevov." [Heinrich Schlier, “Kadnkm
(10 Kabikov),” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 438—439.]
23"No less famous a Stoic than Seneca was an advisor and mentor to Nero at the very time Paul wrote Romans, and Seneca’s influence and the popularity of Stoicism was surely
not minimal in Rome. Thus it may indeed have been part of Paul’s rhetorical strategy to offer up critiques of pagan culture that had some contact with the popular philosophy extant in
Rome in that day. Such a critique might be more readily received by Gentiles than one which only echoed Jewish sources. As Epictetus said, 'There are certain punishments assigned
as it were by law for those who are disobedient to the divine dispensation' (Discourses 3.11.1). In v. 32 Paul implies that some knowledge of God still remains even when it has been
repressed. One is still held responsible for what they have done with what they knew about God.*® 'This is written with the flourish of ancient rhetoric, in the style of the preacher of
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apaptnua because sin is against God and is much more profound than just
improper actions.??

The idea of actions being ta un kabrkovta for Paul goes into this more
profound realm of rebellion against God. The vice list that follows fleshes
out more of the specifics.?® One of the interpretive questions here emerges
as to whether Paul is using ta un ka@nkovta in the pagan sense of sinful
humanity committing actions that even paganism judged improper, not to
speak of those with some knowledge of God’s Torah.??® Whether this is ac-
curate or not depends largely on comparing the content of the subsequent
vice list with the listings outside of Judeo-Christian writings in the ancient
world. If Paul’s listing is distinct from the non-Christian listings, then the
view that ta pn kaBnkovta alludes to things God has determined that ‘don’t
fit' gains credibility over the ‘pagan meaning’ view. The exegesis below
then opens up clearer understanding here of Paul’s intent in using this very

Greek phrase ta ur kabrikovta.

The vice list (vv. 29-31). The syntactical structure of this list is interest-
ing. The list itself in vv. 29-31 is set up by the adjective functioning parti-
ciple nemAnpwuévoug whose accusative masculine plural spelling attaches
the participle back to the personal pronoun altoug, them. It is strategical-
ly placed after the infinitive phrase direct object participle phrase ta un
kaBnkovta that asserts things not proper to do. Thus the listing is attached
to the adjective functioning participle TrTemAnpwpévoug and accomplishes
two roles. The items on the list define what is not proper to do, while these
items are linked to the humanity, i.e., attotg, whom God handed over to a
debased mind. Here is the Pondera’s Box of evil, unleashed by humanity’s
rejection of God, and produced directly by the inability of humanity’s de-
based mind to know and do what is proper which is defined in v. 21a.2%

The internal arrangement of the various items is also interesting and

all ages, and would be recognized for what it is—a dramatic expression of a widespread malaise, of a human condition whose character as a whole is demonstrated by its failure to con-
trol or to find an answer to its most depressing features and worst excesses.”!" [Ben Witherington Il and Darlene Hyatt, Paul's Letter to the Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 70.]

224Paul does use extensively this word group of apaptio, dpoaptdve, apaptmua, Guapt@iog some 57 times just inside Romans.

223"Such catalogs of vice are well known in the ancient world, particularly, as we might expect from the preceding phrase, among the Stoics (see particularly Lietzmann). But
similar lists also appear in different strands of Judaism; again, significantly, Wisd Sol 14:25-26; but see also, e.g., 4 Macc 1:26-27; 2:15; T. Reub. 3.3-6; T. Lev. 17.11; 1QS 4.9-11; 2
Enoch 10.4-5; 3 Apoc. Bar. 8.5; 13.4; the list in Philo, Sac. 32 has more than 140 items! (see further Daxer, 46—52; Easton, 1-8; Wibbing, 14-76; Vogtle, esp. 227-32; Kamlah, chap.
2). They are common also in the earliest Christian literature (see especially Mark 7:21-22; Rom 13:13; 1 Cor 5:10-11; 6:9-10; 2 Cor 12:20; Gal 5:19-21; Col 3:5, 8; 1 Tim. 1:9-10; 2
Tim 3:2-5; Titus 3:3; 1 Pet 4:3; Rev 22:15; 1 Clem 35.5, which is almost certainly modeled on Rom 1:29-31; Did. 2-5; and Barn. 18-20); see also on 13:13. The difference in contents
(e.g., Paul’s lengthy list here has only two or three items in common with Philo’s in Sac. 32), as also indeed with the similar lists in Paul himself, indicates that Paul is not simply tak-
ing over a standard catalog from elsewhere or adapting his message completely to the moral perspective of other systems. So too the degree to which its structuring depends on verbal
features (association of sounds, grouping of words with initial d-; see Form and Structure) implies that Paul is not concerned to castigate particular sins above all others as distinctively
non-Christian. Rather the implication is that he is simply appealing to a widespread recognition in conventional morality that there are features of social life which are to be condemned.
The more distinctive Judeo-Christian emphasis comes not with the list itself (which is not to be characterized as anti-Gentile [Dabelstein, 85]), but in the understanding of such a state
of affairs as the consequence of God’s 'handing over,' as evidence of God’s final wrath on his rebellious and disordered creation (cf. further Wilckens)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans
1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 67.

26"From the negative form, and the content of what is called unseemly, it is evident that the term is not used here in its specific philosophical sense. In philosophical usage what is
contrary to kabffjkov is always 10 mapa 10 kabfjkov, Diog. L., VII, 108; also Epict. Diss., I, 7, 21; 28, 5 etc.; Philo Leg. AllL, II, 32, though cf. Cher., 14. What Paul means by this unde-
fined pr) kaBnkovra is that which is offensive to man even according to the popular moral sense of the Gentiles, i.e., what even natural human judgment regards as vicious and wrong.
In accordance with the decision which they have made against the Creator, God finally abandons them to a blunted sensibility. Religious indifference is followed by moral. Perverted by
a wrong basic attitude, the Gentile is possessed by destructive passions and overthrown by all kinds of vices. He thus loses all vestiges of the humanity which even the healthy pagan
respects." [Heinrich Schlier, “Kabnko (160 Kabfjkov),” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,

MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:439—440.]
27"Such lists of vices were based on the premise that wicked people tended to practice all vices, just as good people practiced all the virtues. Philo Judaeus produced possibly the
world’s longest vice list — some 140 elements (Sacrifices of Cain and Abel 32)! Although the literary convention of the vice list cautions us against excessive attention to specific items,
one cannot help in this case noting that the list contains few vices associated with human weakness, such as drunkenness or lust. The list focuses instead on the malign and antisocial
vices that are often associated with 'strong' people: 'insolent, haughty, boastful ... heartless, ruthless' (1:30). The cold-hearted vices that seek to do harm to others or build up the self at
others’ expense are far worse than vices of weakness that mainly bring distress to the self. In a fine rhetorical reversal of his starting point (those who knew God did not give him glory),
Paul says of these people, 'Although they know God’s decree that those who do such things deserve to die, they not only do them, but approve of those who practice them' (1:32). This
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sentence.??® Understanding this very intense, compacted expression of

is indeed willful rebellion and disobedience." [Luke Timothy Johnson, Reading Romans: A Literary and Theological Commentary, Reading the New Testament Series (Macon, GA:
Smyth & Helwys Publishing, 2001), 36.]

28This text in vv. 18-32 clearly forms what in ancient linguistics was termed a periodic sentence, év nepiodoig. Or to use Aristotle's label, kateotpappévn, i.e., a compact sentence.
This means that much higher idea content is packed into fewer words, in large part due to carefully conceived organizational structuring of the ideas. Here contextual influence on the
meanings of individuals words and phrases is all the more important. This style contrasts with the 'running style' where ideas are more loosely put together. Most of the NT writings are
done in a running style of composition. For a helpful discussion see Robertson, A. T., "Two Kinds of Style," A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research.
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thought becomes critically important for proper interpretation.
nenAnpwuévoug nacn adikio movnpia mAsoveéia kakiq, filled with every
kind of wickedness: immorality, covetousness, evil (v. 29a).??°

The perfect passive participle nem\npwuévoug, taken from minpdw, car-
ries the idea of humanity having been filled to capacity with every kind of
wickedness. The perfect tense passive voice participle connotes the idea
of an action of filling which carries continuing consequence. Humanity’s
rejection of God’s self-revelation in creation opened the flood gates for this
filling with wickedness. And this has produced devastating impact that con-
tinue on into eternity.

Interestingly, the first item of vice is ndon &dwiq, which is something
of a header item setting up a broad reference which covers the following
items. The noun adwia has already been mentioned 2 times in v. 18 at the
beginning of this larger discussion. There it links to acépewa in the phrase
£ni mdoav aoéPBelav kat adikiav avBpwnwy, against all ungodliness and wicked-
ness of men. Here humanity’s religious rebellion is signaled by acéBesiav and
its moral / behavioral rebellion is signaled by adwiav. That general sense
(Logos Bible Software, 2006), p. 432.

of adwiq is maintained here in v. 29. Now in this third unit of napééwkev
aUToug 6 Be0¢ £ic... (vv. 24-25; 26-27; 28-32), the inclusive focus on human
wickedness is laid out in the vice list. The attributive adjective naon em-
phasizes this inclusiveness. Built into aSwia is also the idea of injustice as
wicked conduct.?®® The alpha private prefix to adwia signals its origin from
the opposite idea of 6ikia. Given the unique perspective of both the Hebrew
Torah and Jesus with the apostles, the concept of adikia represents actions
contrary to the being and essence of God and contrary then to what He
demands of humanity, which He created and will hold accountable on the
Day of Judgment.

Thus Paul’s pointin Rom. 1:29 is to assert that humanity’s rebellion has
led to the wrath of God being implemented now with God simply walking
away from humanity and turning it over to a debased mind. This has un-
leashed a floodgate of adikia among humans that is destroying them.

The three items listed together with &dikia as the cover term are
novnpia mAeovegia kakiq, immorality, covetousness, and evil.2' The meaning
of the second item mAeoveéia is relatively clear as intense greed for what

220One important note to observe. Each of the numerous vice listings inside Paul's writings are unique and do not contain the exact same items. Cf. Rom 13:13; 1 Cor 5:10-11;
6:9-10; 2 Cor 12:20; Gal 5:19-21; Col 3:5, 8; 1 Tim. 1:9—-10; 2 Tim 3:2-5; Titus 3:3. Instead, each listing is 'customized' to the point at hand in the individual discussions.

What does this imply? First, that Paul did not draw from any formalized listings of sins developed in early Christianity. Unlike Roman Catholicism which centuries later began
drawing up lists of sins with differing evaluations of their seriousness, apostolic Christian understood that sin is sin and all of it is wrong before God.

Second, the broad idea of sinning covered everything contrary to the expressed will of God in scripture. References to it in terms of specific actions would always be limited to

those activities the writer felt more relevant to his targeted readership at the time of writing to them. In no way does this diminish the importance of unnamed sins. Rather, it highlights
the reality that NT writers are seeking to speak to very specific situations at very specific times in their lives, both collectively as a community of believers and individually as followers
of Jesus Christ. That becomes the timeless filter through which their writings must be re-interpreted to later groups and individuals. Only in this way do we every get to the voice of
God speaking to us in scripture.

Third, any collating of a large list from the existing lists found inside the NT would be a waste of time because it would not be exhaustive nor inclusive of everything considered
sinful in apostolic Christianity. All of the various lists are but representative of the larger reality of sinful activity that displeases God. A similar conclusion comes with comparing Paul's
vice lists with those outside the NT. For example, comparing Rom. 1:29-31 with Philo's lengthy listing of 140 specific sins (De Sacrificiis Abelis et Caini, 32) shows only two items
common to both lists. The tendency toward cataloguing specific sins always reflects a mechanistic approach to life and a departure from a relationship with God viewpoint. Sin within
a relationship takes on a personal tone and an intensity which stood at the forefront of importance for early Christianity.

20This is a part of the word group of &dwoc, adikia, adwéw, adiknua, all of which carry the negating alpha privative prefix.

[Gottlob Schrenk, ““Adwoc, Adwkia, Adikém, Adiknpa,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:149.]

These words represent the flip side of the opposite idea represented by the word group dikm, dikatog, dikatocvvy, dikad®, dikaimpa, dikainotg, dikalokpioia. Here the ideas of
justice and righteousness are central. Of course, these ideas are not defined in scripture by human laws or reasoning. Rather, the character and the actions of God define them. What is
just, is what God does. Not what people do. He sets the standard which people must adhere to. As Creator and Redeemer, He has complete authority to do so.

[Gottlob Schrenk, “Aikn, Aikaiog, Atkoioovvn, Aodo, Awaiopo, Akainoig, Awaokpioica,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:174.]

Znterestingly scribal copyists of this text in the first seven or eight centuries had trouble with the sequencing of these three items of vice.

The word nopveia (“fornication”) is included in this list of vices in some MSS, sometimes before movnpia (“wickedness”), as in the TR, and sometimes after movnpla, as
reflected in the Vulgate. Probably, however, mopveia was not originally in the text, as witness its omission in uncials X A B and Origen and Basil. It likely came about, as Bruce
Metzger has suggested, by a conflation of movnpia and nmopveia.® MNovnpia (“wickedness”) and kakia (“wickedness,” “depravity”) are interchanged in some MSS.
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someone else has.?®? What is more difficult to determine is the distinctive
meanings of nmovnpia and kakia. The two words are very close in meaning,
but do carry unique slants on the idea of evil. movnpia carries the idea of
uselessness that descends into evil and bad actions.?®® A rotten orange
can be novnpila and thus comparable to a human being in terms of worth-

Ny and V1, and sometimes y1, the LXX often also uses movnpia for nyn
and Y. But kakia is used to translate these two Hebrew terms as well.2*
Thus for NT writers who mostly worked out of a Hebrew thinking pattern
even while writing in Greek as a learned foreign language, the two terms
take on close meaning to one another.?®* The sense of being completely

lessness. Although linguistically movnpia compares to the Hebrew terms worthless as a debased human being is the distinct sense of novnpia.

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Com-
mentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 191.

Bmreovebia, ag, 1 (TAeoviktnc) the state of desiring to have more than one’s due, greediness, insatiableness, avarice, covetousness (so Hdt., Thu.+; Aristoxenus, Fgm. 50
p- 23, 36ff [w\. as the vice pure and simple]; Diod S 21, 1, 4 [wA. as the pntpomoiic Tdv ddiknudrov]; Musonius 72, 9; 90, 10 H.; Dio Chrys., Or. 67 [17] nepil mheovetiac: 6 péyotov
Kok®Vv aitiov; 7 péytotov kaxov; Ael. Aristid. 39 p. 733 D.: mA. is among the three most disgraceful things; Herm. Wr. 13, 7; pap, LXX; Test12Patr; GrBar 13:3; ApcMos 11; EpArist
277, Philo, Spec. Leg. 1, 173, Praem. 15 al; Jos., Bell. 7, 256, Ant. 3, 67; 7, 37 al.; Just., D. 14, 2; Tat. 19, 2; Ath., R. 21 p. 74, 9; Theoph. Ant. 1, 14 [p. 92, 7]) B 10:4; w. other vices
(as Diod S 13, 30, 4 in catalogues of vices. On these s. AVogtle, Die Tugend-u. Lasterkataloge im NT ’36) Ro 1:29..." [William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4
Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), §24.]

B3"rovnpia means 'defectiveness,' also 'physical sickness,' in both animals and men, movnrio tod@dv and wovnrio d@OaApudv, Plat. Hi., 11, 374c. Plat. can call sickness a movnpio

GOUOTOG as opp. to adwkia as a movnpia yoyfig, Resp., X, 609¢. The material 'imperfection’ of a skill can also be called movnpia.' movnpia also means 'lack’ of rain and air, Ael Nat. An.,
17, 40; deficient state of virtues, Xenoph. Cyrop., VII, 5, 75, also 'offensiveness,' Plut. Quaest. Conv., IV (II, 671a).

"A broad span is covered by the political sense (— 547, 29 ff.) of movnpia, the Tovnpia t@v dnunyopodviwv, Isoc., 8, 108, 1dv pntdépwv who enrich themselves;? movnpia is 'base-
ness,' 'depravity,' 'spite,' Lys., 14, 9 and 35; Demosth. Or., 21, 19; Xenoph. Mem., III, 5, 18; Ditt. Or., 519, 11 (Emperor Marcus Julius Philippus): ndvtov fipepov kol yoAnvov Biov
Stoydvtov movnpiog Kol O10cEIGU®Y TE(T)AVUEVDV.

"ovnpia is the 'intentionally practised evil will,' ék Tpooipéoemg in contrast to conduct €k Bupod.® Tovnpio cuveyng unceasing baseness' is poyOnpio, moral uselessness, Aristot.
Eth. Nic., VII, 9, p. 1150b, 35. Similarly wovnpia is to be distinguished from &yvowo and afeitepio 'stupidity.' movnpia affects others, dpeAtepia only the one who acts. The original
social signification of the term (— 547, 23 ff.) may be discerned here.* Its essential feature acc. to Demetrius Fr., 4 (CAF, I, 796) is that it is always out for gain—something which may
still be seen in the NT use. In the Hell. period movnpia is increasingly used in a gen. sense without specialisation,’ though it should be remembered that Plat. and others also use it thus
in antithesis to dpetn, Plat. Theaet., 176b; Aeschin. In Ctesiphontem, 172; Aristot. Rhet., II, 12, p. 1389a, 18."

[Giinther Harder, “ITovnpéc, ITovnpia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Ee-
rdmans, 1964-), 6:562-563.]

Z4"Here movnpia is the equivalent of 7y and v¥9v1. Elsewhere these words are transl. xaxia in the LXX (— 111, 476, 32 ff.). The translators of the various books show preferences
for the one term or the other but no fundamental distinction is made between movnpia and kaxico. There is a tendency in this direction only in the Gk. text of Qoh. Here xaxia is used
for ¥9.and 11y in the sense of 'misfortune,’ 'injury,’ 'dark mien' Qoh. 5:12; 7:3, and only once for 71y in the sense of 'wickedness,' 7:15. For this movnpia is used 2:21 (par. pototdtng);
movnpia also means 'what is evil, wrong' under the sun in 6:1; 11:10. The situation is much the same in Ex.? In the other books the distribution is as follows: Gn., Dt., 1 and 2 S., 1 and
2 K., Job, Prv., Minor Prophets, Ez. and in the main Macc. use koxio, while Ju., Neh. and Is. prefer movnpia. Ju. is unique, for here there has been revision. A has koxio, which in the
LXX, as in Philo, is more common than novnpia, while B prefers novnpia.’ Both words are used without essential distinction in Ps., Wis. and Sir. Sometimes in the LXX movnpia. is
used for other originals like mayin, 10 11X, 11 7%, 12 and ¥p5, 13 movnpia is also used adjectivally in the LXX as a gen. qual., Adyot or yoyyvopog movnpiog y 140 (141): 4; Sir. 46:7.
In a few verses A and X use movnpia in the moral sense where LXX has kakia, Qoh. 7:15 A; 1 Bac. 25:28 X." [Giinther Harder, “TTovnpdg, [Tovnpia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:564.]

235"In the NT movnpia occurs only in a moral sense, especially in a very generalised way, as in lists of vices, e.g., R. 1:29.* Here, alongside mkeoveio (— 272, 15), it denotes moral
worthlessness as a result of avarice, Vg nequitia, 'uselessness."® Neither here nor in 1 C. 5:8 can any sharp distinction be made between movnpio and koxia.'® In the list of vices in Mk.
7:22 movnpia occurs alongside xaxio. Here again, especially in the plural, mheove&io and movnpia are closely related, probably because both occur in formulae of a catechetical type.!”
In Ac. 3:26 movnpia is used in the plural for various kinds of 'iniquity,' cf. the plural use in the post-apostolic fathers, — 566, 18 ff.

"The situation is similar in the list in Lk. 11:39. Here again it occurs in the vicinity of wickedness based on covetousness, apmayn.'s In Mt. 22:18, however, novnpia is the con-
cealed wicked purpose of the Pharisees to bring about the undoing of Jesus.!” In Herm. s., 9, 19, 2 di1ddoxarol movnpiag are called dmokpirai. The same genitive of quality is used in
Eph. 6:12, avevpotica tiig movnpiag. It is a characterising genitive® to which the collective term mvevpatikd (the world of spirits) is added.?! This world is here depicted in its badness,
malice and ungodliness. Its day is thus the Nuépa movnpd (— 554, 14) in which it must be resisted.” The genitive is in no case to be regarded as subjective as though one had to contend
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But kaxia,?® while carrying a similar negative meaning as rnovnpia, does
give a slightly different slant. Its opposite is dpetn, virtue, and thus ayafdg,
good.?®” Thus the sense of lacking any positive social value is built into
the idea of kakia.?® This deficiency reaches inward into the very depths of
one’s being.

These three expressions of adiwkia reach into one’s character and inner
being. Together they paint a portrait of darkness and moral blackness sat-
urating the inner self of humans. The next segment is closely connected.

ueotoug dovou povou épitboc 66Aou kakondeiag, full of envy leading to
murder, strife, deceit, craftiness (v. 29b).

The somewhat rarely used (9x) adjective peotog, -n, -ov is built off the
verb peotéw (1x NT use in Acts 2:13) meaning to fill a container with some-

thing (genitive case noun). The adjective then means ‘full of ...” and is used
here and at 15:14 in Romans.

The inner structure here is along the same lines as with the first listing
above. The initial $66vou is something of a header reference where the fol-
lowing four traits -- dovou €pidog 86Aou kakonBeiag -- are seen as evil fruits
of $p86vou.?*®

®0o6vou, from $pBo6vog, conveys the ideas of jealousy and envy.?° Jew-
ish literature typically employs the idea for Saul’s jealousy of David (e.g., 1
Macc. 8:16; Test. Sim. 4:5). It is often associated with the ‘evil eye’ concept
in the ancient near east (cf. Mat. 20:15; Mk. 7:22-23). Not just in the Old
Testament teaching, but also in subsequent Jewish writings, $66vog was
viewed as an exceedingly dangerous sin.?*' That $86vog could lead to mur-

with the spiritual realm produced by or belonging to wickedness, i.e., the spiritual side of wickedness.? Perhaps this error lies behind the omission of €v 1oig énovpavioig in p46. This
topographical note shows that the reference is to the current demonological idea of a world of ungodly spirits in the middle layer of heaven."
[Gilinther Harder, “Tlovnpog, [Tovnpia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Ee-

rdmans, 1964-), 6:565-566.]

21t is a part of the word group kokdg, Gixakog, Koxio, KokO®, KOKGPYos, KaKoNOeld, KOKOTOE®, KOKOTol0G, ykakiém, dveikakog [Walter Grundmann, “Koakoe, Akaxog, Kaxia,
Kaxdw, Kaxopyog, Kaxonbeia, Kaxonoiéw, Kakomroidg, Eykaxiém, Ave&ikokog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New

Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:469.]

Z™This word is related to kaxov as — dpet is to dyaBov. It is the quality of a kaxdg, and it can also signify the outworking of this quality, sometimes in the plural." [Walter Grund-
mann, “Kakadg, Akaxoc, Kakio, Kaxdw, Kaxopyog, Kakonbeia, Kaxonoiéw, Kaxonode, ‘Eykaxiéw, Avetikakog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:482.]

28An interesting side note: The adjective Gxaxog with the alpha privative means one who does not do bad. It does automatically imply a just person. Only a person who does not

engage in evil.

Z"Between @Bovov and pdvov — addition to the assonance — there is a certain inner connexion (cf. Gen 4:11f; Mt 27:18 = Mk 15:10). We might perhaps go further, and suggest
that all the evils denoted by the four genitives which follow @86vov are very often to be explained as fruits of envy. The omission of 66Lov by A is probably accidental." [C. E. B.
Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 130.]

29Defining the semantic domain of jealousy or envy is somewhat challenging. "A number of meanings in Subdomain V Envy, Jealousy involve a measure of resentment, but this
is not as focal a feature as it is in the set of meanings in Subdomain W Resentful, Hold a Grudge Against (88.167-88.170)." [Johannes P. Louw and Eugene Albert Nida, Greek-En-
glish Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 1996).]

#"pBové® G5783 (phthoned), be envious; pO6vog G5784 (phthonos), envy.

"In secular Gk., phthoned can mean to bear ill-will of a general kind, but more often it is used specifically to express the envy which makes one man grudge another something

which he himself desires, but does not possess. The noun phthonos is used in a similar way. Frequently it appears with z€los, jealousy, but several classical writers are careful to dis-
tinguish between these two apparent synonyms. Aristotle, for example, defines z€los as the desire to have what another man possesses, without necessarily bearing a grudge against
him because he has it; while phthonos is concerned more to deprive the other man of the desired thing than to gain it. 'The envious are those who are annoyed only at their friends’
successes' (Xenophon).

"OT Neither phthoned nor phthonos appears in the canonical literature of the LXX, though the idea is apparent in such verses as Prov. 14:30, and the noun is found in the apocry-
phal writings of I Maccabees and Wisdom (where the coming of death into the world is attributed to the devil’s phthonos, Wis. 2:24).

"NT In the NT phthoneo is found only once (in Gal. 5:26, where 'envying one another' is set in sharp contrast to 'living by the Spirit'). phthonos occurs nine times in all: (a) In the
Epistles it features in several lists of bad qualities which characterize the unredeemed life. It is one of the 'works of the flesh' which are opposed to the 'fruit of the Spirit' in Gal. 5:19-24.
It marks out those whom God has given up to a 'base mind' (adokimon noun, Rom. 1:29). It is a feature of life before conversion (Tit. 3:3), to be 'put away' by those who 'grow up to
salvation' (1 Pet. 2:2). And it is symptomatic of pseudo-Christian teaching which trades on controversy and wordy dispute (1 Tim. 6:4)."

[D. H. Field, “Envy,” ed. Lothar Coenen, Erich Beyreuther, and Hans Bietenhard, New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Pub-
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der, ¢ovou, was a commonly held viewpoint. The noun ¢$86vog denotes the
attitude / posture of jealousy, while the verb ¢Bovéw denotes expressing
this attitude in concrete actions.?*?> The words fijloc and $Bdvoc are often
joined together for emphasizing more strongly the attitude of jealousy.?*?
The four nouns that follow $6dévou are bovou (16x NT; 1x Rom) €pLEOG (9x NT;
2x Rom) SONOU (11x NT; 1x Rom) KakonBeiag (1x NT; 1x Rom), and they define specific
aspects produced by $086vou (9x NT; 1x Rom).2** The action orientation of each
of these four nouns is fairly apparent in translation.?** Translating the words
with the built in structure pushes the English to something along these lines:

full of such jealousy that leads to murdering people, creating strife and dissension
among people, deceiving other people, and always being hurtful to others. The
final noun from kakorBewa is virtually untranslatable into clear English. It de-
notes a base character that sees others as perpetual threats who need to
be eliminated.?¢ It is the guy with a ‘chip on his shoulders’ intensified about
a thousand times. Syntactically the spelling kaxon6eiag (kaxég + R80g), along
with coming at the end of this list, puts it parallel to the related kakia at the
end of the previous list. The items listed here are infrequent inside Romans
largely because they assume a non-Christian posture and behavior. Once

lishing House, 1986), 1:557-558.]

22When both a noun and a verb share a common root stem, as here, in ancient Greek this signaled an inherent action orientation built into the noun. The noun would not merely
specify a passive concept, but rather a dynamical idea. When another genitive case noun is attached to it, the genitive noun either designates what triggers the action or else what the
inherent action produces when triggered. The latter is the case here with the four subsequent genitive case nouns attached to ¢86vov. The shared stem between the noun and verb is the
most reliable signal of a 'noun of action.' The English translation equivalent is one of the least reliable signals.

23"THESE words are often joined together; they are so by St. Paul (Gal. 5:20, 21); by Clement of Rome (1 Ep. § 3), 4, 5; and virtually by Cyprian in his little treatise, De Zelo et
Livore: by classical writers as well; by Plato (Phil. 47 e; Legg. iii. 679 c; Menex. 242 a); by Plutarch, Coriol. 19; and by others. Still, there are differences between them; and this first,
that {fjAog is a péoov, being used sometimes in a good (as John 2:17; Rom. 10:2; 2 Cor. 9:2), sometimes, and in Scripture oftener, in an evil sense (as Acts 5:17; Rom. 13:13; Gal. 5:20;
Jam. 3:14, in which last place, to make quite clear what {ijhog is meant, it is qualified by the addition of mikpdg, and is linked with €pifeia): while @86vog, incapable of good, is used
always and only in an evil, signification. When (fjAog is taken in good part, it signifies the honorable emulation,1 with the consequent imitation, of that which presents itself to the mind’s
eye as excellent: {fjlog tdv dpiotwv (Lucian, Adv. Indoct. 17): {ijhog tod Pertiovog (Philo, de Praem. et Peen. 3); ihotytia koi CfjAog (Plutarch, De Alex. Fort. Or: ii. 6; An Seni Resp.
Ger. 25); Cijhog kol pipnoig (Herodian, ii.4); nAwtng kai punmg (vi. 8). It is the Latin ‘@mulatio,” in which nothing of envy is of necessity included, however such in it, as in our ‘em-
ulation,” may find place; the German ‘Nacheiferung,’ as distinguished from ‘Eifersucht.” The verb ‘@mulor,’ | need hardly observe, finely expresses the difference between worthy and
unworthy emulation, governing an accusative in cases where the first, a dative where the second, is intended. South here, as always, expresses himself well: “We ought by all means to
note the difference between envy and emulation; which latter is a brave and a noble thing, and quite of another nature, as consisting only in a generous imitation of something excellent;
and that such an imitation as scorns to fall short of its copy, but strives, if possible, to outdo it. The emulator is impatient of a superior, not by depressing or maligning another, but by
perfecting himself. So that while that sottish thing envy sometimes fills the whole soul, as a great dull fog does the air; this, on the contrary, inspires it with a new life and vigour, whets
and stirs up all the powers of it to action. And surely that which does so (if we also abstract it from those heats and sharpenesses that sometimes by accident may attend it), must needs
be in the same degree lawful and laudable too, that it is for a man to make himself as useful and accomplished as he can’ (Works, London, 1737, vol. v. p. 403; and compare Bishop
Butler, Works, 1836, vol. i. p. 15)." [Richard Chenevix Trench, Synonyms of the New Testament (London: Macmillan and Co., 1880), 86—88.]

24For readers without background understanding of Greek, all five nouns are in the genitive singular spelling: -ov (masc / neuter 2 decl), -og (fem 3rd decl), -ag (fem 1st decl). Note
that -ag beginning with yiBupiotag is accusative feminine plural 1st decl. For former Greek students remembering all these nuances is what separates the A from the D level student.
Knowing also the root stem spelling of each noun is what determines the meaning of the ending.

24"Similarly, jealousy and murder may be translated as 'they are very jealous of one another' and 'they kill one another.' Fighting is a Greek word which means 'strife' or 'party
spirit,' resulting in sharp argument and dissension. Deceit may be equivalent to 'they deceive one another.' Malice is a word which occurs only here in the New Testament and is defined
as 'the tendency to put the worst construction on everything.' Malice may be rendered in some languages as 'they are always thinking the worst of others'.” [Barclay Moon Newman and

Eugene Albert Nida, A Handbook on Paul’s Letter to the Romans, UBS Handbook Series (New York: United Bible Societies, 1973), 29.]

246" Ps.-Ammon Adfin. Vocab. Diff., s.v. (Valckenaer, p. 148) defines the word as kaxio kekpoppévn. Aristot. says of it: £o1t yap xakonfeia 10 éni 10 ¥eipov Vmolappavew Tavta,
Rhet., I1, 13, p. 1389Db, 20 f.; Plat.: ... doynuocvvn kal appvOuic kai dvoappootio Kokoloyiog kal kakonOeiog adeded, Resp., 111, 401a. It is also found in popular speech, e.g., B. Gren-
fell, An Alexandrian Erotic Fragment (1896), 60, 13.

"In the LXX, apart from Est. 8:12 f., it occurs only in 3 and 4 Macc. Cf. esp. 4 Macc. 3:4: koakon0gidv tig MUY 00 dOvaTol EKkOyaL, ALY TO pn KopgBfivar i) kakonBeig dvvort’
av 0 Aoylopdc coppayfjoat. It always means 'wickedness,' 'malice’.”

[Walter Grundmann, “Kaxog, Axaxog, Kakia, Kakdéw, Kakopyog, Kakonfeia, Karxomoiéw, Kakomoldg, ‘Eykakiém, Avegikaxog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and

Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:485.]
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Paul moves past the depiction of pagan humanity at the beginning of the
letter, these behaviors become irrelevant to addressing a Christian com-
munity.4

Ydupilotdag katadddoug Fco00TUYEls UBPLOTAG Umepn@avous aAadovag,
EPEUPETAC KOKWV, yovelow ametdels, AOUVETOUG AOUVIETOUC (OTOPYOUG
avedenuovag, gossips, slanderers, God-haters, insolent, haughty, boastful, in-
ventors of evil, rebellious toward parents, foolish, faithless, heartless, ruthless
(vv. 29¢-31).

No particular organizing structure is apparent here, apart from the last
four behaviors all beginning with the Greek letter alpha.?*® Again transla-
tion into single equivalent words in one of the modern western languag-
es is virtually impossible. The value systems between the ‘then’ and the
‘now’ don’t match up very evenly. For example, with y1Buplotag (1x NT; 1x Rom)
and kataAdAoug (1x NT; 1x Rom).2*° These two words both “denote people who go
about to destroy other people’s reputations by misrepresentation.! The differ-
ence between P1Buplotig and katdAalog is that the former denoted specifically
one who whispers his slanders in his listener’s ear, whereas the latter means a

slanderer quite generally, irrespective of whether he whispers his calumnies or
proclaims them from the house-tops — though the fact that it is used immedi-
ately after 1Buplotric makes it natural to understand it to refer here in particular
to the more open sort of slanderer. The Y1Bupttig is, of course, the more vicious
and dangerous kind, inasmuch as he is one against whom there is virtually no hu-
man defence.”?° The struggle in translation is reflected in the NRSV using
“gossips, slanderers” in translation which miss the special sense of these two
Greek words entirely.

Beootuyelg, plural form from Bgootuync, -£¢, is also only used here in the
entire NT. It has a passive meaning -- hated by God -- and an active mean-
ing -- hating God. Some interpretive debate exists over which of these is the
intended point of the apostle Paul here. Mostly likely the active meaning is
what Paul was intending here.?*' The larger context suggests that rebellion
against God could lead one to becoming a hater of God.

The following three traits seem to be closer related to one another:
UBPLOTAC (2x NT; 1x Rom), UTEPNAVOUG (5x NT; 1x Rom), AAALOVOC (2x NT; 1x Rom). They
show up together in other vice lists: Test. Lev. 17.11; Mark 7:22; 1 Clem 35.5;

247The situation at Corinth is somewhat different with some of these behaviors mentioned in regard to the Christian community, e.g., 1 Cor. 3:3 and 2 Cor. 12:20. There the listing
signals a false Christianity that is still inwardly pagan while professing to be Christian outwardly. These pagan behaviors expose the false profession.

2"yBuprotayg, kKatoddAovg, Bsootuyeic, VPBprLoTas, VrepnEdvovg, AAalovag, EEEVPETUG KoK®dY, Yovedov ameldeic,. As with kaxonOeia, yiBvpiotic, 'whisperer, rumor-monger,

tale-bearer,' katdAaog, 'slanderer,' and Ogootuyng, 'hating God,' all occur only here in the NT and are little used elsewhere (though note again 1 Clem 35.5); such piling up of epithets
invites the use of less familiar terms. Elsewhere Ogootuync has the sense 'hated by God, God-forsaken' ('hateful to God' [NEB]), but the active meaning is presumably intended here
(BGD), unless we should take it adjectively with the following word, 'despisers hated by God' (TDNT 8:306); see also 5:10. OBpiotig, 'violent, insolent' (in the NT only here and 1
Tim 1:13), vrepneavog, 'arrogant, proud,’ and dAalmv, 'boaster, braggart' are all obvious candidates for inclusion in a list of socially undesirable characteristics (e.g., T. Lev. 17.11;
Mark 7:22; 1 Clem 35.5) and make a natural association elsewhere, as in Wisd Sol 5:8 and 2 Tim 3:2 (see BGD in each case). épevpetnc, 'inventor, contriver'; only here in NT; similar
phrases in 2 Macc 7:31; Philo, Flacc. 20; and Virgil, Aen. 2.164. yovedow dnefeic, 'disobedient to parents'; particularly abhorrent for a Jew (Deut 21:18) and a mark of 'the last days'
according to 2 Tim 3:2.

"dovvéToug, aovvlETovg, datdpyous, dvelenpovag, 'senseless, faithless, loveless, merciless,' 'without brains, honor, love or pity' (NJB). For dctvetog see on 1:21. dovvbetoc,
'faithless'; perhaps pointedly chosen since its literal meaning is 'covenant breaking' (cf. particularly its use in LXX [Jer 3:7-11]), though in a list of vices in its present context the sense
'‘undutiful' may be more in Paul’s mind (BGD). éictopyog, 'unloving, lacking family affection,’ and dveienumv, 'unmerciful,' occur elsewhere in the lists of 2 Tim 3:3 and Titus 1:9 (late
variant reading) respectively."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 68.]

29Side note: the versification mark #30 between these two obviously connected words is horrible. It should have been placed in front of yiBvpiotac. Robert Estienne (a.k.a. Stepha-
nus), who added these numbers in 1551 while en route from Paris to Lyons, France, either forgot his Greek and didn't realize that -d¢ on yiBvpiotdg did not mean the same thing as it
did on the previous word kokon6eiag. Or else, this was one of those many places where his horse stumbled when he reached down to place the verse number in the Greek text he was
using. Over the centuries since the poor horse has been blamed for most of these mistakes!

20C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004),
130-131.

BIvElsewhere Bgootuyng has the sense 'hated by God, God-forsaken' ('hateful to God' [NEB]), but the active meaning is presumably intended here (BGD), unless we should take
it adjectively with the following word, 'despisers hated by God' (TDNT 8:306); see also 5:10." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 68.]
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Wisd Sol 5:8 and 2 Tim 3:2. 0Bplotric denotes both violence and insolence.?%?
Thatis, violent actions against others prompted by utter contempt for them.
Uneprdavog, -ov denotes a haughty arrogance convinced of its superiority
to others. dhalwv denotes a braggart who is convinced of his superiority
to others.?*® Taken together these three traits picture an individual with in-
tense feelings of supremacy to others which opens the door both to verbal
bragging and to violence.

The common phrase pattern ties the next two traits together syntacti-
cally: édeupetac kak®v, inventors of evil actions, and yovelow anelBelg, rebel-
lious toward parents.?®* édeupetag kak®v connotes one who cleverly devises
new ways of harming and hurting others. yovelow aneibeic, disobedient to

parents, is a particularly Jewish perspective which was considered espe-
cially heinous in Paul’s time.?% In 2 Tim. 2:12 this is considered a signal of
‘the last days.’

The last four traits douvétoug douvBétoug dotopyoug avelerpovog all
begin with the letter alpha. The first two are linked to one another via as-
sonance (=douv- spelling plus adding 8), rather than via common meaning.
dovvetog, -ov denotes mindlessness or foolishness.?*® But douvBetog, -ov
denotes someone ignoring or not keeping agreements.?” Gotopyog, -ov28
references “one who is lacking in good feelings for others, thereby jeopardizing
the maintenance of relationships (e.g. political and familial) that are essential to
a well-ordered society; hardhearted, unfeeling, without regard for others.?%°

B2"Cognate with Bpig (the word which denotes the insolent pride, familiar theme of classical Greek tragedy, which brings upon the man who indulges it véueotg, the retribution of
the gods, but which was also used to denote any wanton act of violence against another man bespeaking contempt for his person), OBpiotig means, according to LSJ, a “violent, wanton,
licentious, insolent man’. In the NT it occurs only here and in 1 Tim 1:13, though the verb vfpilewv and the noun HBpig occur, respectively, five and three times. It is best understood
here as signifying the man who, in his confidence in his own superior power, wealth, social status, physical strength, intellectual or other ability, treats his fellow men with insolent
contemptuousness and thereby affronts the majesty of God." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary
(London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 131.]

B3Mymepnedvovns,5 dhaloval. For this association compare Wisd 5:8; Stobaeus, Flor. 85:16 (quoted by Field). dnepfipavog is adequately represented by ‘arrogant’. dAaldv denotes

the man who tries to impress others by making big claims. It was used of the braggart, the charlatan, the quack, the impostor. The word is probably used here with the graver end of
its range of meaning in mind. We may think of the ‘frantic boast and foolish word’ of the heathen heart, the sort of thing which is reflected in Isa 10:7—11, in fact all the presumptuous
claims and ostentatious behaviour of men by which they seek to impress one another, and very often delude themselves." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 131-132.]

Bangpevpetag kakdv and yovedowv dnelfeig are associated simply because they are both two-word phrases. The former of them, far from being ‘a curious expression’,! is an incisive
characterization of men’s capacity for committing ‘The oldest sins the newest kind of ways’ — we may think especially of their inventiveness in fording ever more hateful methods of
hurting and destroying their fellow men." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New
York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 132.]

B3Myovedow amebeic, 'disobedient to parents'; particularly abhorrent for a Jew (Deut 21:18) and a mark of 'the last days' according to 2 Tim 3:2." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 68.]

2"One who lacks cVveoig is void of understanding, senseless, foolish, implying also a lack of high moral quality (Kaibel 225, 3; Sir 15:7; TestLevi 7:2)." [William Arndt, Fred-
erick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 146.]

B gevvOgTog, oV (s. cuvtiOnuy, Pla.+; PFamTebt 15, 69 and 90; Eth. Epicur. col. 19, 19; Herm. Wr. 14, 6) pert. to such as renege on their word, faithless. The noun cuvOrkn
refers to a formal agreement or compact; an dcvOvBetog pers. does not keep an agreement (Hesychius and Sudas explain a.: pn éupévav toig cuvbnkaig; cp. Demosth. 19, 136; Jer
3:7-11) Ro 1:31. In favor of the sense undutiful in this pass. is the ref. to disobedience that precedes (yovedowv dneifeic; cp. PCairMasp 97 verso D, 84 d. maig). The term appears in a
list of vices (as Ptolem., Apotel. 3, 14, 35 Boll-B.); s. also dotOvetog a.—AFridrichsen, ConNeot. 9, *44, 47f: ‘self-willed.”—DELG s.v. tifnu. M-M.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 146—-147.]

B8 Gotdpyove:? ‘without natural affection’. Among the various words for ‘love’ in Greek topyn was the one which particularly denoted family affection. In this connexion Barclay

aptly refers to the prevalence in the Graeco-Roman world of Paul’s day of the practice of exposing unwanted babies and also of actual infanticide.! Paul’s contemporary, Seneca, takes
for granted the drowning of weakly or deformed babies: ‘Portentosos fetus exstinguimus, liberos quoque, si debiles monstrosique editi sunt, mergimus. Non ira, sed ratio est, a sanis
inutilia secernere’.?" [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark
International, 2004), 132—133.]

2¥William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 2000), 146.
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avehenuwy, -ov is somewhat connected to Gotopyog, -ov in that it denotes
unmercifulness in actions toward others. It represents the opposite of
€Ne0g. 260

The Vice List Commentary, v. 32. oltivec 10 Sikaiwpa tol Beol €myvovteg
otL ol ta toladta mpaccovteg Gélol Bavatou eioiv, o0 pévov alta mololov AAAA
Kal cuveubokolaolv Ttolg mpdooouowy. Who are such who although knowing that
those practicing such things are worthy of death, not only do them but also en-
courage those practicing them.

10 dlxralwpa TOT
|
|
|
{Tiveg oU pévov aUtd moLoToLv
QAN

— — 0 = — — — —

Kol
ouveudokoUoly 1ol¢ mpdoooUCLV.

The qualitative relative clause introduced by ottwveg also goes back to
the personal pronoun auToug in the core declaration napédwkev altolg 6
Beo¢ eig adokipov vodv in v. 28. The masculine plural ottive¢®! links up to
the masculine plural attoug. Thus it is depraved humanity that has been
handed over to a base mind by God that is the focus here. The core inter-
nal structure as illustrated in the above diagram asserts that this pagan
humanity operating out of a base mind practices the items mentioned in the
vice list. But also encourages and applauds all others who practice this evil
as well. These two involvements in evil practice come in spite of knowing
full well that such individuals are deserving of the divine sentence of death.

Thus two main points along with a secondary point are made by this
relative clause.

Minor point: t0 Sikaiwpa tol Bg00 £myvovteg OTL ol Ta Tolalta MPACCOVTES
G€lol Bavartou eiotv, although having known full well the decree of God that those
practicing such things are worthy of death.

The adverbial concessive functioning aorist participle ényvovteg sets
up a prior condition standing in contrast to the present time ongoing actions

of the two main clause verbs. That prior condition is depicted as being fully
aware from the verb érmywwokw. This reaches back to yvovteg tov Bgov in v.
21 as both a repeat and an extension of this previous assertion. Humanity
through creation did not fully know God, but they knew full well that their
behavior was terribly wrong. Even the pagan moral literature reflects the
offensiveness of wrong behavior by humans to the gods. This basic mor-
al awareness claimed for humanity in v. 32 adds rich background to the
earlier assertion ddokovteg eivat codot, while claiming to be wise, in v. 22a.

OeolT émiLyvdvTEeqg
6TL ol tTa|TOolalTOr MP&AOCCOVTEQ
&af Lol Bavatou eiolv,

Their being turned into morons (éuwpdvenoayv, v. 22b) happened out of a
false claim to wisdom which had denied the very basic knowledge of God
available to them through creation. But this process of being morons did
not erase a haunting sense that their sinful behavior merited death.

The intriguing syntax in v. 32a puts 16 Swaiwpa tod Beol as the direct
object of the participle émyvovteg. And with the 6t clause that follows in
the double accusative grammar construction the participle stands as an
accusative of predicate object which defines the content of t0 Swaiwpa.
Thus, that practicing the sins listed in the above vice list merits death is
what God’s decree is about. And sinful humanity fully understands this
foundational principle. There is something embedded into humanity via
divine creation that creates this awareness. Humanity may accept it or
deny it, but cannot claim that it didn’t know it. This assertion anticipates
the avamoAoyntoc, without excuse, claim in 2:1 which is applied to a smaller
segment of humanity specifically.

A closer look at these two elements is important. What is to Sikaiwua
to0 900, the decree of God??%> Out of the 10 NT uses of dikaiwua, five

260See the word group &leoc, éleéw, Elenpav, Ehenuocivn, dvéieog, dverenumv [Rudolf Bultmann, ““Eleog, ‘EAeéw, Elenuwv, EAenpocivr, Avéleog, Avelenuov,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:477.]

21From Gotig, fTig, 6 T

225 caimpa is a part of the word group dikr, dikatog, dikaochvr, dikaldm, dikaimpa, dikainoic, dikatokpioia with one of the richest theological perspectives in the NT. [Gottlob
Schrenk, “Aixn, Alkaiog, AwkatocOvn, Awkaldw, Atkaiopa, Awainotg, Awatokpioia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the

New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:174. ]
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although much overlap between the two does exist. The apostle here en-
visions 10 dIkaiwua 100 B€00 as above and broader than Torah as found
in the Books of Moses. Plus with the root stem of dikaiwpa impacting the
idea, what God determines and sets forth as law, vouog, is inherently just
and right, because it will be consistent with his nature. Also don’t overlook

justification

decree righteousness

’ 4

jud
Judgments even the randomness of the listing of items in each of the NT vice lists.
requirement, requirements Sikaiwpa UItimathy 1O 6||_<ou'wpa TOU QsoU would include any ggtion not deemgd to
commandment; requirement be consistent with who God is and how He acts. Additionally, the ability of
deeds Swaiwpa to emphasize penalty and punishment handed out by God upon

offenders is always a part of the deeper idea. Thus 16 dikaiwpa ol Bgol
cannot be reduced down to some kind of mechanistic listing which can
function as an inclusive check off list for behavior evaluation as good or
bad. God’s demands upon humanity go way, way beyond such, as is re-
flected in Gylol £E0e00s, GTL AyLOG ElpL Eyw KUPLOG O BedG LUKV, be holy, because
I am holy (Lev. 11:44, 45; 19:2; 20:7, 26; cf. Mt. 5:48, £€6e00€ 00V UPELS TEAELOL LG

regulations

of them are in Romans: 1:32; 2:26; 5:16, 18; 8:4. The richness of meaning

challenges Bible translators to find the right English word for each use
as determined by the context. “In consequence of the action (words in -pa),
the Sikatolv which establishes right gives rise to dwkaiwpa. This is the fixed form
of dikalov, whether as a legal claim, a written right (and therefore a legal docu-
ment), a statute or ordinance, or a judicial sentence, especially of punishment. It
also signifies the legal act corresponding to this ordinance or requirement, and
therefore the actualisation of justice.”?%3

Quite clearly here via the context to Swaiwpa tod 800 would reference
the collective wrongness of the actions specified in the vice list of vv. 29-31.

0 matnp VUMV 6 oUpaviog TéAeLog éotw.). It is this deeper understanding that
stands behind Rom. 2:13-16.

How does ot oi té totalta npacoovteg délot Javarou sioiv define the idea
of 10 Sikaiwpa tol 9=00? The 10 Sikaiwpa tod Beol creates awareness of otu
ol t& towadta nmpdooovteg Glol Bavdtou sioiv. This is the connection. Thus
this deeper awareness of God’s decree that comes through divine creation
creates in depraved humanity an awareness that sinful behavior deserves
the penalty of death. Every human being at least in the beginning of his /
her life was intuitively aware that some behavior is wrong and deserves se-

This is determined to be wrong by God, not by human reasoning.?®* Since
many of the sins listed in vv. 29-31 are not specifically named in the Torah,
one should avoid equating 16 dikaiwua 100 800 with the Torah of the OT,

vere penalty. The hardening impact of sin may indeed dull that awareness
in adulthood, but it still remains present even though denied or ignored. It
came through divine creation of the individual as well as through creation

263Gottlob Schrenk, “Aixn, Aikoiog, Atkatoovvn, Akoido, Akaiopa, Atkaiootg, Aikookpisia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 2:219.
264"That the sense of 'statute,’ 'requirement' or 'ordinance' is the most common in the NT accords with the close link between the language of the NT and that of the LXX. Lk. 1:6 is
in full agreement with LXX usage: évtoai kai dikondpoto (— 220). On the other hand, the distinctive use of the term in Paul shows that in such expressions as 10 dkaiopo Tod 0g0d
or tod vopov he goes beyond the LXX in his main employment of the word; for in the LXX the plural is preferred, and, even where the singular is used, it normally refers to one of
many statutes. The closest parallel to Paul’s use is to be found in passages like Prv. 8:20; 19:25. In R. 1:32 (10 dwaiopo tod 0eod nryvoveg) the reference is to the knowledge of God’s
statutes or ordinances which obtains among men, so that the corruption of worship and sexual life and the general disintegration of society are worthy of death (with perhaps a play on
the sense of 'punishment' or 'sentence,' — 220). In Paul’s eyes it is important to emphasise that there is for the Gentiles a recognisable divine order which is to be embraced, not as a sum
of commands, but (in the sing.) as the one divine will. There is an intentional distinction when in R. 2:26 Paul refers to the statutes of the Law in the plural: T dwcaudpata 1o vopov.
Nor is it accidental that in 8:4, which refers to the fulfilment of this demand by walking in the Spirit, the singular is used again to denote the Law in its unity: t0 dikaiopa Tod vouov. In
Hb. 9:1 dwkondpoato Aatpeiog means ordinances of divine service or cultic rules; in 9:10 the reference is to the carnal ordinances of precepts concerning meats and purification. Here the
LXX plural is adopted (— 220) and the term is not given the radical significance which it bears in Paul." [Gottlob Schrenk, “Aikn, Aikaiog, Awkatocvvn, Awkaid®, Atkaiopo, Akainotg,
Awonokpioia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:221.]
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generally.?® The claim “I didn’t know” has no validity at all.

The precise wording of the 6t clause does merit consideration. The
depiction of fallen humanity comes in a participle phrase ot ta tolwalta
npdooovteg that functions as the subject of the verb eiciv. npdooovteg, from
npaocow, defines, via the present tense form, ongoing practicing of the sin-
ful actions. This is not an accidental slip into sin. But rather a commitment
that reflects a lifestyle pattern of activity. What their lifestyle is immersed in
is ta towadta. This qualitative demonstrative pronoun from totoltog, -aitn,
-o0tov, references at minimum the sinful actions listed in the vice list in
vv. 29-31. Many commentators are convinced that the antecedent of the
pronoun in the neuter plural spelling here includes also the homosexual
activity (vv. 26-27) and the idolatry activity (v. 25). The qualitative nature of
the pronoun ta towadta, rather than the direct relative equivalent &, from &g,
fj, 6, denotes not just these listed sinful behaviors but includes all similar
behaviors that are considered sinful as well.

The core expression of the 6t clause is &€loL Bavdtou eioiv, are worthy
of death. Two interpretive concerns emerge here. What is the idea of &€loL?
Then what does Bavatou mean? The predicate adjective G§loL comes from
&&og, -la, -ov and carries the sense of deserving and being appropriate for
something. This is derived from the root idea of reaching equilibrium, i.e.,
this equals that.?®® The context idea in v. 32 becomes practicing evil equals
death. Clearly, it is a death which God imposes, not man.

The answer to the second question of the meaning of 8avatou becomes
clear from the context. Even in the pagan vice lists, the perceived penalties
for many of the sins listed would not merit execution. Nor would they have
been understood to necessarily produce physical death. But 8avarog in
Paul’s expressed understanding is first and foremost eschatalogical death.
To be sure some sins carry with them the danger of physical death, but of
the 22 uses of Bavartog in Romans alone, Paul overwhelmingly sees it as
eternal separation from God and His people for all eternity.?” Chapters five

265Whether or not this is a part of the imago Deo referenced in Gen. 1:26 is not clear: IMAGE [02¥ tselem; €ikdvog eikonos, gikmv eikon]. Western theology has exaggerated the
significance of this OT idea well beyond what exists in scripture. Very different Hebrew terms are used between Gen. 1:26, 5:1, and 9:6, which are the exclusive beginning references

in the OT.

The image of God terminology clearly affirms the preeminent position of humanity in the created order and declares the dignity and worth of man and woman as the spe-
cial creations of God. The ANE background that appears to stand behind the biblical idea provides an appropriate base for such a declaration about humankind. It is not as clear
whether other elements of the Egyptian understanding of images are implied through the figure as well. Perhaps the image of God idea suggests that humankind is the primary
place where God manifests Himself; perhaps the figure implies that it is humanity that stands in a special relationship to God and that should function both like God and on His
behalf; it does seem clear, in the light of the Near Eastern parallels, that the term has less to do with form and appearance than with function and position in the created order

of things.

This suggestion as to the origin of the image of God terminology suggests that a term that entered Israel’s tradition at an early date remained somewhat isolated in that
tradition without being developed elsewhere in the preexilic literature. It seems likely that the danger presented to Israel’s religion by idolatry precluded that use until after the
Exile had eliminated idolatry as a major problem. In the new religious context created by the Exile and return, the “image of God” motif was again taken up and developed both

in the intertestamental period and in the NT.

[Edward M. Curtis, “Image of God (OT),” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 391.]
26"Properly, 'bringing up the other beam of the scales,' 'bringing into equilibrium.' and therefore 'equivalent’: Philo Leg. All., III, 10: &iwg yap ovdeig tOV 00V Tud, dALe dikaing

udvov- OmdTe yap ovdE Toig yovedotv icag dmododvan ydpirag veéyeToan—AavTiyevvijoar yap ovy oldv T& ToVToVG—,ndg 0K AdVvatov TOv 0edv dpeiyacOor ... kotd Ty d&iov tov
0 Sha cuotnoduevov; so R. 8:18: ovk &l 10 TabpoTe Tod Vv Kapod mpog Ty péAkoveay d6&av amokaivedjval 'they are not of equal weight.' d&6v oty 'it is appropriate or
reasonable' (1 Cor. 16:4; 2 Th. 1:3). The use of d&log or ava&log shows that two distinct magnitudes are equal or equivalent; an act 'deserves' praise or punishment: Jos. Bell., 5, 408:
&€l kai v fuetépav yeveav élevbepiog f| Popaiovg koldoemg a&iovg Ekpive; so in the NT: piobBod, tific, Tpoeiic, tAnydv, deoudv, Boavdatov d&log, Mt. 10:10, Lk. 10:7; 12:48; 23:15,
41; Ac. 23:29; 25:11, 25; 26:31; R. 1:32; 1 Tm. 5:18; 6:1; Rev. 16:6. As Inschr. Priene, 59, 3: émotpoeiic 6Etog, 'worthy of consideration,' so 1 Tm. 1:15; 4:9: ndong amodoyig d&log,
'worthy in any wise to be received.' Supremely, God is worthy to be praised: Rev. 4:11; 5:12,1 or the Lamb to open the seal: Rev. 5:2, 4, 9. Yet the context suggests that in the latter
passages G&log almost has the sense of 'in a position to' (cf. 1 C. 6:2). Figuratively we have xapmoi d&lot tiig petavoiog 'corresponding to repentance' (Mt. 3:8 and par.; Ac. 26:20)."
[Werner Foerster, ““A&tog, Ava&log, A&dm, Kata&ow,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:379.]

26" This is the first appearance of a word (‘death’) which will play a leading role (see chaps. 6-8 Form and Structure), but it does not yet have the full force of that later usage. That
he is thinking here of the death penalty for particular sins is hardly likely (Dupont, Gnosis, 27, cites Philo, Mos. 2.171, but there the thought is directed solely against idolatry). Nor that
he has simply indulged in a too sweeping denunciation which disregards the difference between private vice and public crime. More likely is it that he deliberately reverts to the Gen
2-3 narratives, which provided the basic paradigm for the earlier part of the analysis (vv 19-25; see above on 1:22), so that in this way too v 32 provides a concluding summary of the
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olTLlveg...oU pdévov aUTd moLoToLv
AANN
Kol
ouveUudoKoUOLVY TOTC mPACOOUCLY.
through eight, where 21 of these uses are found, develop this idea in Ro-

manity being turned over to a base mind are the kind of people who.... That
is, their very nature is such that they are dispositioned toward these two
patterns of behavior.

Depraved humanity then is hell bent on autd mowodow, doing these
things. Somewhat similar is the emphasis of Seneca, the Roman Stoic

mans in detail.

Major point 1: oitwveg... o0 povov altd motoliowv, who are such that not only
are they doing these things.

Several interpretive issues come to the surface here. The one that
catches more attention is whether guilt is incurred for both practicing the
sinful lifestyle and for encouraging others in it as well. The clear answer of
the text is yes for both. The encouraging of others in sin is just as wrong as
participating in it for oneself. Both merit eternal death.

The qualitative relative nature of otltiveg adds the additional tone of hu-

philosopher contemporary of Paul, in Epistulae 39.6.2¢ Even contempo-
rary Judaism expressed generally related ideas, e.g., Testament of Asher
6.2.2%° But Paul's perspective is distinctly Christian.?’® The antecedent of
autd, the neuter plural pronoun, is the vice list, the homosexuality, and the
idolatry mentioned in vv. 24-31. The two verbs specifying action, npacow
and noléw, are used interchangeably with no distinct meaning for each one.
The present tense spellings uniformly for both verbs through v. 32 under-
score ongoing actions that form a lifestyle pattern of activity.

Major point 2: oitvec...aA\d kal cuveudokololv tolg mpdooouaoty, but also

preceding verses. All these examples of things unfit (vv 29-31) are of a piece with Adam’s/man’s rebellion, and evidence of his continuing distance from God and of his standing under
the primeval sentence of death (Gen 2:16). In reverting to a more Jewish analysis Paul might be in danger of losing some of his audience, though he probably had done enough to gain
the assent of those less familiar with the Jewish scriptures; but to express his judgment in more specifically Jewish terms is important in providing a transition to the next stage of the
indictment (cf. Kamlah, 18-19)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 69.]

28Necessaria metitur utilitas; supervacua quo redigis? Voluptatibus itaque se mergunt, quibus in consuetudinem adductis carere non possunt, et ob hoc miserrimi sunt, quod eo
pervenerunt, ut illis quae supervacua fuerant, facta sint necessaria. Serviunt itaque voluptatibus, non fruuntur, et mala sua, quod malorum ultimum est, et'*> amant. Tunc autem est
consummata infelicitas, ubi turpia non solum delectant, sed etiam placent, et desinit esse remedio locus, ubi quae fuerant vitia, mores sunt. VALE

[Seneca, Ad Lucilium Epistulae Morales, Volume 1-3, ed. Richard M. Gummere, vol. 1 (Medford, MA: Cambridge, Mass., Harvard University Press; London, William Heinemann,
Ltd., 1917-1925), 262.]

Utility measures our needs; but by what standard can you check the superfluous? It is for this reason that men sink themselves in pleasures, and they cannot do without them
when once they have become accustomed to them, and for this reason they are most wretched, because they have reached such a pass that what was once superfluous to them has
become indispensable. And so they are the slaves of their pleasures instead of enjoying them; they even love their own ills,) — and that is the worst ill of all! Then it is that the height
of unhappiness is reached, when men are not only attracted, but even pleased, by shameful things, and when there is no longer any room for a cure, now that those things which
once were vices have become habits. Farewell.

[Seneca, "Moral Letters to Lucilius: Letter 39," wikisource.org.]

2096, Take heed therefore ye also, my children, to the commandments of the Lord, following the truth with singleness of face, for they that are double-faced receive twofold pun-
ishment. Hate the spirits of error, which strive against men. Keep the law of the Lord, and give not heed unto evil as unto good; but look unto the thing that is good indeed, and keep
it in all commandments of the Lord, having your conversation unto Him, and resting in Him: for the ends at which men aim do show their righteousness, and know the angels of the
Lord from the angels of Satan. For if the soul depart troubled, it is tormented by the evil spirit which also it served in lusts and evil works; but if quietly and with joy it hath known the
angel of peace, it shall comfort him in life.

[Alexander Roberts, James Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe, eds., “The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs,” in Fathers of the Third and Fourth Centuries: The Twelve Patri-
archs, Excerpts and Epistles, the Clementina, Apocrypha, Decretals, Memoirs of Edessa and Syriac Documents, Remains of the First Ages, trans. R. Sinker, vol. 8, The Ante-Nicene
Fathers (Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Company, 1886), 31.]

2""Having shown his awareness of the fair degree of moral sensibility particularly among his Stoic contemporaries, Paul thinks here more of another prominent side of Greco-Ro-
man society where the moral sensibility is not in evidence, but only delight in political intrigue, manipulation, and power or pleasure in human vice as popularly portrayed in comedy
and mime (Bultmann, “Glossen,” 281 n.6). That his denunciation is overdrawn and too all-embracing should not be made grounds for criticism. The analysis here is not to be judged in
relation to a modern carefully documented survey of social trends. This is written with the flourish of ancient rhetoric, in the style of the preacher of all ages, and would be recognized
for what it is—a dramatic expression of a widespread malaise, of a human condition whose character as a whole is demonstrated by its failure to control or to find an answer to its most
depressing features and worst excesses." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 69—70.]
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they are such who applaud those practicing such things.

The o0 povov, not only, phrase in the first core statement links it to
this second statement via aA\a kai, but also. Both patterns of activity thus
merit death, and even depraved humanity recognizes this.?”" Whether or
not it is willing to acknowledge this is another question. The compound
verb cuveubokéw (ocuv+eu+bokéw) carries with it the sense of approving
and encouraging being blended together. The idiomatic English of the
NRSV “applaud” catches the essence of the Greek verb quite well. The
substantival participle toig npdocouctv becomes the dative of direct object
of cuveubdokolaowv. The elliptical participle assumes auta with the sense of
those practicing such things. Or, the practitioners.

Observations about the vice list in vv. 29-32.

The vice list here offers up several insights, especially when com-
pared to other such lists in the ancient world.?”? These observations thus
merit presentation in summary form.

Before plunging into the various vice lists, some background under-
standing is crucial. First, what is meant by the term vice? A quick check
of an English language dictionary reveals a wide variety of meanings.?”
As a moral term, it simply designates misbehavior of some sort. But when
Roman Catholic theology is applied, vice takes on a different meaning from
sin etc.?”* Even in older Protestant traditions the word vice possesses a
distinct meaning.?”® For our purposes the word vice will refer to the men-

2" And, in any case, there is no need to explain away the natural meaning of the words; for it is surely true, as Apollinarius,! Chrysostom,? Isidore of Pelusium,® Calvin,* and a
good many others have seen, that the man who applauds and encourages® others in doing what is wicked is, even if he never actually commits the same wicked deed himself, not only
as guilty as those who do commit it, but very often more guilty than they. There are several factors involved. Apollinarius drew attention to one of them when he said: 6 pev yop moudv,
puebvmv @ nabet, frrdton TG TPAEemS: O 8€ cLVEVSOKMV, EKTOG BV TOD TAOoLE, ToVNPiY YPOUEVOG, cLVTPEYXEL TA Kok®. To draw attention to the fact that the man who does the wrong
will often be under great pressure, as for instance that of passion, whereas the man who looks on and applauds will not normally be under any similar pressure, is not at all to diminish
the guilt of the doer, but it is to reveal the greater culpability of the applauder. His attitude will very often be the reflection of a settled choice. But there is also the fact that those who
condone and applaud the vicious actions of others are actually making a deliberate contribution to the setting up of a public opinion favourable to vice, and so to the corruption of an
indefinite number of other people. So, for example, to excuse or gloss over the use of torture by security forces or the cruel injustices of racial discrimination and oppression, while
not being involved in them directly, is to help to cloak monstrous evil with an appearance of respectability and so to contribute most effectively to its firmer entrenchment.”" [C. E. B.
Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 135.]

22"The recording of ethical lists in the Hellenistic world extends formally from the Homeric era yet comes into full bloom among Socratic and post-Socratic moral philosophers,
notably the Stoa. Because of interaction between Stoic and Christian discourse in the first century, vice and virtue lists serve a practical rhetorical function as a conventional method of
moral instruction in both. This is true even when the two life views diverge radically in terms of the means and the end of the moral life. In the hands of the writers of the NT, the eth-
ical catalog constitutes an important part of early Christian paraenesis." [J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament
Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1252.]

2B3"yjece \'vis\ noun

[Middle English, from Old French, from Latin vitium fault, vice] (14th century)
1 a : moral depravity or corruption : WICKEDNESS
b : a moral fault or failing
¢ : a habitual and usually trivial defect or shortcoming: FOIBLE <suffered from the vice of curiosity>
2 : BLEMISH, DEFECT
3 : a physical imperfection, deformity, or taint
4 a often capitalized : a character representing one of the vices in an English morality play
b : BUFFOON, JESTER
5 : an abnormal behavior pattern in a domestic animal detrimental to its health or usefulness
6 : sexual immorality; especially : PROSTITUTION
synonymy see FAULT, OFFENSE
[Inc Merriam-Webster, Merriam-Websters Collegiate Dictionary (Springfield, MA: Merriam-Webster, 1996).]

ZM"VICE: A habit acquired by repeated sin in violation of the proper norms of human morality. The vices are often linked with the seven capital sins. Repentance for sin and con-
fession may restore grace to a soul, but the removal of the ingrained disposition to sin or vice requires much effort and self-denial, until the contrary virtue is acquired (1866)." [Catholic
Church, Catechism of the Catholic Church, 2nd Ed. (Washington, DC: United States Catholic Conference, 2000), 903.]

23"Vice is a chronic and habitual transgression of the moral law, as distinguished from those transgressions which result from momentary temptation. It is a phase of sin (q. v.),
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tioning of specific misbehaviors by the writers of the NT. Sometimes these
are brought together into lists. But often they are mentioned individually
or in groups of two or three items. A vice list will be understood to refer to
some type of cataloguing of misbehaviors in ancient literature. The number
of items varies greatly for just a few items to substantial numbers.
Second, clearly defined terminology is essential for clarity. In the history
of this topic, clarity is seldom found with differing meanings being attached
to the more common terminology.?’® Careful analysis of specific writers ne-
cessitates some awareness of what each writer means by the set of terms
when discussing this topic. To be sure, not every writer himself reflects
clear definitional understanding of the set of terms he employs. But in order
to avoid misinterpreting a given writer’s perspective we must have some

sense of what the specific writer means by the terms he uses.?’”” Most help-
ful for this determination is whether the writer is approaching the topic purely
from a philosophical view point. Or, especially important, whether religious
thinking shapes he view point. Among Christians, the apostolic era is one
general set of perspectives. Later Christian thinking from the second cen-
tury on attaches loads of additional baggage to most all of these terms, this
is true across the language board from early Greek and Latin writers all the
way to the various modern western languages writers. And this baggage
always carries, either Roman Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, or Protestant
definitions. The goal of achieving clarity is actually not hopeless, as it might
seem at this point. But clarity will never surface if the mistaken assumption
of modern definitions is read back into the various writers especially in the

and the remarks there made are applicable here. Vice, like every other habit, is the product of repeated acts, and, as the vicious habit strengthens, the mind of its victim becomes less
and less conscious of the evil of which it is the slave, until sin is committed almost without knowing it. The hatefulness of vice both to God and man is shown in the whole of God’s
moral government in the world. Even in this world vice is foredoomed by the unmistakable judgment of God, and the human agents of the sentence, although they be themselves under
similar condemnation, allow the law to be just. Exalted virtue secures the admiration of even the worthless, and vice, when punished, is as universally acknowledged by both good and
bad to have met with its deserts. Societies for the suppression of vice have been organized in different countries, and meet with universal approval. Their object is to co-operate with
the properly constituted legal authorities in preventing and suppressing the various vices which are prevalent and most flagrant.

"The greater hopelessness of vice than mere sin very clearly bespeaks the wrath of God. The evil consequences of youthful folly may be lightly thought of for a time, but they re-
main as a root of bitterness to mar the peacefulness of more mature years. Even an imprudent choice of vicious companions will often meet with the same severe retribution as a course
of downright vicious action. It has been decreed that vice, and everything that directly or indirectly belongs to it, should not go unpunished; and its escape from condemnation, so far
as its own nature is concerned, is utterly hopeless. The Scriptures are very positive in their denunciations of vice (see Heb. 2:1-3; 3:7-19; 4:1-13; 6:4, 6; Rom. 1:29-32)."

[John M’Clintock and James Strong, “Vice,” Cyclopeedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature (New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1881), 10:772.]

276"Ethical lists' is a modern designation for lists or catalogs of virtues and vices that occur frequently in the NT, particularly in the epistolary literature, and are very important for
understanding early Christian ethics. There are several terminological problems involved in these designations. First, the adjective ethical is a modern designation for these lists; there is
no Greek term used in the NT to label them. The related Greek words ethos (£00¢) and &thos (00c) both mean 'custom, habit, manners.' The plural form of &thos is &the (#0n), meaning
'disposition, character,' and the adjective formed from this word, éthikes (101k6¢), came to mean 'ethical' or 'moral’ and was used as the formal term for one of the three main categories
of Hellenistic philosophical thought (particularly in Stoicism and Epicureanism; Diogenes Laertius, Vit. phil. 7.39-40; 10.30): logic, physics and ethics (to €thikon 0 106v). The
terms virtue and vice are also modern designations for the ethical lists found in the NT. The terms virtue (areté [apetn]; Latin virtus) and vice (kakia [koxio]; Latin vitium, vitiositas)
were technical terms for the two antithetical categories of behavior in the Greek philosophical tradition (Xenophon, Mem. 1.2.28; Aristotle, Rhet. 2.6; Cicero, Tusc. 4.15). For Paul (1
Cor 5:8), kakia and ponéria (movnpia) could be understood as general synonyms for 'wickedness, moral depravity,' the antonyms of which were sincerity (eilikrineia eithikpiveia) and
truth (alétheia aAn0e1a), yet he could also use both terms in a vice list as two of several particular forms of wickedness or moral depravity (Rom 1:29; Eph 4:31; Col 3:8; Titus 3:3; 1
Clem. 35:5, 8)." [David E. Aune, “Lists, Ethical,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter s Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009), 3:671.]

2This appears to be more significant for virtue lists than for vice lists terminology.

Virtue, a term used in various significations. Some define it to be “living according to nature:” others, “universal benevolence to being.” Some, again, place it “in regard to
truth;” others, in the “moral sense.” Some place it in “the imitation of God;” others, “in the love of God and our fellow-creatures.” Some, again, think it consists “in mediocrity,”
supposing vice to consist in extremes; others have placed it in “a wise regard to our own interest.” Dr. Smith refers it to the principle of sympathy; and Paley defines it to be the
doing good to mankind, in obedience to the will of God, and for the sake of everlasting happiness. Some of these definitions are certainly objectionable. Perhaps those who
place it in the love of God and our fellow-creatures may come as near to the truth as any. See Edwards and Jameson, On Virtue; Grove and Paley, Moral Phil.; Cumberland, Law
of Nature, i, 4; Beattie, Elements of Moral Science, ii, 8, 77; Watts, Self-love and Virtue Reconciled, 2d vol. of his Works, last ed.—Buck.

The standard of virtue is the will of God as expressed in nature (including the human constitution) and his written word. See Fleming and Krauth, Vocab. of Philos. p. 487,
548, 907.

[John M’Clintock and James Strong, “Virtue,” Cyclopcedia of Biblical, Theological, and Ecclesiastical Literature (New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1881), 801.]
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pre-modern era. Our primary focus here is on the ancient world and under- 1) Vice Lists served differing roles for ancient writers.?’® In the Greek and
standing their viewpoint within the framework of their world. Then, and only Roman philosophical traditions?”® much effort was devoted to organization-
then, can we have a solid basis for drawing legitimate applications to our al structuring of perceived virtues and vices.?®° But the Stoics did more with
world today. ethical lists than the other traditions.?®' One should note, however, that the

28"The grouping of ethical values into lists surfaces in diverse cultures of antiquity, from Iran and India to Egypt and Mediterranean cultures. To the extent that religion as prac-
ticed by ancient civilizations is characterized by the striving and performing of its adherents, the function of the ethical list can be seen as a natural extension. Enumerating behavior or
dispositions to be emulated or avoided can serve a wide array of purposes—both polemical and nonpolemical, prescriptive and descriptive. Ethical lists in the Hellenistic world during
the Homeric era occur in diverse literary and nonliterary contexts, as the work of Vogtle has demonstrated. Numerous inscriptions, frequently at gravesites (see Burial) and memorials,
list virtues in honor of military generals, officeholders, doctors and judges. In Hesiod, one encounters lists of transgressions of the children against parents and transgressions against
the gods (Hesiod Theog. 77-79, 240-64). Aristophanes utilizes the ethical catalog as part of a satire in a parody of the Eleusinian mysteries (Aristophanes Batr. 5.145). And Seneca
employs ethical catalogs to describe, with considerable flair, his disgust with the banal trivialities of the theater as well as how fellow Romans indulge in the discovery of new vices
(Seneca Brev. Vit. 10.4)." [J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary
Biblical Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1252.]

2"Greco-Roman authors who use the lists include Pseudo-Aristotle (On Virtues and Vices), Pseudo-Cebes (Fitzgerald and White 1983), Cicero (e.g., Tusc. 4.11-27), Pseu-
do-Crates (e.g., Ep. 15), Pseudo-Diogenes (e.g., Ep. 28), Dio Chrysostom (Mussies 1972: 67-70, 172-77), Diogenes Laertius (e.g., 7.92-93, 110-12), Epictetus (e.g., Diss. 3.20.5-6),
Pseudo-Heraclitus (Attridge 1976: 25-39), Horace (e.g., Ep. 1.1.33-40; 6.12), Lucian (Betz 1961: 183-211), Maximus of Tyre (e.g., Or. 36.4c), Musonius Rufus (e.g., Frag. XVI),
Onasander (Dibelius and Conzelmann Pastoral Epistles Hermeneia, 158—60), Philostratus (Petzke 1970: 220-27), Plautus (e.g., Pseudolus 138-39, 360-68), Plutarch (e.g., Mor. 468B,
523D; see the indices in Betz 1975: 367 and 1978: 581), Seneca (Bultmann 1910: 19 n. 3), Soranus (Vogtle 1936: 79-80), Teles (e.g., Frag. IVA), Virgil (e.g., Aen. 6.733), and various
astrologers, including Ptolemy (= Claudius Ptolemaeus), Teucer of Babylon, and Vettius Valens (Vogtle 1936: 84-88; Kamlah 1964: 137-39). In addition, lists of virtues and vices
occur in the Corpus Hermeticum (Kamlah 1964: 115-36), especially in tractates I and XIIT (Grese 1979: 111-12, 121, 127-28, 131-33)." [John T. Fitzgerald, “Virtue/Vice Lists,” ed.
David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 857.]

280" Although the virtues andreia (“courage”), phronésis/sophia (‘wisdom'), saphrosyné (‘prudence') and dikaiosyné (‘justice') individually play a central role in the ethical teaching
of Socrates, schematization first presses to the fore in Plato, who is the first to designate four 'cardinal' aretai. (Formal presentation of the cardinal virtues appears initially in Plato’s
Republic, even when similar formulations of the moral ideal predate this by more than a century—for example, in Aeschylus [Sept. c. Theb. 610]). Xenophon writes profusely on
ethical topics — among these, order of the home, healthy relationships, the treatment of slaves, political and military obligations — and yet is not enamored of the fourfold schema.
In Nicomachean Ethics, Aristotle distinguishes between ethical, political and social virtues on the one hand and intellectual virtues on the other. For the most part Aristotle resists the
fourfold schema that had arisen largely out of the Pythagorean love of the number four, considered to be symbolic of life’s completeness." [J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed.
Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000),
1252-1253.]

2I"The prototypal use of ethical catalogs begins with Zeno (340-265 B.C.), founder of the Stoa, and is expanded under the Stoic teachers who follow. The early masters, notably
Chrysippus (280-210 B.C.), tend to use 'virtue' and 'knowledge' (epistemé) interchangeably, a practice that is significant for the Stoic understanding of ethical discourse. Stoic defi-
nitions of the cardinal virtues illustrate this conceptualization: justice is knowledge of what is due or right; temperance is knowledge of what to choose or not to choose; prudence is
knowledge of what to do or not do in a given situation; and courage is knowledge of what should and should not be feared.

"Stoic moral doctrine mirrors both a return to and an expansion of the tetradic schema that characterized Socratic and Platonic ethical teaching. Organization serves an important re-
call function in Stoic pedagogy. Proceeding from the four cardinal virtues, Stoic teaching derives multiple subsets of virtues. Chrysippus, for example, divides the aretai into two groups
of cardinal (protai) and subordinate (hypotetagmenai) virtues, with a lengthy list of subordinates thereto attached. One of the most comprehensive catalogs of virtues comes from the
Stoic Andronicus, who compiled the writings of his master Chrysippus and whose list contains no fewer than twenty aretai (SVF 3.64). All in all, the tetradic schema of organizing vice
and virtue for didactic purposes occurs more frequently in earlier Stoic lists, with later teachers typically dividing cardinal traits into subsets. We encounter in Andronicus a bewildering
array of variety and detail—he lists twenty-seven kinds of epithymia ('lust’), twenty-seven kinds of /ypé ('sorrow'), thirteen kinds of phobos (‘fear') and five kinds of hédoné ('pleasure’)
(SVF 3.397, 401, 409, 414), although his list pales by comparison with that of Philo, who identifies 147 vices to personify the 'friends' of the philedonos, the hedonist (Philo Sacr. 32).

"The ethical list, which concretizes the moral struggle of the Stoic life view, is not merely confined to philosophical discourse. It appears as well in the poets — relatively frequently
in Virgil (e.g., Aen. 6.732) and Horace (Ep. 1.1.33-40), for example — and in popular literature. The more popularized form of vice and virtue lists, while sharing a common vocabu-
lary with Stoic philosophers, loses the tighter schematization that had characterized the scholastics. Those preaching moral uplift to the masses expand the form of the ethical catalog
to include new concepts, particularly additional vices. These lists are far from the convoluted philosophical constructs that were advanced by the academic philosophers. People, upon
hearing and reflecting, saw themselves in these lists — whether by vice or by virtue. Practical needs of the masses encouraged the use of ethical lists in a popular format.
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discussions as well as the limited impact was felt overwhelmingly at the
aristocratic and highly educated levels of first century society. Although the
Stoics especially sought to educate the masses, the impact was minimal
at best. The levels of immorality among the masses were extensive and
rampant.

When examining this philosophical tradition, careful attention must be
paid to the complex philosophical ethical lists and the popular catalogues
of vices and virtues. The philosophical lists focus on priortizing and group-
ing various virtues and vices. This structural organization does not surface
in the popular catalogues which also have a greater fluidity of listing. The
popular lists mainly served to instruct the masses on proper behavior. Lit-
tle, if any, religious motivation stands behind any of these listings. Most are
built around being wise or foolish as members of society.

For the Judeo-Christian traditions, the listings used religious devotion
as the foundation for defining acceptable and unacceptable behaviors, es-
pecially within the particular religious community. From the Jewish side,
Torah obedience was the defining standard, while commitment to Christ
and reflecting His presence served as the defining structure. Both tradi-

tions viewed the listings from the perspective of behavior acceptable to
God or not. One should note that the Jewish approach saw these lists as
important guidelines for gaining acceptability with God. But for Christians,
these listings gave instruction on how to please Christ out of gratitude for
His saving action on the cross. In more detail, they functioned as signals of
an obedience that enabled the very presence of Christ to shine through the
individual to encourage others (cf. Mt. 5:16-18).

One commonality, however, across virtually all of these lists in the an-
cient world is their individual distinctiveness. As far as | can determine from
extensive analysis of these materials, no two lists completely match across
all of the various traditions both religious based and philosophical based.

One question is related to this first point of the distinctives of the ancient
lists: what levels of dependency across different traditions seem to be pres-
ent? Early on almost a century ago at the beginning of modern era analysis
of these vice and virtue catalogues, the initial assumption was that the
NT writers were heavily dependent upon the non-religious philosophical
traditions, and in particular upon Stoicism.?®2 Within the Greek and the Ro-
man philosophical traditions, only at the point of the four ‘cardinal virtues’

"As a rule, Stoic ethical catalogs do not possess a rigid hierarchy of virtues so as to suggest a moral progression leading to an ethical climax. All virtues stand in close connection
to each other; all constitute a natural unity. No particular order or arrangement of virtues or vices came to typify popular usage, although paronomasia is frequently achieved through
the word order. Stoic ethical lists were not intended to be all-inclusive, and the presence or absence of particular features in a list reflects the values of the author (Malherbe).

"To the Stoic mind, where there exists an antithesis of one virtue, the same necessarily applies to others. For example, the health of one’s soul suggests the possibility of psy-
chological sickness. Similarly, the experience of wisdom points to folly; contentment, anxiety; brotherly kindness, enmity; and so on. Just as a virtue can be standardized, so can the

corresponding vice.

"The Sitz im Leben of the dualistic schema is generally agreed to be the propaganda of the moral philosophers. Accordingly, those heeding their advice were considered wise; those

casting it aside, foolish. This dualism allows easy incorporation into Hellenistic-Jewish as well as NT literature. In many respects, a conversion to Judeo-Christian faith is conceived
of in terms not unlike a conversion to the wisdom of philosophy. Consequently, the ethical list has a useful role in Hellenistic Jewish and early Christian postconversion paraenesis.
The consensus of classical scholarship is that NT ethical catalogs in form and function derive from Hellenistic usage. Notwithstanding the views of D. Schroeder, who believes the NT
catalogs mirror Israel’s ethical dualism in the Day-of-the-Lord expectation and Deuteronomic blessings and curses, and more recently R. P. Martin, early Christian appropriation of
Stoic categories in the NT is abundant, commensurate with and reflective of Stoic-Christian interaction in the first century (Zeller; Charles 1997).

"An impressive array of literature provides a window into the world of ethical discourse roughly contemporary with the early Christians. By its hortatory character, molded against
the backdrop of Greco-Roman culture, this served as ethical 'propaganda through the living word with personal [i.e., practical] effects' (Wendland, 84). Exemplary writings that make
abundant use of the ethical catalog are those of Philo (c. 20 B.C.—A.D. 50), Seneca (c. 4 B.C.—A.D. 65), Epictetus (c. A.D. 50-130), Musonius Rufus (c. A.D. 65-80), Dio Chrysostom
(c. A.D. 40-120), Plutarch (A.D. 50-120) Philostratus (late second century A.D.) and Diogenes Laertius (third century A.D.)."

[J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1253—-1254.]

22"Writing in 1932 B. S. Easton said: 'It is now generally recognized that the catalogs of virtues and vices in the New Testament are derived ultimately from the ethical teaching
of the Stoa.' He also noted that such lists were fairly abundant in Hellenistic Jewish literature (esp. Philo). If this was the case, then the Pauline lists could be influenced by Stoicism
directly or through Hellenistic Judaism.

"In more recent times other suggestions have been put forward. Wibbing notes similarities between the NT lists and those found in the Qumran literature (esp. 1QS), though he
admits that there are features of the Pauline lists which distinguish them from the Jewish lists, including those of Qumran.

"Kamlah divides Paul’s virtue and vice lists into two categories, the paraenetic catalogs (e.g., Col 2:20-3:17) having a background in the Hellenistic syncretism of the mystery
religions, and the descriptive catalogs (e.g., Gal 5:19-23) having, he claims, a background in ancient Iranian religion. However, the dualistic cosmology of ancient Iranian religion has
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was there dominating consensus. And even here, not universal agreement
can be found. The deeper one goes into the details of various listings, the
greater the diversity of perspective one discovers. Among the philosophers
so much variation of assumptions, presuppositions, even methodological
procedure for determination etc. exists that a widespread consensus of
appropriate and inappropriate behavior just didn’t exist.

Particularly, when it comes to developing a taxonomy of structure for
organizing the many perceived vices, and even virtues, the diversity of
viewpoint becomes especially clear. It should be noted that the rather neg-
ative evaluation of not being able to achieve a consensus of views is a
modern western perspective not shared in the ancient world. The ancient

Greco-Roman philosophical world did not much care about reaching con-
sensus. Making one’s case for a viewpoint the most persuasively as hu-
manly possible was the ultimate goal. This was the best path to truth for the
ancient world, not the reaching of some kind of general consensus.

2) Paul draws heavily from the Hellenistic Jewish tradition of vice lists.
The role of the OT is core conception of right and wrong but it does not de-
velop listings of virtues and vices.?® Later traditional Judaism such as that
of the Qumran community in the first Christian century also avoided the
influences of Hellenistic culture in contrast to that of Diaspora Judaism that
was heavily influenced.?* Hebrew dualism is something distinct from vice

no place in the Pauline understanding of virtues and vices (nor in ethical teaching of other Christian or Jewish writings).
"Martin, following Schroeder, argues for a return to the OT-Jewish tradition as the preferred background for Paul’s lists of vices and virtues."
[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 963.]

2"While vice and virtue lists in the narrower sense do not appear in the OT, the tradition of ethical catalogs finds a secure place in the literature of Hellenistic Judaism. Not infre-
quently these are vice catalogs that are in some way related to sins delineated in the Decalogue. Because Judaism of the intertestamental period is situated in Hellenistic culture, touch
points with Stoic philosophy are frequently detected. In reading this literature one senses both polemical and nonpolemical interaction between Jewish and Stoic worldviews.

"3.1. Philo. A. Vigtle’s description of Philo reflects an individual who is at home in both worlds: 'By the sheer number and length of virtue and vice lists, Philo seems to have
achieved the measure of the Stoic popular philosophers' (107). This impression is confirmed by a survey of Philonic literature (e.g., Philo Sacr. 20-27; Leg. All. 1.19.56; 2.23, 24;
Spec. Leg. 3.63). Philo is particularly fond of the classical fourfold schema, frequently alluding to the four cardinal passions — lust, sorrow, greed and fear (e.g., Philo Praem. Poen.
419; Exsecr. 159-60). The number four is so important to him that the four headwaters of the river flowing through Eden (Gen 2:8—-14) point to four cardinal virtues (Philo Leg. All.
1.19.56; 2.23, 24).

"While Philo is anchored to the ethical teaching of the OT, he always manages to return to the Stoic emphasis on struggling against vice. From the standpoint of faith, Philo views
obedience as important because it produces virtue, just as disobedience and unbelief have a downward ethical trajectory. Stoic categories and OT ethics are able to stand side by side.
Philo exemplifies the extent of Stoic influence during the last two centuries B.C. and through the first century A.D. He demonstrates graphically how religious truth could be clothed in
relevant literary and philosophical categories of the day, even when Philonic allegorizing may seem to have overextended itself in its attempts to reconcile Hellenistic moral philosophy
and the OT.

"3.2. The Wisdom of Solomon. The Wisdom of Solomon is another relevant example of Hellenistic influence on Judaism. In this work the reader encounters the four cardinal
virtues, whose tutor is said to be the wisdom of God (Wis 8:4, 7). Correlatively, serving false gods is the equivalent of ignorance (agnoia) and must be countered with the gnosis of
God (Wis 14:22). In Wisdom of Solomon 14:25-26 a lengthy list of vices proceeds characterizes the life that is absent the knowledge of God; it manifests 'blood and murder, theft and
fraud, depravity, faithlessness, disorder, perjury, suppressing the good, ingratitude, soulish defilement, sexual confusion, marital disorder, adultery and licentiousness.' Stoic influence in
Wisdom can also be seen in the admonitions toward reflection (e.g., Wis 4:11; 12:10). The author is not concerned, however, to correct the sins he catalogs; rather, he is content merely
to list the depths of depravity to which Gentiles have descended.

"Although ethical lists appear in the writings of the Qumran community, Qumran ethical teaching is molded primarily by the dualism of the righteous and unrighteous, light and
darkness — characteristic Qumran theology — and less by Hellenistic literary-rhetorical patterns of vice and virtue (cf. however Wibbing and Kamlah). The Rule of the Community
commends humility, patience, charity, goodness, understanding, intelligence, wisdom and a spirit of discernment (1QS 4:3—6) while condemning greed, wickedness and lies, haughti-
ness and pride, falseness and deceit, cruelty and ill temper, folly and insolence, lustful deeds and lewdness, blindness of eye and dullness of ear, stiffness of neck and heaviness of heart
(1QS 4:9-11)."

[J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1254—1255.]

284n Although ethical lists appear in the writings of the Qumran community, Qumran ethical teaching is molded primarily by the dualism of the righteous and unrighteous, light and
darkness — characteristic Qumran theology — and less by Hellenistic literary-rhetorical patterns of vice and virtue (cf. however Wibbing and Kamlah). The Rule of the Community
commends humility, patience, charity, goodness, understanding, intelligence, wisdom and a spirit of discernment (1QS 4:3—6) while condemning greed, wickedness and lies, haughti-
ness and pride, falseness and deceit, cruelty and ill temper, folly and insolence, lustful deeds and lewdness, blindness of eye and dullness of ear, stiffness of neck and heaviness of heart
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and virtue listings.?®® There is simply right behavior and wrong behavior, Virt.182). At the popular type of vice listing, one sees texts such as Wisdom
primarily measured by the determination of the Torah of God.?¢ 14:22-27.2%° Close structural parallels of this text, written about a century

Both the philosophical and the popular types of vice list postings sur- prior to Paul’s writing of Romans, can be seen with Rom. 1:18-32, although
face in the intertestamental Hellenistic Jewish literature.?®” Philo’s system- the content, especially of the vice lists, is very different from one another.
atization is largely built around a fourfold set of foundational virtues.?® Phi- As Wis. 8:7 asserts the writer had pretty well adopted the four cardinal vir-
lo’s lengthy discussions dominantly represent the philosophical approach. tues of much of Greek moral philosophy, but the structuring of a wide range
He holds the record for developing the longest list known in the ancient of misbehaviors as is common especially in the Greek Stoic tradition is not
world with 147 specific vices categorized (cf. Philo Sacr. 15-33; Leg. All. 86—-87; adopted by the writer of Wisdom.

(1QS 4:9-11)." [J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical
Scholarship (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1254—1255.]

85"Moral law codes were common in the Ancient Near East. These lists of laws, such as the Babylonian Code of Hammurabi (c. 1772 BC), detail the prescribed social behaviors
relating to property, family, and social contracts. Although these codes do not contain virtue and vice lists proper, they list acceptable and unacceptable behavior. The influence of these
contemporary law codes on the structure of the Mosaic Law is evident. However, unlike the ancient Near Eastern law codes, the Mosaic Law depicts God as loving; His people benefit
more than He does from their covenant; property violations are not seen as capital offenses; and notably it mentions God’s love and the love He requires from others (see Exod 20; 34:6;
Lev 19:1-18; Deut 6:5). The mention of love and the emphasis on motivation and attitude made Israelite law much more virtue-based than other law codes of the time." [Timothy L.
Jacobs, “Virtue and Vice Lists,” ed. John D. Barry et al., The Lexham Bible Dictionary (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2016).]

286"The Hebrew Bible contains surprisingly few lists of sins. Simple lists occur in Jer 7:9 and Hos 4:2, which presuppose the sins forbidden in the Decalogue (Exod 20:1-17; Deut
5:6-21), and in Prov 6:16—19, which gives seven evils hated by God (cf. Prov 8:13). Similarly, lists of virtues are brief and appear in descriptions of God (Exod 34:6—7; Num 14:18;
Pss 86:15; 103:8; Jonah 4:2), of humans endowed by God (Exod 31:3; 35:31; Eccl 2:26), and of righteous men (Job 1:1, 8; 2:3). In the judgment of most scholars (e.g., Wibbing 1959:
26; Conzelmann / Corinthians Hermeneia, 100; Schweizer 1976: 463 n. 13; Betz Galatians Hermeneia, 282), however, these lists neither constitute a fixed literary form nor serve
as the models for later Jewish and Christian catalogs." [John T. Fitzgerald, “Virtue/Vice Lists,” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday,
1992), 858.]

Z87"n contrast to the Hebrew Bible, lists of both virtues and vices are quite numerous in later Jewish literature. They vary widely in both form and content, with some reflecting the
influence of the Decalogue (Berger 1972: 272-73) and others that of Greek philosophy. The lists appear, for example, in Apocalypse of Abraham 24, 3 Baruch (4:17; 8:5; 13:4), 1 Enoch
(10:20; 91:6-7), 2 Enoch (9:1; 10:4—6; 34:1-2; 66:6; Kamlah 1964: 160-62), Jubilees (7:20-21; 21:21; 23:14), 4 Maccabees (1:2—4, 18, 26-27; 2:15; 5:23-24; 8:3), Philo (Lagrange
1911: 539-42; Lietzmann An die Romer HNT, 36; Vogtle 1936: 107—13; Wibbing 1959: 27-29; Kamlah 1964: 50-53, 104—15), Sybilline Oracles (Bussmann 1975: 155-57), Testament
of Abraham 10 (rec. A), Testament of Moses 7, Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (Vogtle 1936: 102—-06; Wibbing 1959: 31-33; Kamlah 1964: 171-75), Wisdom of Solomon (8:7;
14:22-26; Easton 1932: 1-3), and in rabbinic literature (Klein 1909: 94—101; Francke 1930: 24-27; Kamlah 1964: 150-60; contrast Vogtle 1936: 106-07), as well as in the writings
of Qumran. The double catalog in 1QS 4:3—14 has received particular attention (Wibbing 1959: 43-76; Kamlah 1964: 39-50; von der Osten-Sacken 1969: 150-63) in regard to Gal
5:19-23 and other early Christian texts (Braun 1966: 1.172, 212—-14; 2.289-301; Mussner Galaterbrief HTKNT, 392-95)." [John T. Fitzgerald, “Virtue/Vice Lists,” ed. David Noel
Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 858.]

288"Philo is particularly fond of the classical fourfold schema, frequently alluding to the four cardinal passions — lust, sorrow, greed and fear (e.g., Philo Praem. Poen. 419; Exsecr.
159-60). The number four is so important to him that the four headwaters of the river flowing through Eden (Gen 2:8—14) point to four cardinal virtues (Philo Leg. All. 1.19.56; 2.23,
24)." [J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1254.]

2Wisdom of Solomon 14:22-27. 22 Eit’ o0k fipkeoev O MAavicBal mepl thv tol Beol Yo, AaAAY Kal év peydiw IWMVTeC dyvolog MoAéHw TA Tooalta Kakd eiphvny
nipooayopevouowy.T 23 f yap tekvodovoug TEAETAC A KpUdLla puothpla i Eupaveils eEaAAwY Beop®v kwpoug ayovtegt 24 olte Bioug olte yapoug kaBapouc Tt puldocouaty,
gtepoc &’ Etepov i AoxGv avatpet fj voBeUwv 68uvd.T 25 mdvta &’ emupis €xet aipa kal dévoc, kKhomn kot 86Aoc, GpBopd, dmotia, Tapayoc, Emopkia, T 26 BOpUPOC Ayab®v, XAPLTOC
AuvnoTtia, Pux®v PLoopog, yevéoews évallayn, yauwv ataia, poweia kat dcélyela.t 27 ) yap t@v avwvipwv eldwAwv Bpnokeia mavtog dpxn kakod kal aitia kal mépag éotiv-t

22 Then it was not enough for them to err about the knowledge of God, but though living in great strife due to ignorance, they call such great evils peace. 23 For whether they
kill children in their initiations, or celebrate secret mysteries, or hold frenzied revels with strange customs, 24 they no longer keep either their lives or their marriages pure, but they
either treacherously kill one another, or grieve one another by adultery, 25 and all is a raging riot of blood and murder, theft and deceit, corruption, faithlessness, tumult, perjury, 26
confusion over what is good, forgetfulness of favors, defiling of souls, sexual perversion, disorder in marriages, adultery, and debauchery. 27 For the worship of idols not to be named
is the beginning and cause and end of every evil.
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Further, held in common by the philosophers, the Hellenistic Jewish
writers, and by Paul, particularly in Rom. 1:18-32, is that vices are the prod-
uct of passions in human life. One especially sees this emphasis in Philo’s
Allegorical Interpretations 27.85-87 and also On the Virtues 34.181-182.2%
In the latter writing, the point is also stressed that worshiping the true God
is central to gaining control over passions and neutralizing their negative
impact. The first century document Fourth Maccabees, written about the
same time as Romans, adopts even more the Greek thinking of the po-
tential of reasoning, dpovrioewg, to subdue passions which lie as the source

of misbehaviors (cf. 4 Macc. 1:2-4, 18-28; 2:15).2°' The basic conceptual
affinity of Paul with the Hellenistic Jewish writings is very clear.?*? Clearly
Paul will adopt a distinctive Christian viewpoint on the details etc., but it
cannot be denied that the Hellenistic Jewish perspectives provided him
with a framework and the foundational assumption of the role of God in all
this.

Even more foundational is the deeply embedded Two Ways tradition.?®
One sees this in Gal. 5:19-26 very clearly.?®* Life presents humanity with
two essential choices: a right way and a wrong way. The Torah provided

2%Philo also adopts some of the popular structuring of Greek philosophical methods, especially at the point of the four cardinal virtues. A layering of virtues and vices by categories
at a more popular level can be seen in his claims of the superiority of Moses over Philo in Sacrifices 3.8-4.18. Notice particularly 4.14-16.

(14) What, then, is the truth in these matters which we are considering? Why, that wickedness is older than virtue in point of time, but younger in power and rank. Therefore,
when the birth of the two is narrated, let Cain have the precedence; but when a comparison of their pursuits is instituted, then let Abel be the first; (15) for it happens to the being
that is born, from his very swaddling clothes till the time when the innovating vigour of his ripe age extinguishes the fiery heat of his passions, to have for his foster brethren, folly,
intemperance, injustice, fear, cowardice, and the other evil things which are born with him, every one of which his nurses and tutors foster and cause to grow up within him; by their
habits and practices banishing piety, and by their uniform instructions introducing superstition, which is a thing nearly akin to impiety. (16) But when the child has now passed the age
of youth, and when the impetuous disease of the passions has become mollified, as if a calm had come over them, then the man begins to enjoy tranquillity, having been at length
and not without difficulty strengthened in the foundation of virtue, which has allayed that continued and incessant agitation which is the greatest evil of the soul. Thus wickedness
has the superiority in point of time; but virtue in point of rank, and honour and real glory.

§ 14 ti 00v Kkal TO &v ToUToLC GANBEC; Kaklow APETHC XPOVW UV lval TIPeoBUTEPAY, SUVAEL 5 AELWPATL VEWTEPAY. BTOV MEV 0DV 1 YEVEDLS ddOTV ElodyNTOL, TPOEKTPEXETW O
Kaw- étav 8¢ érmutndsvoswv oLykpLolg e€stalntal, pOavetw 0’ABeA. § 15 yevopevw yap T {ww cUBEPNKeV eVBUC ET €k omapyavwy, GxpLC Av i VEWTEPOTIOLOC AKUAG NAKIa TOV
Zéovta dpAoypov TV Tabiv oBéan, cuvtpodouc Exev ddpociivny dkolaciov ddikiav Gopov Sethiav, Tag GAAAC CUYYEVETS KipAC, WV EKAGTNV AVOTPEPOUGL KAl cuvaUEouat Tital
Kal matdaywyol kal €8V kal vopipwy eboéBelav pev Eauvovtwy Setotbatpoviav §€ mpdypa adeddov doePeiq kataokevaloviwy elonynoelg kal B€oelc. § 16 dtav 6& 16N mapnprion
Kal f TV mabdv maApwdng vooog xaAdorn, KabAamep vnvepLlag EMLYEVOUEVNG, APXETAL TIC YoARvnV Gyelv OYE Kal MOALS BeBalotntL apetiic ibpubeig, i TOV EmMAAANAoOV Kal cUVeEXR
OELOUOV, BapUTtatov kakov Puxig, Empauvev oUTwG HEV &1 Ta xpovou mpeofela oloeTal kakia, T& 6& dflwuatog Kal TLig kal eOKAElag ) ApeTH.

[Peder Borgen, Kére Fuglseth, and Roald Skarsten, “The Works of Philo: Greek Text with Morphology” (Bellingham, WA: Logos Bible Software, 2005).

Charles Duke Yonge with Philo of Alexandria, The Works of Philo: Complete and Unabridged (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1995), 95.]

214 Mace. 2:15. 15 Kai t@v Blatotépwv 8¢ mab®v kpatelv 0 Aoylopog paivetatl, dphapyxiag kat kevodogiag kai alaloveiog kat peyahauvyiog kai Baokaviag:t

15 It is evident that reason rules even the more violent emotions: lust for power, vainglory, boasting, arrogance, and malice.

22For further Hellenistic Jewish examples see Sib. Or. 2:254-282; 3:377-80; T. Reub. 3:3-8; T. Levi 17:11; T. Iss. 7:2-6; Apoc. Bar. 4:17; 8:5; 13:4. For rabbinic perspectives that
reflect little Greek influence see the discussions in Mishnah and Talmud sources: M. *Abot 3:11; 4:21; m. Sota 9:15; b. Sota 42a; b. Sanh. 75a).

23"The Two Ways motif, drawing on two ways or paths as a metaphor for a life of vice or virtue, was frequently used in the Greco-Roman world. This metaphor was a staple of
Jewish wisdom, eschatology and apocalyptic and is prominent in the teaching of Jesus and in early Christian paraenesis. We find the Two Ways motif in the paraenesis of James 4, the
light and dark contrasts in the epistles of John (see John, Letters of) and the eschatological contrasts in 2 Peter 2:1-2. The metaphor is introduced similarly in Didache 1-6 and Barn-
abas 18-21, leading to extensive Two Ways material. Ignatius gives two ways of life and death as ultimate alter natives, but no moral exhortation is included (cf. McKenna, 403-6;
Bauckham, 238-43; van de Sandt, 40-41; Aune, 197)." [Ralph P. Martin and Peter H. Davids, eds., Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 1997), 1158-1159.]

24 A related Second-Temple Jewish form is the Two Ways tradition. This is best exemplified by the Qumran text, 1QS 4:3—14, where the two ways are aligned with the 'spirit of
truth [or light],’ and the 'spirit of perversity [or darkness].' Likewise the Testament of Asher utilizes this motif (T. Asher 1:3-9; 2:5-8), where the 'two ways' are further defined as 'two
mind-sets, two lines of action, two models, two goals . . . everything is in pairs, the one over against the other' (T. Asher 1:3—4). The influence of this Two Ways tradition on the NT
has been variously assessed (see Suggs, Wibbing), with Paul’s listing of the works of the flesh and fruit of the Spirit in Galatians 5:19-26 being a focal point of investigation (see, e.g.,
Longenecker). Whatever conclusions one might draw regarding the influence of the Jewish Two Ways tradition on the NT literature, the tradition is clearly developed in the apostolic
fathers (Did. 1-5; Barn. 18-20; Herm. Man. 6.2.1-7; see 3 below)." [Ralph P. Martin and Peter H. Davids, eds., Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments (Downers
Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1997), 1191.
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the starting point with the central role of the will of God. But Hellenistic of this letter to the Romans had sufficient background awareness of these
Judaism, which Paul grew up in, furnished the structuring framework of concepts to enable the apostle to effectively communicate a Christian mes-
listing these virtues and vices. His Christian experience, then, gave him the sage using these structures.

distinct insights into the details. Both his Jewish and non-Jewish readers 3) Each list in Paul and the other NT writers is distinct.?®> Quite a lot of

25"4.1. The Logic and Language of Virtue and Vice. The use of the ethical catalog by NT writers derives from its function in Hellenistic and Jewish literature. As with Judaism,
the theological motivation behind its usage is the dualism in which the righteous and unrighteous are typified. In the NT, both strands — Hellenistic form and Jewish theological as-
sumptions — merge in the Christian paraenetic tradition (Charles 1997).

"Ethical catalogs appearing in the NT take on two syntactical arrangements, as identified by A. Vogtle and S. Wibbing. They can be polysyndetic, such as the list in 1 Corinthians
6:9-10, where members are bound together rhetorically through the repetition of conjunctions in close succession ('Do not be deceived; neither fornicators nor idolators nor adulterers
nor prostitutes nor sodomites nor thieves nor greedy persons nor drunkards nor revilers nor robbers will inherit the kingdom of God'); and they can be asyndetic, such as in Galatians
5:22-23a, where no connective particle is used ('But the fruit of the Spirit consists of love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, generosity, faithfulness, humility and self-control'). The lists
distributed throughout the NT are fairly evenly divided between polysyndetic and asyndetic forms. D.E. Aune detects a third category, 'amplified' lists, which are more discursive in
form, and cites 1 Thessalonians 4:3—7 as an example.

"Thirteen virtue lists appear in the NT, all but two of which are found in epistles: 2 Corinthians 6:6—8; Galatians 5:22-23; Ephesians 4:32; 5:9; Philippians 4:8; Colossians 3:12;
1 Timothy 4:12; 6:11; 2 Timothy 2:22; 3:10; James 3:17; 1 Peter 3:8; and 2 Peter 1:5-7. This listing excludes 1 Corinthians 13, which concerns the theological virtues and contains
particular features of the ethical catalog. Twenty-three vice lists are found in the NT, all but two of which also occur in epistles: Matthew 15:19; Mark 7:21-22; Romans 1:29-31; 13:13;
1 Corinthians 5:10-11; 6:9-10; 2 Corinthians 6:9—10; 12:20-21; Galatians 5:19-21; Ephesians 4:31; 5:3-5; Colossians 3:5, 8; 1 Timothy 1:9-10; 2 Timothy 3:2-5; Titus 3:3; James
3:15; 1 Peter 2:1; 4:3, 15; Revelation 9:21; 21:8; 22:15 (see DPL and DLNTD, Virtues and Vices).

"The Pastoral Epistles contain the densest usage of ethical lists in the NT, all of which suggest a social location of the audience not unlike that of 2 Peter, in which the foundations
of morality are being called into question. S. C. Mott calls attention to the fact that adverb forms of three of the four Platonic cardinal virtues—prudence (sophrosyné), uprightness
(dikaiosyne) and piety (eusebeia) appear together in Titus 2:12 with the verb paideuein (‘'educate’ or 'train"). Seen thusly, the ethical end of salvation, at the least, manifests the goal of
virtue posited by Hellenistic moral philosophy (see also the vocabulary of 2 Tim 3:16: pros paideian tén en dikaiosyné, 'training in righteousness'). N. J. McEleney identifies in the
Pastorals the presence of five basic elements as part of a literary strategy: references to the law, a background of pagan idolatry, moral dualism, transfer of Hellenistic conceptions of
vice and virtue to the Christian context and eschatololgical punishment.

"4.2. New Testament Vice Lists. Despite the variety found in the ethical catalogs of the NT, there appears to be an 'early Christian paraenetic formula' that characterizes numer-
ous NT vice lists. Those sharing this schema have the function of reminding the readers of what characterized their former life; thus Paul to the Corinthians: 'And this is what some of
you used to be' (1 Cor 6:11a; cf. Rom 13:13; Tit 3:3; 1 Pet 4:3). Furthermore, idolatry (eidololatria) and sexual impurity (epithymia, porneia, akatharsia or aselgeia) appear together
frequently in NT vice lists (e.g., 1 Cor 6:9-10; Gal 5:19-21; Eph 5:5; Col 3:5; 1 Pet 4:3; Rev 21:8; 22:15). This may well correspond to the twin stereotypes of pleasure (hedone) and
lust (epithymia) that frequently appear in pagan lists. There is reason to believe, as B. S. Easton (4-5) suggests, that the Hellenistic Jewish literary form of denouncing Gentile practice
via lists of grossly depraved deeds was adopted by the NT writers, for whom it served a useful purpose.

A regularly appearing feature in the Christian paraenetic tradition is the formula apotithemi ('put off') plus a list of vices. This pattern occurs in Romans 13:13; Ephesians 4:22
(again in 4:25); Colossians 3:8 and 1 Peter 2:1.

"4.3. New Testament Virtue Lists. Fewer conventional formulas accompany virtue lists than vice lists in the NT. This may derive from the fact that for Christian writers righteous-
ness rather than moral goodness per se is essential. The NT’s most noteworthy listing of virtues, which has not been listed as an ethical catalog per se, is the recording of beatitudes in
Matthew 5, with which none of the other NT lists share any affinity. On the whole, NT virtue lists both bear similarity to and diverge from their pagan counterparts. For example, the
qualities of an elder listed in 1 Timothy 3 are reminiscent of qualities necessary of a military general; in the same vein, the lists in Philippians 4:8; Titus 1:7-8; 3:1-2 and 1 Timothy
3:2-3 diverge little from pagan usage (Easton, 11). The opposite, however, can be said of the virtue lists in Galatians 5:22-23 and 1 Timothy 6:1.

"4.4. The Form and Function of New Testament Ethical Lists. Vice and virtue lists in the NT function paraenetically in different contexts. They may be used for the purpose of
antithesis (e.g., Gal 5:19-23 and Jas 3:13-18), contrast (e.g., Tit 3:1-7), instruction (e.g., 2 Pet 1:5-7) or polemics (e.g., 1 Tim 1:9-10; 6:3—-5; 2 Tim 3:2-5). Although these lists resist
any attempts at being reduced to a single Urkatalog or set pattern, the rhetorical effectiveness of ethical catalogs lies in the fact that content is emphasized by means of repetition or
cadence. Occasionally, though not necessarily, alliteration or assonance and inclusio enhance their descriptions. A unified structure is hard to detect, and rhetorical motivation is not
always apparent, with the notable exceptions of Philippians 4:8 and 2 Peter 1:5—7. The latter, unlike other catalogs of virtue in the NT, depicts a natural progression that is rooted initially
in faith and finds its climax in Christian love. The reader may assume that the progression and climax of virtues in 2 Peter 1 is mirroring a concrete situation in which there has been a
fundamental ethical breakdown (Charles 1997, 44-98, 128-58). In order to address this crisis, the writer is utilizing a standard hortatory device to underscore the necessity of the moral
life as proof of one’s profession both to the Christian community and to the world (2 Pet 1:10; 3:11).
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diversity surfaces in comparing the vice lists in Paul,?®® and also through lists, particularly the vice lists, functioned has been explored in depth with
the rest of the New Testament. The complementary nature of these listings modern scholars.?®® Interestingly, considerable use of ethical listings con-
is an important part of a general understanding.?” Just exactly how these tinued to play an important role for Christians in the next several centuries
after the apostolic era.?®® The Greek and the Roman moral philosophical

"Given the considerable variety with which virtue catalogs appear in Jewish and early Christian literature, the repetition of particular virtues in NT and subapostolic lists may point
to an additional function. The inclusion of pistis ('faith'), agapé ('love') and hypomoné; (‘endurance’) in 2 Peter 1:5; Revelation 2:19; Barnabas 2.2ff. and 1 Clement 62.2 are evidence
to Vogtle that virtue catalogs may have acquired in the apostolic paraenetic tradition a catechetical function (54; see also 1 Clem. 64; Herm. Man. 8.9; Ign. Eph. 14.1). That Christian
catechesis may have been preserved in such a format is not implausible; a catalogical format is faintly suggested by confessions of faith such as are found in 1 Timothy 3:16 and 2
Timothy 2:11-13. Irrespective of their precise function, for the writers of the NT virtues are no artificial mechanism. Rather, they are a natural expression of one’s organic union with
Christ, indeed the fruit of divine grace."

[J. D. Charles, “Vice and Virtue Lists,” ed. Craig A. Evans and Stanley E. Porter, Dictionary of New Testament Background: A Compendium of Contemporary Biblical Scholarship
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2000), 1255-1256.]

2e"paul’s lists resemble, in some cases, those developed in Hellenistic Judaism to depict the depravity of the Gentile world (cf., e.g., Rom 1:29-31; Wis 14:25-26). These lists had
aregular form in which idolatry is seen as the root cause of many other vices. Paul appears sometimes to include such lists without much adaptation to the context (e.g., 1 Cor 6:9—-10).
On other occasions his lists are adapted (to a lesser or greater extent) to the context (Gal 5:19-21; Eph 4:25-32; 5:3-5; Col 3:5, 8)." [Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel
G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 963.]

P™Ethical lists are prominent in Paul’s letters, as he addresses particular situations and provides specific instruction. In Galatians 5:16-23, Paul contrasts a list of generic works
and desires of the flesh with the generic fruit of the Spirit. Although the list addresses a particular situation, it may be seen as partially depicting the foundations of morality in the imi-
tation of divine characteristics. In 2 Peter 1:5—7 the Apostle Peter presents another list as the foundation of morality. It includes virtue, knowledge, self-control, steadfastness, godliness,
brotherly affection, and love. The differences between these two lists show that New Testament virtue and vice lists illuminate each other, as they both overlap and differ." [Timothy L.
Jacobs, “Virtue and Vice Lists,” ed. John D. Barry et al., The Lexham Bible Dictionary (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2016).]

28"The fullest list of NT catalogs of virtues and vices is given by Mussies (1972: 67, 172), who cites as examples the following:

"Virtue Lists: 2 Cor 6:6—7a; Gal 5:22-23; Eph 4:2-3, 32-5:2; 5:9; Phil 4:8; Col 3:12; 1 Tim 3:2-4, 8-10, 11-12; 4:12; 6:11, 18; 2 Tim 2:22-25; 3:10; Titus 1:8; 2:2—10; Heb 7:26;
1 Pet 3:8; 2 Pet 1:5-7; (1 Cor 13:4-7).

"Vice Lists: Matt 15:19; Mark 7:21-22; Rom 1:29-31; 13:13; 1 Cor 5:10-11; 6:9—-10; 2 Cor 12:20-21; Gal 5:19-21; Eph 4:31; 5:3-5; Col 3:5-8; 1 Tim 1:9-10; 6:4-5; 2 Tim 3:2-4;
Titus 1:7; 3:3; 1 Pet 2:1; 4:3, 15; Rev 9:21; 21:8; 22:15.

"While other scholars would delete some of Mussies’ examples and/or add further instances (e.g., Luke 18:11), there is a broad consensus that the lists played an important role
in both early Christian parenesis and polemic (Karris 1971; 1973). Debate has centered on the origin of the NT lists. Various Hellenistic (e.g., Lietzmann An die Romer HNT, 35-36;
ANRW 25/2: 1088-92), Jewish (e.g., Seeberg 1903: 9—44; 1905: 109-29; Daxer 1914: 25-58; Wibbing 1959), and Iranian (Kamlah 1964; Suggs 1972: 65-73) sources have been pro-
posed, but no solution has become definitive (so Kédsemann 1980: 49-50; Coetzer 1984: 37-39). Of the NT lists, greatest attention has been paid to those in the Pauline corpus (Larsson
1962: 210-23; Furnish 1968: 84—89; Schweizer 1976), especially those in the Pastoral Epistles (McEleney 1974; Mott 1978; Donelson 1986: 171-76).

"The functions of the NT lists are broadly analogous to their use outside of early Christian literature. For example, Greco-Roman philosophers frequently began their speeches with
a list of vices in order to depict the wretched moral condition of the masses. Paul, similarly, uses a vice list at the beginning of Romans (1:29-31) to depict the condition of people who
have not appropriated the knowledge of God (Malherbe 1987: 24, 31-32). Again, lists of virtues are employed in both philosophical tractates and the NT to delineate the qualifications
and characteristics of good leaders, such as the ideal king or bishop (Malherbe 1986: 138-39)."

[John T. Fitzgerald, “Virtue/Vice Lists,” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 6:858.]

P"Many of the Apostolic Fathers, the apologists, the authors of the NT Apocrypha and Nag Hammadi Codices, the theologians, and other early Christians made frequent use of
lists of virtues and vices. In general, these lists have received surprisingly little scholarly attention. Recent exceptions to this neglect include studies by Rambaux (1978) of Tertullian’s
lists and by Mussies (1981) of a personified list of vices and virtues in the Gnostic treatise On the Origin of the World (NHC 11,106,27-107,17). Examples of the non-canonical lists
cited in secondary literature include the following:

"1. Apostolic Fathers: Barn. 2:2-3; 18-20; 1 Clem. 3:2; 30:1, 3, 8; 35:5; 62:2; 64:1; 2 Clem. 4:3 (see Donfried 1974: 114-18); Did. 2:1-5:2; Herm. Mand. 5.2.4; 6.2.3-5; 8.3-5,
9-10; 11.8, 12; 12.2.1; 12.3.1; Sim. 6.5.5; 9.15.2-3; Vis. 3.8.3-7; Ign. Eph. 3:1; Pol. Phil. 2:2; 4:3; 5:2; 12:2.

"2. Apologists: Aristides, Apol. 8; 9; 11; 13; 15; Athenagoras Res. 21; 23; Justin Apol. 11,2; 5; Dial. 14; 93; 95; 110; Theoph. Autol. 1.2; 2.34.

"3. New Testament Apocrypha: Acts Andr. 8; 10; Acts John 29; 35-36; Acts Paul and Thecla 17; Acts Pet. 2; Acts Phil. 90; Acts Thom. 12; 28; 55-56; 58; 79; 84-85; 126 (see Klijn
1962: 218-19); Apoc. Paul 5-6; Apoc. Pet. 22-34 (see Dieterich 1913: 163-95); Ps-Clem. Hom. 1.18; 2.44; 8.23; 11.27; 17.16; Ps-Clem. Rec. 4.36; 9.17.

Page 112



and cultural use of vice and virtue catalogues was too deeply embedded
into this increasingly non-Jewish version of Christianity that emerged in the
second century. Thus on the virtue side, the three Christian virtues of faith,
love, and hope were added to the traditional secular four virtues (e.g., Plato:
wisdom, temperance, justice, and courage3®) in order to form the seven perfect
virtues. On the vice side, the best known listing to emerge was the seven
deadly sins list: pride, covetousness, lust, envy, gluttony, anger, and sloth.
The usefulness of such listings in instruction and memorization prompted
their continual popularity.

Paul’s specific use of vice lists (Rom 1:29-31; 13:13; 1 Cor 5:10-11; 6:9-10;
2 Cor 12:20-21; Gal 5:19-21; Eph 4:31; 5:3-5; Col 3:5-8; 1 Tim 1:9-10; 6:4-5; 2
Tim 3:2-4; Titus 1:7; 3:3) largely depends upon the situation being addressed
in the surrounding context of the listing.*! All of the listings possess the
Christian distinctive of reflecting divinely mandated moral obligations to
God, rather than the ‘self-help’ approach of the secular philosophers. But
for Paul and apostolic Christianity these are not paths enabling believers
to gain God’s acceptance. Instead, they represent ‘products’ (6 kapmnog tol
nivelpatocg, Gal. 5:22) which reflect the impact of the presence of God in the
believer’s life. The ta £pya tfic capkdc, works of the flesh (Gal. 5:19-21) reflect
what typified the pre-Christian life and now pose a spritual danger to believ-

ers not walking under the control of God’s Spirit.

Limited help comes from a syntactical categorization of Paul’s lists into
those with connectors between the items (e.g., 1 Cor. 6:9-10) and those with-
out connectors, i.e., asyndetic (e.g., Gal. 5:22-23a).32 This does not address
either the intention of the listing nor the contextual contribution to a larger
point being made.

C. G. Kruse has divided Paul’s ethical lists into five groups based on an
assessment of function:

1. To depict the depravity of unbelievers. Examples are Rom. 1:29-31 and 1

Cor. 5:9-11.

2. To encourage believers to avoid the vices and to practice the virtues.
Examples are Rom. 13:13; 1 Cor. 6:9-10; 2 Cor. 12:20; Gal. 5:19-23; Eph.
4:25-32; 5:3-5; Phil. 4:8-9; Col. 3:5, 8 12; Tit. 2:3-5, 6-8, 9-10; 3:1-3.

3. To expose / denounce the failure of the false teachers. Examples are 1
Tim. 1:3-11; 6:4-5.

4. Todescribe what is required of church leaders. Example are 1 Tim. 6:11;
2 Tim. 2:22-25; 3:2-7, 8:13; Tit. 3:2-5; 1:6-8.

5. To advise a young pastor. 2 Tim. 3:2-5, 10.

The various vice lists*® uniformly represent behaviors inconsistent with

"4. Nag Hammadi Codices: 1,80,3—11; 85,7-12; 11,18,14-31; 106,27-107,17; V1,23,12-17; 30,34-31,7; 39,22-33; VII,37,26-35; 84,19-26; 95,20-33. For other Gnostic lists, see

Pistis Sophia 102; 127; 146—47; Irenaeus Haer. 1.29.4.

"5. Other: Altercatio Simonis et Theophili 21; Ps-Clement, de virg. 1.8; Clement of Alexandria Strom. 2.6, 20; 7.12; Const. App. 2.6, 24; 7.18, 33; Ps-Cyprian, adv. aleat. 5; Hip-
polytus, Haer. 4.15-26; John Chrysostom, Cat. 1.32-33, 36 (Series Stavronikita); 2.16, 39, 4243 (Series Montfaucon); and Tertullian (see Rambaux 1978: 212—13). For additional

Christian vice lists, see esp. Resch 1905: 117-24.

"Lists of virtues and vices continued to play an important role in later Christianity. The three 'theological' virtues of faith, hope, and love were added to the four Platonic-Stoic
'cardinal' or 'natural' virtues to form the 'Seven Virtues' (Zockler 1904; Kirk 1920: 29—48). The most famous vice list was that of the 'Seven Deadly Sins,' which were held to be pride,
covetousness, lust, envy, gluttony, anger, and sloth (Zdckler 1893; 1897: 253-56; Kirk 1920: 265-68; 1932: 201 n. 4). The popularity of such lists resided, above all, in their utility

for moral instruction and exhortation."

[John T. Fitzgerald, “Virtue/Vice Lists,” ed. David Noel Freedman, The Anchor Yale Bible Dictionary (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 858—859.]

3%The opposite vices in the dominate Stoic systems played off the virtue list of Plato: "folly (aphrosyné appocivn), profligacy (akolasia diolacia), injustice (adikia ddwcio) and
cowardice (deilia 6eiria)." [David E. Aune, “Lists, Ethical,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter s Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009),

671.]

3010ne should take note that of the 13 virtue lists in the NT all but two surface in the letters of the NT. Of the 23 vice lists in the NT all but two surface also in the letters. The two

exceptions are in Matt. 15:19 and Mark 7:21-22.

32The value of this approach to analysis lies in comparing those listings in the NT to those either in Jewish writings or in the Greek and Latin writings of this period of time.
Additionally this categorization approach helps distinguish true cataloging from the OT tendency of providing random lists on rare occasions. The cataloging of a list carries sets of
assumptions about the significance and role of the lists that are different from what one typically finds in the OT. In regard to the NT this helps set 1 Cor. 13 apart as not a virtue list

such as Gal. 5:22-23.
303", The Function of Paul’s Ethical Lists.

"The ways the lists are used in the Pauline letters fall into essentially five categories: to depict the depravity of unbelievers, to encourage believers to avoid vices and practice
virtues, to expose or denounce the failures of false teachers, to describe what is required of church leaders and to advise a young pastor.
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authentic Christian commitment, as well as being behavior typical of pa- 20 napédwxrev aytovug & Oedg
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This list falls basically into the first type of listing by syntactical assessment, |

From the classification of Prof. Kruse, Rom. 1:29-31 focuses on a basic
depiction of depraved human behavior typified in those outside of Christ.
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"1.1. To Depict the Depravity of Unbelievers. The list of vices in Romans 1:29-31 is EPEUPETAC KUKV,
used to depict the depravity of those (Gentiles) who suppress God’s truth. In 1 Corinthians . YOVEUOLY Cire Loetc,
5:9—11 Paul, when seeking to correct a misunderstanding arising from his 'previous letter,' ' CUIUVETOUG
lists various types of immoral people. He had not meant that his readers should dissociate aouvOEéToug
themselves from all such immoral persons, but only from Christians who lived immorally. aotdpyoug

"1.2. To Encourage Believers to Avoid the Vices and Practice the Virtues. This is v eAenpovag -

the predominant use made of the lists in the Pauline letters. In Romans 13:13 Paul lists those

things which believers must lay aside as they seek to live honorably as people of the new day. Various types of wrongdoers are listed in 1 Corinthians 6:9—10 to warn the Corinthians
(some of whom were defrauding one another and taking one another to court; see Law Suit) that wrongdoers will not inherit the kingdom of God. In 2 Corinthians 12:20 Paul lists a
variety of moral failures he feared he might still find among the Corinthians when he paid his third visit. In Galatians 5:19-23 Paul reminds his readers that freedom from the Law was
no excuse to gratify the desires of the flesh (listed in Gal 5:19-21); it should lead rather to the manifestation of the fruit of the Spirit (listed in Gal 5:22-23). The lists of virtues and vices
found in the Prison letters (Eph 4:25-32; 5:3-5; Phil 4:8-9; Col 3:5, 8, 12) all function as incentives to urge the readers to have done with the vices listed, and to practice the virtues.
Several lists are included in Titus as part of the behavioral instructions to be passed on to various groups within the Christian community on Crete: the older women (Tit 2:3-5); the
younger men, for whom Titus is to be a model (Tit 2:6-8); and slaves (Tit 2:9-10). Titus 3:1-3 includes virtues to be pursued by all believers, as well as vices to be shunned which were
a part of their behavior before they were saved (see Pastoral Letters).

""1.3. To Expose/Denounce the Failure of the False Teachers. Twice in 1 Timothy lists are included in advice about dealing with false teachers: In 1 Timothy 1:3—11, Timothy is
told to curb the activities of certain false teachers who were ignorant of the fact that the Law is not intended for the innocent but the lawless, an illustrative list of whose characteristics
is then given (1 Tim 1:9-10); and in 1 Timothy 6:4-5 a list of the vices of the false teachers themselves is provided.

"1.4. To Describe What Is Required of Church Leaders. In 1 Timothy 6:11 there is a list of the virtues which Timothy, as a servant of God, should pursue, and 2 Timothy
2:22-25 lists the vices which he is to avoid and other virtues which he is to pursue. The virtues required of, and the vices to be avoided by, those appointed as bishops, deacons, elders
are set out in 1 Timothy 3:2—7, 8-13; and Titus 1:6-8 respectively.

"1.5. To Advise a Young Pastor. A list of vices is used to warn Timothy of the behavior he will encounter in the last times (2 Tim 3:2-5), and a list of virtues is included to remind
him of the way in which his mentor, Paul, conducted his life (2 Tim 3:10)."

[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid, eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1993), 962.]

3%0ne should not absolutize the items in these vice lists to suggest that every non-believer will engage in every item in the listings. By the inherent nature of a catalogue, these
items reflect typical behaviors that can be detected across the spectrum of paganism.
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v. 30b: édeupetdg kak@v, yoveloly amelOelg,

v.31: Aouvétoug AcuvBETOUG AoTOPYOUG AVEAENLOVOC:
Does this pattern suggest the use of pre-existing sources by Paul? Per-
haps, although none have ever surfaced in the available literature. Inten-
tional arrangement by Paul is much more likely. But for what purpose?

In the first category, some echoes are present of the philosophical pri-
oritizing of certain vices with related consequences listed after each of the
two groups. The role of the participle nemAnpwuévouc in contrast to the ad-
jective peotoucg is more than merely “filled with” and “full of.” The first group
in the impact section depicts broad inclusive behaviors, while the impacts
of the second center more on attitudes and postures toward others. This
is consistent with the two header listings of naon adwkia and ¢ovou. Paul
avoids the philosophical attempt of complete inclusiveness of the most ba-
sic foundation for all vices. Instead, he asserts what the philosophical ap-
proach intended, that some behaviors inevitably lead to other behaviors.
Humanity does not exist in a behavioral cafeteria where picking and choos-
ing individual vices can be done at will.

In the second category, the logical sequencing of the items becomes
apparent with close examination. Here the intention is in agreement with
the similar asyndetic patterns elsewhere, that individual vices do not exist
in isolation from others. They tend to ‘run in teams’ with one leading to the
others. Additionally, the specific devices used in sequencing made memo-
rization of the items easier.

The composite impact of Paul's arranging of these vices under-
scores both his sensitivity to the existing patterns of arrangement of
vices among the writers of his time. But also, it stresses the fuller im-
pact of evil that exists in a depraved humanity. He has no need to give any
attempted listing of every vice among humanity. That would have been
counter productive, since new ways of being evil are surfacing all the time
among humans.

Instead, his summary listing serves his larger purpose well for exposing
in the third segment of vv. 18-32 what the ultimate potential for evil is for
those outside Christ. And it is humans in this kind of evil that God walks
away from (napédwkev auTtolg 6 Be0¢ €l6..., vv. 24. 26, 28) when humans rebel
against His self-revelation in the created world. Not just idolatry and homo-
sexuality become the destroying dynamics, but a whole Ponders’s Box of
evil is unleashed upon humanity as an expression of His wrath (6pyr) 800,
v. 18). This does not in any way diminish God’s love (f aydnn to0 6g00) for
fallen humanity (cf. esp. chap 8). To the contrary, it is an affirmation of that di-
vine love which affirms His willingness to allow rebellious humanity to go its

own way but in the knowledge that with His provision of a way back in the
redemption of Christ many of fallen humanity would repent of their rebel-
lion and return in submission to His will and demands. This indeed is the
Swkatoolvn Beol, righteousness of God (v. 17) at work in the world. Now the
dynamical nature of His righteousness is easier to grasp.

Summary conclusions from 1:16-32.

In v. 17 Paul asserts the uncovering of God’s righteousness in the Gos-
pel (8watoolvn yap Beol év aut® amokaAvmntetal). That is, the justness of
God’s treatment of sinful humanity is seen in the provision of redemption
in Christ. Of course the profundity of the idea of &wkaloctvn B8eoi is so deep
as to go beyond words to describe. How does one ever grasp the purity
of a holy God? Nothing tainted with sin and corruption can survive in the
full presence of such a pure God as the Creator of the universe. The mar-
velous disclosure of God Himself is the Gospel, to ebayyéhov (v. 16). This
is the vehicle for cwTtnpiav, salvation. And it comes to mavti t® notevovty,
everyone believing, no matter whether they are Jew or Gentile.

Thus if you want to discover the justness of this holy God in dealing with
sinful humanity, you must come to Him in faith commitment (v. 17, mavti t®
ruotevovty). This is a long time principle with its foundation in the spiritual
heritage of ancient Israel (kaBwg yéypartat 6 &€ dikalog €k miotewg {iostal.).
How does this justness of God, dwkatoovvn B=ol, function in our world?

First, it works through God’s wrath, épyn 8ol (1:18-32). One can never
understand God’s justice apart from understanding His wrath! A holy God
cannot tolerate sinfulness either in Himself nor in His creation. In uncover-
ing (AnokaAumtetal) the depth of this central reality of God, Paul verbalizes
what God Himself has disclosed from Heaven. This ultimate source of rev-
elation from Heaven, &’ oupavod, rather than from any human source must
not be ignored or overlooked. Also this divine disclosure of God’s wrath
is targeting ént ndoav doéPelav kal adikiav AvBpwrnwy tWv TV AAnBelav év
adikia katexovtwy, against all godlessness and wickedness of people suppressing
the Truth in wickedness (v. 16). Divine Truth, i.e., God’s being and actions as
defining truth, stands in profound conflict with human wickedness, and is
systematically eradicating it in the divine plan for eternity.

God’s justice along with His wrath is discovered at the most basic level
in creation. In creating the material world, God embedded revelation of
Himself into that creation. Thus t6 yvwotov tod Bgod, the knowable about God
(v. 19) is clear to humanity in creation. How? ¢ 8g6¢ yap autols épavépwaey,
for God has shown them. What has He shown of Himself to humanity through
creation? ta dopata avtod, the invisible realities about Himself (v. 20)! These
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Romans 1:16-32 Charted

Rom. 1:16-15:22

1:16-17

The Gospel
Righteousness
of God

1:18-32
Human Depravity
God's wrath

'1:18-19
God's
Revelation

11:20-23

Human
rejection

1:24-32

God's handing humanity over

l1:24-25 ||

1:26-27
to to to
unclean- | dishonoring debased
ness passions mind

| 1:28-32 |

are made clear through His action of creating: ano kticewg kéopou tolg failure to respond properly. These four actions take place in spite of their
Tiojpacty voou peva, from the creation of the world in the things He made know- yvdvteg tov Beov, having known God (via creation) (vv. 20-21).

able. And what are these? f te &idlo¢ abtol Suvapic kai Bgtotng, which indeed
are His eternal power and deity. What consequence comes upon humanity
from this? €ic T elvat alToUC dvamoloyrtoug, so that they are without excuse!
Given the potential for becoming aware of God in His eternal power and
deity, humanity has no justification for not responding in proper reaction.
But how has humanity responded? Vv. 21-23 detail humanity’s re-
sponse to God’s self-revelation in creation which is presented in vv. 18-20.
The coordinate conjunction 8.6t sits up the response with two pairs of hu-
man reaction to God’s self revelation. The first two (#s 1 & 2 below) define
a failure to do what would have been appropriate response. The second
two (#s 3 &4 below) define the destroying actions coming out of humanity’s

Note this well defined pattern set up by the apostle here. ovy...

YVOVTEG TOV J<0V
Although having known God,
oUY w¢ Beodv é66¢acav
they did not glorify God as God
fl nuxaplotnoav,
nor did they give thanks,
QAN épatalwBnoav £v Tolg SLaAoyLopols AUtV
Instead they became morons in their thinking,
Kal éokotiobn i doUveTOg aAUTWV Kapdia
and their senseless hearts became totally dark.
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stands in contrast to aA)N'... kat. The second pair spells out consequences
from the first two failures. The passive voice verbs in the second set assert
these disasters as épyn 8eol, God’s wrath, coming down upon them. Then
out of this disastrous human response the continuing reaction worsens
humanity’s plight (vv. 22-23):
ddokovteg elval codot
while professing to be wise
5) épwpavlnoav
they became morons
6) kat AMafav tv 66fav To0 APOBApTou Beol év Opowwpatt €ikdvog

$Oaptol GvBpwrou Kal meTev@V Kal TETPATOSWV Kal EPIETRV.

and they exchanged the Presence of the immortal God for the likeness of

an image of mortal man and birds and four footed animals and reptiles.
The repeating of épatawwbnoav in 5) from 3) heightens the depths of stupid-
ity reached by humanity for its failures. Plus it stands in sharp contrast to
the delusional thinking that they are wise, codot, when in reality they have
become morons. Thus out of this delusional idiocy they turn to idolatry, the
utter opposite of é66¢acav and nuxapiotnoav which they should have done.
In this more detailed depiction of idolatry, Paul sets up the third segment:
God'’s response to their response (vv. 24-32).

This third unit of vv. 18-32 is well organized into three sentences around
a repeating triad principle: napédwkev altoug 6 Bg0¢ €ig..., God handed them
over to... (vv. 24-25; 26-27; 28-32). This core statement stands as founda-
tional to each sentence. The central idea of this core principle is that God
simply turns loose of humanity and hands them over to destructive forces.
This actions constitutes expressions of opyr 6g00, God’s wrath. Does this
mean that God ceases to work in His created world? Not at all. It does
underscore, however, that God will not force Himself upon a humanity that
wants nothing to do with Him. That humanity is accountable and will in
death pay the ultimate price of eternal damnation for its rejection of God.
But God gives humanity that choice.

The avtouc, them, here includes all of humanity. The similar Hellenistic
Jewish literature sees them as referring to the non-covenant, Torah disobe-
dient Gentile world. Although some have tried to lock Paul into that same
box, his language refuses to be limited to just Gentiles. His reference to
avBpwnwv in v. 18, which autolg in vv.24, 26, 28 goes back to, is clearly a
designation of all humanity in the tradition of Genesis 1-3. The so-called fall
of humanity in Genesis 3 provides the defining backdrop for Paul. Yet Paul
is not attempting to give a Christian interpretation of the Genesis narrative.
Rather, his thinking plays off the OT perspective. It defines ongoing ex-

pressions of God’s wrath upon a humanity living in rejection of God across
the tracks of time until the eschatological end. A timeless divine truth is
being put on the table for Paul’'s readers for understanding the people of
their world in ancient Rome in the middle of the first Christian century. And
it has equal relevancy to any believing community at any point of time and
place. A major signal of this is the uniform use of the gnomic function of the
aorist verbs across the unit of text. The pattern of self-revelation by God in
creation; rejection of that revelation by humanity; and God’s turning them
over to their destructive desires is repeated over and over down through
the centuries of human history. Both by individuals and by groups of people
that ultimately envelope all of humanity.

This is an essential element of the Gospel message commissioned by
God for His servants like Paul to proclaim. But just around the corner in
God’s turning humanity over to its own self-destructive ways is the action
of God in compassion and love intervening in Christ in order to make a
way of escape, a way of salvation, possible. When depraved humans turn
in life long faith surrender (ék nictewg €ig niotw, v. 17) to this eternally pow-
erful God, His love takes hold of their life in a miraculous turn around from
rebellion to perpetual praise and thanksgiving. The full story comes in the
first eight chapters of this letter, not just in the first chapter. Actually, it takes
fifteen chapters of this letter to get everything connected to 16 ebayyéAiov
on the table, which the Roman Christians needed to read and hear.

The just action of God turning rebellious humanity over in this core
declaration is accompanied in all three instances in vv. 24-32 by defining
details painting a dark and foreboding picture of the potential ruin produced
by sinful rebellion against God. The thought structure is uniform in all three
sentences. God turns sinful humanity over to ----, and this produces evil
behavior that destroys.

In v. 24, it is ei¢ akaSapoiav, to uncleanness. The situation of humani-
ty’s inner life is év taig émBupialg TV kapdv aut®v, in the passions of their
hearts. The result of the turning over is to0 atypdiecbal t& cwpata ATV
€v aUTtolg, so that they dishonor their bodies among themselves. This in turn
leads to idolatry: oltwveg petAlagav v dAnBesilav tol Beol v T@ Peudel kal
£0eBaocOnoav kal EAdTpevcay Ti KTIOEL Tapd TOV Ktioavta, 6¢ €0tV e0A0YNTOG
£l¢ Toug al®vag, aunv, who are such that they exchanged the Truth of God for a
lie, and worshiped and served the creations rather than the Creator who is bless-
ed forever, amen. Thus a stinking filth settles over humanity that perverts
them into worshipping the created rather than the Creator.

Inv. 26, it is ei¢ maBdn atwpiag, to dishonoring passions. This picks up on toi
atipalecbal Td cwpata avT®yv év autolg in v. 24b and stresses sexual mis-
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behavior as the product of nabn atuiog. The most obvious expression of
sexual misbehavior in Paul’'s non-Jewish world was homosexuality, which
is set forth in inclusive depiction with ai te yap OiAetal adt®v petilafav
™V puoikrv xpfow &ig TV mapd duotv, 27 ouoiwg te Kal ol &poeveg AdEVTeg
™V Puoiknv xpfiowv Thg BnAeiag €€ekavBnoav €v Tfj dpégel alTiV €i¢ AAARAOUG,
Gpoevec €v Gpaoeotv TV doxnpoolvny Katepyalopevol Kal Tthv avtiuebiov v
£6¢eL TA¢ MAAVNG ATV év €auTolc anolappavovreg, for indeed their females ex-
change the natural use for one beyond the natural and in similar fashion the males
also forsake the natural use with a female and are consumed in their passion for
one another, male for male committing shameless actions, and then receiving for
their deceiving error the punishment mandated by God. Paul’s use of natural /
unnatural, which is very unhebraic but very Greek, signals homosexuality
by both genders as the target of condemnation not because it was consid-
ered worse than other sexual misbehaviors, but because it was the one

sexual misbehavior most commonly condemned in the philosophical moral
philosophies of Paul’s day. The OT standard of sexual intimacy limited to
a man and woman in official marriage is upheld and any sexual behavior
beyond this is an abomination to God. This is reflected in the listing of it in
the middle of sexual misbehaviors both in the Torah of the OT as well as
the vice lists elsewhere in Paul and the other NT writers. Sexual activity
outside of marriage is condemned as an expression of God’s wrath upon a
rebellious humanity. The deeper insight here sees nabn dtuiag, dishonoring
passions, which motivate sexual misbehavior, as ultimately destructive both
of humanity and the society formed by humanity. If ever a society needed to
understand this eternal spiritual principle, it is modern western pleasure ori-
ented society. Self-centered gratification seemingly stands behind almost
every aspect of modern western society.3%

Inv. 28, it is ei¢ adokiuov volv, to a debased mind. But it not just idolatry

395This poses real challenges to sincere Christians seeking to speak the Truth of the Gospel to a pagan world. And particularly in relation to hot button topics such as homosexuality.
Let me share some personal observations here.

1) The believer must not compromise nor exaggerate the Truths of the God. Unquestionably homosexual conduct of every kind is uniformly condemned in both the Old and
New Testaments. In the Old Testament is one of many actions labeled an abomination to God. Along with virtually all other sexual misbehaviors the societal punishment for such was
execution. In the Judaism of Jesus' limited world of Palestine, the punishment for these misbehaviors remained execution, as John 7:53-8:11 illustrates. But for the Judaism outside
Palestine, i.e., Hellenistic Judaism, the penalty changed to exclusion from the Jewish community.

2) Homosexual activity did not take place in the Christian communities especially outside Palestine. The uniform perspective of the NT is that this pagan activity is an outsider
activity among those not-believing in Jesus Christ. Were it to have surfaced inside the church, the attitude toward it would have been consistent with Hellenistic Judaism: exclusion from
the community. This was the approach of Christianity for other sexual behaviors outside of marriage, as Paul demonstrates in 1 Cor. 5. Jesus did not deal with homosexuality simply
because in the Palestinian Judaism He spoke to, the death penalty still was in force and homosexuality did not exist there. Paul deals with it primarily in Rom. 1:26-27 as an outside
example of sexual misbehavior to an audience who could easily understand it as such.

3) The pattern of Hellenistic Christianity's excluding hose guilty of sexual misbehavior from the community should be the timeless model for believers. We live in a world much
more like that of Paul's churches than of churches in Judaca and Galilee. In regard to the US, those oriented to a 'gay' lifestyle are still full citizens of the US under the constitution.
The additional legal principle of separation of church and state preserves the rights of individual churches to retain control over their membership and leadership requirements. Thus
US Christians have every right to control membership rights within their church. But they do not have the right to impose those perspectives on the surrounding society! To insist on
doing is to abandon the right for self-determination inside the church community. The 'community' inside the church does not and should not equal the 'community' of the surrounding
society.

4) Thus believers find themselves clearly at times between the horns of Luther's Zwei Reiche dilemma. We live at once, as long as we are in this world, in both a depraved world
and a redeemed world. Inside the Christian community we have legal rights protected by the US constitution to self-governance. But whatever is determined inside the church cannot
and must not be imposed on the world outside the church.

To be sure, our values can be put on the table in the secular market place for consideration and in advocacy. But they are but one of many views on that table, and no view what-
ever its source can be forced on society apart from a majority of society adopting it. This is democracy. Anything else is not democracy. And the core rights of the minority must be
protected in society and by the governing structures established by every society. Our Baptist forefathers in the Colonial Era of the US learned this by shedding their blood and giving
up the lives of many of their leaders.

5) When the pressure of decision etc. becomes acute for believers over the issue of homosexuality, extraordinary resistance must be exerted against the two evil temptations of
compromise and exaggeration. To compromise the clear teaching of the sinfulness of homosexuality in scripture is a path to disaster and to incursion of dpym 6god.

But just as wrong is to exaggerate the sinfulness of homosexuality beyond that of the many other sexual misbehaviors also condemned in scripture. I've notice among Christians
opposing homosexuality a parallel tendency is to overlook or ignore the sins of adultery, prostitution, and fornication. Interestingly this seems to especially be the case of leaders, both
political and religious. One must also not make the stupid mistake of measuring the wrongness of any sin by the number of times it is mentioned or not mentioned in scripture. Some
apply this false measurement and conclude that homosexuality must not be bad if Jesus didn't mention it and if only a few scriptures surface condemning it. If the quantity measurement
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and sexual misbehavior that rebellion against God that engulfs humanity.
Their rejection of God (kaBwg oUk édokipacav Tov Bedv EXelV €V ETILYVWOEL,
just as they did not consider having God in full understanding) prompted God
to turn them over to a completely corrupted and malfunctioning process
of thinking. This inability to make correct decisions led to the opening of a
Pondera’s Box of evil, which is set forth in a typical ancient vice list format
in vv. 29-31. The list is set up as defining motelv ta pn kabrkovta, doing the
things not proper. The people doing these things are those designated by
auTtouc via attaching the participle nemAnpwuévouc to the pronoun. The mas-
culine plural ending of the participle reaches back to the masculine singular
pronoun.

The apostle adopts the Hellenistic Jewish use of the Greco-Roman vice
and virtue listing, since in his world the tool had a long track record of ac-
ceptance and usefulness in instruction particularly for teaching moral be-
havior principles. Unlike the Greek and Latin models, the Hellenistic Jewish
tradition found in writings like the Wisdom of Solomon were anchored in
the OT Torah heritage of defining sin and misbehaviors around the will of
God expressed in divine revelation. This provided the apostle a preexisting
model with an appropriate value system at its core. Yet it wasn’t Christian.
Thus Paul’'s contribution is to use the existing model but with distinctive
Christian content and orientation. Paul shows particular sensitivity to the
established Greek and Latin models with his structuring the vice list in vv.
29-31, first using the secular philosophical layering of vice items into sourc-
es and products (v, 29a) and then secondly an awareness of the popular
model of asyndetic structuring using sequential grouping of items (vv. 29b-
31). Such sophisticated use of the well known model of a vice list contribut-
ed heavily to the persuasiveness of his argument of remnant misbehaviors
reflecting the wrath of God upon rebellious humanity. Also like the existing
model was clearly understood, no vice list was intended to be exhaustive.
Rather, it was illustrative of what is possible to happen. Since Paul’s writ-

ings are the first of all the documents in the NT to be composed (late 40s
to late 60s), his influence was significant upon other NT writers, even the
gospel writers who adopt this very non-Hebrew literary pattern in order to
communicate the teachings of Jesus to their readers in the second half of
the first century.

The point of the vice list in vv. 29-31 is to show the potential for destruc-
tive behaviors coming from rebellion against God. The destructive behavior
stems from a debased thinking, &6okwov voiv, that cannot produce correct
decisions and so becomes an expression of opyr) 800, God’s wrath upon
rebellious humanity.

Then in order to further underscore his point he adds his personal com-
mentary to the vice list in v. 32. It repeats the contrastive tension first ex-
pressed in vv. 18b-20, then in v. 27c, with the summarizing declaration
of v. 32: 16 Sikaiwpa 1ol B0l £myvovteg 6t ol Ta toladta npdooovieg ol
Bavartov eioly, although knowing the righteous decree of God that those commit-
ting such practices deserve death. In spite of this awareness, depraved hu-
manity not only continues living by these wrong actions, they also become
cheer leaders of others also living by the same set of corrupting values.
Thus no argument can be made against the point that eternal death should
be their fate.

What we have clearly in vv. 29-32 is the statement of eternally relevant
divine Truth given to Paul to put in written expression as God’s eternal will.
Understanding this is essential for first knowing the épyn 6o, wrath of
God. And knowing His wrath is essential for understanding the &wawootvn
Beol, the righteousness of God. That is, how and why God’s actions toward
depraved humanity are always just and proper, since they always reflect
God’s very nature and being. Further, awareness of these aspects is es-
sential for understanding to sbayyéhiov, the Gospel. Paul had come to this
understanding and was then prompted by God to share it with the believing
community in mid-first century Rome. When he hoped to arrive there later

is applied then adultery is by far the worse sexual misbehavior mentioned in scripture, since it receives far greater attention in both the Old and New Testaments. But such false measur-
ing rods completely ignore a fundamental historical aspect of scripture: the religious leaders speak to specific people in specific situations with specific needs. There is no emphasizing
problems that didn't exist with their intended audiences. To have done this would have been to give false information to their audiences.

For me, the challenge is always first and foremost to be completely 'biblical' in my views and practices. I don't care whether it's Baptist or Christian or neither. Ultimately only one
set of values will be applied to my life, those established by God in His Word. These will determine my eternal destiny. Every other value is secondary and ultimately of no importance

to me.

This means that sin is sin, and I am in opposition to it. But it also means that I fully recognize that I live in two worlds simultaneously. And that I must affirm my values inside

the limits of both worlds. As long as the US constitution affirms the full citizenship rights for its citizens even though conducting themselves in various kinds of sexual misbehaviors, I
am committed to affirm them as a US citizen and their legal rights to live by their values as protected by law. I have no right to destroy their rights nor crush them simply because they
choose to live by values different from mine. Unquestionably, I have no legal or moral right to violate or ignore the legal rights of other citizens living by different values. As a Christian
I must be fully committed to principles of justice and equality both under God and under law.
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on, the community should already have a basic grasping of this Gospel
which Paul preached to the lost world. Hopefully they would have fully em-
braced this understanding of Gospel and be prepared to enthusiastically
support Paul in spreading it to the western regions of the Roman empire.

By the divine preservation of this text as sacred scripture, we also have
the privilege as modern believers to understand the richness of Gospel and
then embrace it not only for our own spiritual benefit but be eager to share
it with the depraved humanity all around us.
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