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10.3.3.2.2 God’s Condemnation upon Human Sin-
fulness, 2:1-16

The next segment of unpacking 10 eUayyéAiov
comes in vv. 1-16 as Paul addresses a self-righteous
humanity that feels no need of acknowledging it de-
pravity nor rebellion against God. This targets largely
the religious Jews but in no way is limited to them. The
God-fearer Gentiles in the synagogues who haven’t ad-
opted Christianity also come into range here. The sec-
ular moralists in the non-Jewish Greco-Roman world
of the mid first century are in his cross hairs as well.

10.3.3.2.3.1 Jewish failure to obey God’s Law, 2:17-24
10.3.3.2.3.2 Real circumcism verses physical circumcism,

2:25-29

10.3.3.2.4 The Situation of Jews Before God, 3:1-20
10.3.3.2.4.1 The Jewish advantage, 3:1-8
10.3.3.2.4.2 Level ground for Jew and Gentile, 3:9-20

In other words, the ‘do-gooders’ of the world who feel
moral superiority from their behavior, whether religious
based or not, are included in the targeted audience of
Paul in this material. To be sure, the primary target is
the religious synagogue Jew who rejected the Gospel.
But the others are within sight of Paul’s words.

The internal arrangement of vv. 1-16 falls into a two
fold division of vv. 1-11 with the focus on the one to be
judged and vv. 12-16 emphasizing the general principle
of doing rather than mere hearing.

10.3.3.2.2.1 Piling up God’s wrath for that Day, 2:1-
11
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2.1 Therefore you have no excuse, whoever you
are, when you judge others; for in passing judgment
on another you condemn yourself, because you, the
judge, are doing the very same things. 2 You say, “We
know that God’s judgment on those who do such things
is in accordance with truth.” 3 Do you imagine, whoever
you are, that when you judge those who do such things
and yet do them yourself, you will escape the judgment
of God? 4 Or do you despise the riches of his kindness
and forbearance and patience? Do you not realize that
God’s kindness is meant to lead you to repentance? 5
But by your hard and impenitent heart you are storing
up wrath for yourself on the day of wrath, when God’s
righteous judgment will be revealed. 6 For he will re-
pay according to each one’s deeds: 7 to those who by
patiently doing good seek for glory and honor and im-
mortality, he will give eternal life; 8 while for those who
are self-seeking and who obey not the truth but wick-
edness, there will be wrath and fury. 9 There will be
anguish and distress for everyone who does evil, the
Jew first and also the Greek, 10 but glory and honor
and peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first
and also the Greek. 11 For God shows no partiality.

The internal structure of ideas in vv. 1-11 is built
around the accusation of accountability in vv. 1-4 and
is then followed by assertion of the eschatological Day
of Judgment (év Auépa opyiic, v. 5b) being the moment
when God’s wrath is poured out upon this guilty person
(vv. 5-11, one Greek sentence)."” The second person
forms consistently in this unit of text (vv. 1-11) are sin-
gular and signal the use of the ancient Greek diatribe
method of argumentation.?This indicates that Paul car-

Greek sentences in vv. 1-11: 1) inv. 1; 2) in v. 2; 3) in v. 3
as rhetorical question; 4) v. 4 as another rhetorical question; 5) in
vv.5-11 as Paul's own response to the rhetorical questions. Thus the
question and answer structure dominates this diatribe expression.

2"Indicative of Paul’s rhetorical skill is the diatribe style
(Stowers, Diatribe, 93-96), with its repeated personal address to
a single individual in vv 1-5, and the ABBA structure of vv 7-10
(Jeremias, “Chiasmus,” 282; Grobel’s suggestion of a larger chi-
asm, vv 6-11, becomes less persuasive with its greater complexi-

ries on a monologue conversation with an imaginary
person who typifies an elitist considering himself to be
morally superior than the pagans depicted before in vv.
18-32.2 The apostle’s contention is that such a person
will fare no better on the Day of Judgment than the raw
pagan in vv. 18-32.4

ty). Bassler, “Romans,” justifiably emphasizes the pivotal role of
v 11 in the whole argument, but her own claim that 2:11 closes the
unit 1:16-2:11 (Divine Impartiality, 121-37) makes too much of a
break in the developing indictment of chap. 2 itself. She does also
demonstrate that v 11 serves as the thematic introduction to vv
12-29 (Impartiality, 137, 152), but the lack of clear identification
of the one indicted in vv 1-11 suggests that it would be better to see
2:1-11 as an overlapping section binding the two more specific in-
dictments of 1:18-32 and 2:12-3:8 together." [James D. G. Dunn,
Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 78-79.]

3"Diatribe (i.c., a lively dialogical style that makes use of di-
rect address to an imaginary interlocutor, hypothetical objections,
and false conclusions). The clearest and most sustained instanc-
es of diatribe in the NT are in Romans, particularly in 2:1-5 and
2:17-24, where, as Stanley Stowers observes, “Paul seems to stop
speaking directly to the recipients of the letter and begins to speak
as if he were addressing an individual.”” Diatribe styling has al-
so been seen in such passages as 3:1-8 (perhaps including v. 9),
27-31 (perhaps including 4:1-2); 9:19-21; 11:17-24; and 14:4—
11, though with varying degrees of certainty. 2:1-5 and 17-24 are,
however, clearly and most demonstrably in the style and form of a
Greek diatribe, with each of these two diatribe passages beginning
a fairly discrete subsection in Paul’s presentation.®" [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), 236.]

“"What exactly was a diatribe?® It was a dialogical form of
argumentation developed by ancient teachers such as Teles, Dio
of Prusa, and Maximus of Tyre in the Cynic and Stoic schools of
philosophy. It may also have some origins even further back in
the Socratic dialogues as presented in the works of Plato. The for-
mat was one of vigorous debate on some important topic 'peppered
with apostrophes, proverbs and maxims, rhetorical questions, par-
adoxes, short statements, parodies, fictitious speeches, antitheses,
and parallel phrases.”

"Paul uses diatribal form especially in Rom. 2:1-6, 17-24;
3:1-9, 3:27-4:25; 9:19-21; 10:14-21; 11:17-24; 14:4, 10-11."°
Among characteristic elements of diatribe we see in Romans are
dramatic exclamations such as mé genoito (3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; 7.7,
13;9:14; 11:1, 11)" and the language of drawing inferences — for
example, # oun, 'what then?' (3:1, 9; 4:1; 6:1, 15; 7:7; 8:31; 9:14,
30; 11:7). Paul’s form of diatribe is most like that of Epictetus,
which makes us aware that he is using the diatribe in a pedagogical
manner, not for polemics or to attack opponents.!?

"The diatribal style, with one exception (14:4, 10-11), is con-
fined to the theological portion of the discourse. This may suggest
that Paul felt that there would be more debate about the theological
underpinnings of his parenetic advice than about the ethical ad-
vice itself. More importantly, the diatribe was one form of speak-
ing which rhetoricians embraced and took up into their arsenals as
part of the art of persuasion. Paul’s prevalent use of this form in

this particular letter tells us something important about what Paul
B e e
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is about in this document. He believes that he must pull out all The literary context of vv. 1-11 is set largely by A
the rhetorical stops not only to make an impression on his Roman other subjects. The careful and competent use of rhetoric and the
audience but to change their settled habits of thinking about the diatribal style is part of his means to establish his authority and
relationships of Jews and Gentiles in and out of the church, among ethos in relationship to an audience that lives in a rhetoric-satu-
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avamnoAoyntog i, Wherefore without excuse are you, in v.
1. The coordinate conjunction 616 draws an inference
from the previous 1:18-32. It functions in a similar role
to 616 in 1:24 which draws the conclusion of how God
responded to human rejection of His self-revelation in
creation. This conjunction also shows up again in 4:22;
13:5; and 15:7 in Romans. The predicate adjective
AavarmoAoyntog, without excuse, repeats dvamoloyrtoug
in 1:20 given in regard to depraved humanity who re-
jected God’s self-revelation in creation. In 2:1 it refer-
ences the moralist with the same accusation of being
no better off than depraved humanity in general.

The vocative case ® &vBpwre, o person who judges
(még 6 kpivwv) shifts now over to a second person sin-
gular from the third person plural frame of reference
in 1:18-32. It is repeated again in v. 3 in fuller expres-
sion: ¢ &vBpwne & kpivwy ToUG T& Toladta mpdoooviag
rated environment and so persuade them on a whole variety of
things ranging from his gospel to his mission to the collection, and
also in regard to their own beliefs and behavior. Paul thus believes
that to be an effective communicator and apostle in relationship to
Romans, one must do as the Romans do. Furthermore, by the use
of this distancing technique, Paul could more successfully critique
his audience and their flaws in reason and praxis. Thus Paul can
set about the business of 'discriminating undesirable attitudes or
sentiments through a fictive device, without directly confronting
(and possibly alienating) the real audience."* Failure to recognize
that Paul is using such rhetorical techniques in Romans has led to
all sorts of false conclusions, for example, that he is combating
actual Jewish or Judaizing opponents in his audience'* or that he is
describing himself and his struggles as a Christian in ch. 7."

[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), 75-76.]

Kat oty alta, o person who judges those practicing such
things and doing them yourself. This repetition in v. 3
keeps the focus on the diatribe person while allowing
a slight shift in the accusations to move into rhetorical
questions rather than the declarations in vv. 1-2. The
declarations assert guilt in actions while the rhetorical
questions address false assumptions of escaping judg-
ment for these actions.

The person shift beginning in v. 7 moves to the third
person plural thus signaling broad general principles
of divine judgment. Then vv. 12-16 somewhat continue
that general principles of judgment them but pushes
the emphasis to obedience to rather than mere posses-
sion of high moral standards.

Then vv. 17-29 shift back to the second singular but
with the moralist Jew clearly in mind. Blunt warnings
that mere possession of divine law -- whether Torah
or something else -- is not acceptable to God. Here
those who taught morality are brought to the forefront
for strong condemnation of their failure to obey even
what they understood.

Thus 2:1-16 stand as a narrowing of Paul’s focus
which began as a condemnation of depraved humanity
in general in 1:18-32. In this first segment of chapter
two it narrows to the moralist who felt superior for pos-
sessing a high standard of morality but was guilty of
disobedience of even what he possessed. In 2:17-29
this theme of obedience rather than possession is nar-
rowed further to center on the Jewish moralist as the
person most despicable of all moralists because of the
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THE ESCHATOLOGICAL JUDGMENT OF GOD
ROMAN 2:1-29

Throughout the chapter

Paul discusses final judgment
of all humanity. He targets
here the moral elitist
who falsely thinks he
has a loophole around
final judgment.

& CIRCUMCISM

‘ JUDGMENT OF THE JEWISH MORALIST Rom. 2:17-24

‘ JUDGMENT OF THE OBEDIENT

| JUDGMENT OF THE MORALIST  wowsasl

JUDGMENT OF ALL
opportunities of having access to the Torah of God. And
horror or all horrors, the Gentile moralist who obeys the
inner law of God finds acceptability with God above the
disobedient Jewish moralist.

Rom. 2:12-16

10.3.3.2.2.1.1 Accusations, 2:1-4

2 Ao GvamoAdynTog €i, ® dvOpwre MEC 6 Kpivwv- €V M yap
KPIVELC TOV £TEPOV, GEAUTOV KATOKPIVELS, TA yap aUTA MTPACOELS O
Kplvwv. 2 oldapev 6€ 6L T0 Kpipa Tol Beol éotv kata GAnBeLav
&mi ToU¢ T Toladita pdooovtag. 3 Aoyiln 8¢ Tolto, W GvBpwre
0 Kplvwv Tou¢ T Ttolalta mpdocovtag kai moldv altd, OtL U
€kdevén 10 Kplpa ol Beol; 4 A Tol mMAoUTOU TG XPNOTOTNTOG
autol kal TAg dvoxfig kal Ti¢ pakpobupiag katadpovels, ayvodv
OTL TO Xpnotov tol Beol ei¢ petdvoldv os Gyey; 2 Therefore you
have no excuse, whoever you are, when you judge others; for in
passing judgment on another you condemn yourself, because you,
the judge, are doing the very same things. 2 You say, “We know
that God'’s judgment on those who do such things is in accordance
with truth.” 3 Do you imagine, whoever you are, that when you
judge those who do such things and yet do them yourself, you will
escape the judgment of God? 4 Or do you despise the riches of his
kindness and forbearance and patience? Do you not realize that
God’s kindness is meant to lead you to repentance?

The central interpretive question is Who is this per-
son in the diatribe? Several answers have surfaced over
the centuries of interpretive history since these words
were first composed in the beginning of the Christian
era. Usually the answer is the religious Jew in the syna-
gogue who rejected the Gospel preaching of Paul. Yet,
it would be a mistake to limit the understanding to a
synagogue Jew with religious orientation.> One should

3"That in 2:17ff Paul is apostrophizing the typical Jew is clear;
but there is no explicit indication before v. 17 that it is the Jews
whom he has in mind. So the question arises: At what point does
he turn his attention to them? Is it at v. 17? Or has he the Jews al-
ready in mind from the beginning of the chapter? Some interpreters
maintain that in vv. 1ff Paul is thinking of the morally superior
among the Gentiles,! others that the thought is quite general, em-
bracing all, whether Jews or Gentiles, who are inclined to judge

not overlook that the first clear mention of Jewish is in
v. 17, EL 6£ oU’loubalog émovopdln, But since you call your-
selfaJew.... Even in the synagogue were the God-fearer
Gentiles and outside were the philosophical moralists
who clearly felt both moral and religious superiority to
the masses in their world.® The broader, more inclu-
sive language of Paul here should be understood to
apply to these additional groups as well as the religious
synagogue Jew, although the primary target was the
synagogue Jew. The NRSV captures the expression &
avBpwrne well with whoever you are.

One must not overlook the parallelism of 2:1-4
with 1:18-23. Both passages lay out the charges first

their fellows.? But there are weighty reasons for thinking that Paul
had the Jews in mind right from 2:1. The following may be men-
tioned:

(1) The notable points of contact between 2:1ff and chapters
eleven to fifteen of Wisdom (see the notes on the verses) strongly
suggest that Paul was thinking of just such Jewish assumptions as
are expressed in those chapters.

(i) While Paul certainly believed that the heathen also were
recipients of God’s mercy, the emphatic nature of the language of
v. 4 suggests the probability that he had in mind the special privi-
leges of Israel and the extraordinary patience of God in the face of
His chosen people’s unfaithfulness and stubbornness.

(iii) The references to Jews and Greeks (that is, in the con-
texts, Gentiles) in 1:16; 2:9, 10; 3:9 suggest that in the construction
of 1:18-3:20 Paul would be likely to keep to this twofold divi-
sion of mankind: a brief reference in passing to the morally supe-
rior among the Gentiles might be understandable, but scarcely the
lengthy treatment which 2:1ff would be.

(iv) The way in which the name ‘Jew’ is introduced in v. 17
does not suggest that Paul is at this point turning his attention to a
different group of people.

(v) An attitude of moral superiority toward the Gentiles was
so characteristic of the Jews (as vv. 18ff themselves indicate), that,
in the absence of any indication to the contrary, it is natural to as-
sume that Paul is apostrophizing the typical Jew in 2:11T.

(vi) A confident expectation of special indulgence (see v. 3)
was equally characteristic of them.

(vii) If our understanding of the purpose of 2:12—16 is correct,
then those verses are a further pointer in the same direction.”

[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), 137-138.]

®"Pelagius, who (p. 24), commenting on 2:21, says: ‘similiter
[ut] gentibus dixerat: “qui enim alium iudicas, te ipsum condem-
nas” ’, and Leenhardt, p. 74 (Fr.: 44), who argues that, if vv. 1-11
were addressed to the Jews, they would interrupt the flow of the
discourse from 1:18 to 2:16 (he understands 1:18-32 to refer to
mankind in general, including the Jews, and 2:14-16 to refer to
the natural man), and would also duplicate several things said in
vv. 171f; and that the vocabulary used in vv. 1-11 is different from
that used where Paul is definitely addressing or speaking about the
Jews (e.g. there is no mention of the law)." [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), fn 1, p. 137.]
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against depraved humanity in chapter one and now
against moralist superiority in chapter two. The literary
technique is different but the literary objective is the
same: to make a basic case of guilt for disobedience
to what God has revealed to humanity.” What has de-
praved humanity done to deserve God walking away
from him in expressing divine wrath? What has the
moralist done that deserves the wrath of God in the
Day of Judgment? Thus the two passages inform one
another in the interpretive process.

Within the framework of the literary device of a dia-
tribe where Paul is talking to an imaginary opponent by
making charges against him, this monologue in 2:1-4
goes two specific directions in both literary form and
content. In statements #s 21-24 a declaration of ac-
countability is made in # 21 which is then backed up

’Side note: I use the term 'guilt' as Paul's objective. In reality,
no Greek or Hebrew word in the Bible specifically means guilt and
such was not a concept in the ancient world either legally or popu-
larly. What the writers of both the Old and New Testaments speak
of is accountability. God holds the humanity He created strictly
accountable for obeying what He has revealed as His will. Guilt
technically implies legal liability for actions that can be accumu-
lated at varying levels depending on the nature and the quantity of
disobedience. But such thinking is not present in the Bible and in
fact is specifically denied in James 2:10 and Gal. 3:10. More bibli-
cal is the idea of accountability before God than guilt before God.

10 Xpnotov 1ol Beol..

elg petdvoldv

.0g QvelL;

by two sets of reasons introduced by yap: a) # 22 and
b) #s 23-24. Statement #24 gives an axiomatic princi-
ple as the ultimate foundation for being without excuse.
The charge of hypocrisy is central to both #s 22 and
23. The hypocrisy is delineated through the verb sets
of kpivelg/ katakpivel/ kpivwv and npdooelg. That is, the
moralist is condemned by doing what he critizes the
pagan for doing. So #24 then summarizes by the uni-
versal principle of God’s judgment (10 kpipa To0 Be00)
condemns those doing the things the moralist criticizes
the pagans for doing and does himself.

Then in the two rhetorical questions (#s 25 and 26)
the blunt accusations against the moralist is that no es-
caping the judgment of God is possible (# 25) and that
the moralist has horribly misinterpreted the patience of
God in not condemning him immediately (# 26). The
next segment in a long Greek sentence in vv. 5-11 de-
velops the idea that accountability on the Day of Wrath
means that the moralist’s disobedience will bring down
even more severe divine wrath on him.

Now let’s look closer at the details of vv. 1-4.

A6 avamoAdynros €. This opening accusation bursts
forth to the readers in something of an explosion. Noth-
ing leading up to this statement prepares the reader to
expect this sudden shift. The second person singular
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form €l shifts away from the readers and anticipates
the subsequent vocative case @ avBpwre Mag 6 Kpivwy,
o person who is judging. To be sure the narrative flow
in 1:18-32 somewhat reaches a climax in the relative
clause in v. 32. This creates some anticipation of ‘what
next’ for the reader. Paul’s utilization of the rather com-
mon Greek pattern of the diatribe here reflects a sud-
den shift of emphasis in which the diatribe would signal
a new topic emphasis.?

8"What differentiates 2:1-16 from what precedes is that here
for the first time in Romans Paul uses the rhetorical technique
known as prosopopoeia, impersonation, or better said, speech in
character. We have a shift to direct address and the second person
singular.? It has been recognized at least since the time of Origen
and Chrysostom that Paul uses a variety of rhetorical figures and
techniques in this discourse, including dialogue with an imaginary
interlocutor (in diatribal format),® as well as impersonation. We
actually find both of these techniques in Romans 2, as has been
amply demonstrated by S. Stowers.*

"There are two types of speech in character technique.’ In the
first type, the character of a known person is impersonated. In the
second, a particular type of person (a husband, a general, a farmer,
or the like) as well as his ethos or character is impersonated. In
other words, both the person and his character are fictive in the sec-
ond form of this technique. Various writers on rhetoric, including
Cicero, Quintilian, Theon, Hermogenes, and Aphthonius discuss
this rhetorical technique at some length, but, as is usually the case,
Quintilian is the best summarizer of the collective wisdom on the
matter:

| regard impersonation as the most difficult of tasks, im-
posed as it is in addition to the other work involved by a de-
liberative theme. For the same speaker has on one occasion

to impersonate Caesar, on another Cicero, or Cato. But it is a

most useful exercise because it demands a double effort....

For orators of course it is absolutely necessary. [Types of per-

sons as well as real persons are impersonated such as] sons,

parents, rich men, old men ... misers, superstitious persons,
cowards, and mockers.... All these roles may be regarded as
part of impersonation, which | have included under delibera-
tive themes, from which it differs merely in that it involves the
assumption of a role. (Instit. Or. 3.8.49-52)6

This technique adds wonderful variety and animation to
oratory. With this figure we present the inner thoughts of our
adversaries as though they were talking with themselves....

Or without diminishing credibility we may introduce conver-

sations between ourselves and others, or of others among

themselves, and give words of advice, reproof, complaint,

praise, or pity to appropriate persons ... peoples may find a

voice ... or [we may] pretend that we have before our eyes

things, persons, or utterances. (9.2.30-33)

"Diatribe, that is, dialogue with an imaginary interlocutor, is
a tool of deliberative rhetoric, not surprisingly since the original
setting for deliberative rhetoric was the assembly where one would
have dialogue or debate over the course of action to pursue or pol-
icy to enact. The Rhetorica ad Herennium 4.65 sees the diatribe
as a deliberative figure in the form of amplification. The primary
setting of diatribe was the school where the teacher employed the
Socratic method.”"

[Ben Witherington III and Darlene Hyatt, Paul’s Letter to the

Yet the conjunction Ao with its strong inferential na-
ture alerts the reader / listeners that what follows has
connection to what preceded. What is it?

Already in the discussion of depraved humanity,
the charge avamoloyrtoug, without excuse, had been
leveled at those rebelling against God’s self revelation
in creation (v. 20c). Now this individual being targeted
in 2:1 is charged with the same failure and accountabil-
ity before God. So who is this person? Does he reside
inside the Christian community? Or, outside it? Natu-
rally, the question rushes to the surface: who is this
person? What has he done to leave him inexcusable
before God? The raw pagan refused to accept the rev-
elation of God made accessible to him in creation. And
this opened a world of ruinous evil into his life. Is such
true of this individual Paul is now talking to directly?®

W &vdpwre nd¢ 6 kpivwv, o man, the very one who
is criticizing.*® With the vocative case expression, Paul
begins to identify his imaginary partner in the conversa-

Romans: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2004), 73-74.]

*"Such an imaginary interlocutor, however, was hardly 'imag-
inary' for Paul in the sense of 'fictitious' or 'lacking factual reality.'
In his missionary journeys he must have frequently encountered
Gentiles who claimed to follow the enlightened teaching of the
philosophers, but who also practiced some of their well-known
vices. The Greek satirist Lucian of Samosata (c. A.D. 120-200)
was famous for mocking the philosophers of various schools for
the wide gap between their lofty teachings and their vile practic-
es?— that is, for being models of sobriety and wisdom by day but
given to drink and debauchery at night.?” Likewise, Paul probably
knew Jews who claimed to be religiously and morally superior to
Gentiles — but in feigned piety applauded the prayer of Asaph to
God in Ps 79:6 with respect to all such outcast Gentiles: 'Pour out
your wrath on the nations that do not acknowledge you, and on
the kingdoms that do not call on your name.' So Paul’s interlocu-
tor represents everyone — not just Jews but both Jews and Gen-
tiles — who agrees with all that is written in 1:18-32 about God’s
wrath as rightfully coming on all the idolatries, immoralities, and
injustices of humanity, but who, while knowing God’s truth and
moral principles, fails to act in accordance with them — and so,
under the guise of other expediencies and definitions, continues to
practice the same vices." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to
the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Mar-
shall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 245-246.]

1"With €1, & §vOpwme, 'you sir, Paul deliberately adopts the
haranguing style of the popular preacher (so also 2:3; cf. 9:20;
for examples of the reproachful vocative in rhetorical address see
BGD, dvOpwmog lay, and Stowers, Diatribe, 85-93; used also by
James 2:20). Perhaps he is here following a line of argument which
had already taken shape in preaching and debating in the syna-
gogue and marketplace (Barrett). The imaginary interlocutor is en-
visaged not as objecting to what Paul had said but as agreeing with
it very strongly." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word
Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 79.]
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tion being set up. The impact of this very limited iden-
tification of the imaginary opponent is to create appre-
hension within his readers." Is he targeting me? Is our
house group whom he is talking about? By this point,
Paul’s readers / listeners have realized that the old,
well used Greek / Latin diatribe is being used by this
Jewish Christian writer. Impressive!

The ambiguity of the imaginary dialogue partner
begins at a high level to provoke curiosity. Gradually
more details are given about him and then the ques-
tions focus increasingly on the reader / listeners learn-
ing about him. In the house church meetings (see chap.
16 for listing of many of these group leaders) across the
city where this letter was initially read the group dis-
cussion and debate that was woven into the reading of
the letter most certainly gave attention to this imaginary
partner’s ID. And in the process it led to reflection on
whether included were any members of the group of
believers. Or, any friends, family, or acquaintances in
the surrounding society outside the Christian commu-
nity.

The first clue of identification of this imaginary part-
ner is simply nég 6 kpivwy, the individual who is judging.
Of course, this will be expanded momentarily in v. 3 but
initially the point is to stress individuals who criticize in
a condemning way the raw paganism of the masses
of individuals just described in 1:18-32. Their inclina-
tion would be a resounding “Amen” to how Paul had
depicted paganism. In no way does this within itself be-
come a condemnation of this imaginary partner, since
it's not the criticizing that is wrong and thus condemned
by Paul. But in the literary cleverness of the diatribe
Paul begins with a teaser bound to catch attention by
his readers / listeners. Faint echoes of several famous
Greek and Latin orators skillful use of diatribe possibly

stand in the background of Paul’s expression here.'?
"The fuller ID comes in the third sentence (v. 3): Aoyi{n 6¢
100710, O GvBpwre 6 Kpivwv TOUC TA Tt TPACOOVTAC Kal
oL@V auTd, OtL oU £kdeli€n To Kpipa tod Beol; And do you con-
sider, o person who is judging those practicing such things and
doing them yourself that you will escape the judgment of God?
12"Possibly in view here is the sophisticated Greek like Juve-
nal, Sat. 15.1 ff., who could mock the animal idols of the Egyptians
as heartily as the Jews (1:23); or the Stoic who would agree that
such vices as those listed in 1:29-31 were 'unfitting' (cf. Bruce;
Stowers draws attention to the philosophical treatment of the theme
of inconsistency — in particular, Epictetus, Diss. 2.21.11-12 and
3.2.14-16 providing a good parallel — Diatribe, 103—4). But the
degree to which 1:18-32 echoes Hellenistic Jewish polemic against
idolatry and its outworkings confirms that it is probably a Jewish
interlocutor whom Paul has primarily in mind (so most commen-
tators today); though at this stage the discussion relates more to a
difference determined by response to what is known of God, which
to some extent cuts across the more clear-cut ethnically determined

£V @ yap KPIVELS TOV ETEPOV, CEQUTOV KATAKPIVELS, TX Yap
auta npdoosis 6 kpivwv. Immediately a twofold defense of
the charge against this imaginary partner is put on the
table. In the public arena of ancient Roman tradition the
diatribe was useful in very intense oratorical debate. So
this is standard methodology here. The second state-
ment grows out of the first one.

£v @ ydp Kpivelc TV Etepov, oeautov Katakpiveis.’> Now
the problem of the imaginary partner surfaces. It is hy-
pocrisy. The things this fellow criticizes others for he
ends up doing them himself.'* Thus his criticism rings
hollow. Clearly this fellow has the opposite stance of
the pagans who encourage others in immorality, idol-
atry, and injustice. But it is a deplorable stance of con-
demning publicly but privately engaging in the same
kind of wrongful conduct. Paul echoes here the sting-
ing rebukes of several secular philosophers of that time
such as Lucian of Samosata in his Auction of Philoso-
phers. This imaginary fellow is the elitist moralist who

Jew/Gentile distinction (cf. Dabelstein, 64—73, 87). As an exam-
ple of the attitude attacked here Schlier appropriately cites 4 Ezra
3:32-36; see also on 14:3. The contrast between human and divine
judgment becomes a key theme in the remainder of the indictment
(2:1-3, 12, 16, 27; 3:4, 6-8). The idea of 'measure for measure' was
probably already an old one at this time (cf. Mark 4:24 pars. with
m. Sota 1.7), but the particular expression of it in terms of the one
who judges being condemned by his own judgment is too similar
to Matt 7:1-2 to be accidental; that is to say, Paul’s formulation
probably shows the influence of (or interaction with) the Jesus tra-
dition at this point (see further on 12:14)." [James D. G. Dunn,
Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 79-80.]

13"y @ kpivelg TOV Etepov, 'in that you judge the other,' not &v
T Kkpivew, 'in and by the act of judgment'." [James D. G. Dunn,
Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 80.]

14gy @ yap® kpivelg TOV £TEPOV, GLAVTOV KATAKPIVELS. T
Yap a0t TPpdocels 0 Kpivov is naturally taken to mean that the
man who judges his fellow man is thereby condemning himself
because he himself is guilty of the same sorts of wrong-doing as
the man he judges. Barrett has objected to this interpretation on the
ground of the real moral superiority of the Jews and also of Gen-
tile moral philosophers (he does not accept that this is addressed
exclusively to the Jews), and suggested that Paul’s point is rather
that the act of judging is itself an attempt to put oneself in the place
of God, and so the same idolatry essentially as is manifested in
the sins referred to in the latter part of chapter 1.6 But this is sure-
ly a very forced interpretation of Paul’s Greek. Barrett’s objection
is answered, if we recognize that ta ... avtd need not imply that
the judge sins in precisely the same ways. There are, for example,
more ways than one of breaking the seventh commandment, as is
made clear in Mt 5:27f. On the verb npdccewv (used here and also
in vv. 2 and 3) and the distinction between it and wotelv (used in v.
3) see on 7:15 (cf. also 1:32)." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, Internation-
al Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark Interna-
tional, 2004), 142.]

Mo
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considers himself superior to these pagans. Whether
this hypocrisy comes out of Jewish religious bias or
out of Greco-Roman philosophy is immaterial to Paul’s
point here.

The play on the verbs kpivelg and katokpivelg is im-
portant here. The first in the use here references the
hypocritical criticism of pagans by this fellow while
katakpivelg denotes the condemnation of God for his
hypocrisy.

Ta yap avta npdooelg 6 kpivwv. This second defend-
ing statement comes back with the accusation against
this fellow of actually living like a pagan while criticism
pagans. The repeating of ¢ kpivwv with the second sin-
gular verb npaooeig heightens the identification unmis-
takably back to the imaginary dialogue partner with the
clear accusation of participation in pagan actions: you
the one judging are privatizing....

The direct object Ta adta should not be taken to
mean that this diatribe partner is accused of doing all
the very same things that he criticizes others for doing.
Rather it is the sense of he is doing the same kinds of
things that he is criticizing in others.' This object in 2:1
plays off ta towalta and avta in 1:32, clearly with the
qualitative meaning.

So the imaginary partner is critiqued by Paul at two
inner connected points. He is living like the very pa-
gans that he condemns as base and inferior.

oidaucv 8¢ OtL 10 Kpiua tol Ieol €otv kata aAndsiav Emi
T0U¢ T& Toladita mpacoovrag. This statement in v. 2 seems
to come from Paul’s on creative hand rather than be
following the standard diatribe pattern.’® Thus the

5"td ... a0té need not imply that the judge sins in precisely
the same ways. There are, for example, more ways than one of
breaking the seventh commandment, as is made clear in Mt 5:27f."
[C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the
Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commentary (Lon-
don; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 142.]

"oidapev 887 611 10 Kpipa Tov 00D E6TIV KaTO MO0V
£mi 100G Ta TowdTO TPAocovTag is not intended to be taken as the
imagined reply of the representative Jew whom Paul is addressing,
as Dodd for example understands it,! but is Paul’s own statement
of what he knows to be common ground between himself and the
person addressed. There are similar occurrences of oidopev 6¢ in
3:19; 8:28; 1 Tim 1:8, and of oidapev yap in 7:14; 8:22; 2 Cor 5:1.
In each case ofdopev introduces a statement which the writer can
assume will meet with general acceptance on the part of those to
whom he is writing or whom he has in mind. The use of oidapev
(without a conjunction) in 1 Cor 8:1 and 4 is somewhat different,
but in these verses too it introduces a statement of common ground
(Paul is admitting that these Corinthians do have knowledge, be-
fore proceeding to point out that knowledge breeds conceit, and
admitting that idols have no real existence, before proceeding to
remind them that, since not all men understand this, one ought to
be careful not to exercise one’s freedom in such a way as to injure

NRSV gets it wrong with their rendering: You say, “We
know that God’s judgment on those who do such things is in
accordance with truth.” The shift from the second per-
son singular to the first person plural verb of knowing
oidauev signals an introduction of a generally held prin-
ciple by both Paul and his Roman readers (cf. also 3:19;
7:14; 8:22, 28)." The imaginary partner would probably
agree only if coming from a Jewish heritage. But if sec-
ular Roman or Greek, he most likely would not concur
with the theological maxim that Paul expresses here.
There would be no concern for or awareness of God’s
judgment and how it works for such an individual.

The content of what is commonly known surfaces
in OtL 10 Kpipa tol Beol éotv Katd AARBstlav €mi Toug T
tolalta nmpdooovtag, that God’s judgment is according to
Truth upon those practicing such things. This is stated as
basic theological maxim, that is, a foundational prin-
ciple of the Gospel. Out of the OT Hebrew tradition
comes a strong emphasis upon the judgment of God
upon nations and His disobedient people during this
life. Divine judgment and divine wrath are very inner
related concepts.’® The napédwkev altoug 6 Beog &ig...
action of God in 1:24, 26, 28 is reflecting opyr 6g00
(1:18). But also the eschatological Day of Judgment, cf.
£v NUEPQ OpYiig, is in view at 2:5 as well.

The concept 1t kplpa 100 Be0l, God’s judgment, is
not just an action by God at differing points of time,

a weak brother). kot dAn0siav here means, of course, not ‘truly’
but ‘according to truth’. What is being said of the divine judgment?
is not that it truly is (that there truly is such a thing), but that it is in
accordance with the facts (i.e., is just). The same point is expressed
negatively in v. 11." [C. E. B. Cranfield, A4 Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Crit-
ical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International,
2004), 142-143.]

""" The appeal to the idea of divine judgment (‘the judgment of
God") would indeed meet with general acceptance: it was familiar
in Greek thought, but particularly prominent in the Jewish tradition
(e.g., Isa 13:6-16; 34:8; Dan 7:9-11; Joel 2:1-2; Zeph 1:14-2:3;
3:8; Mal 4:1; Jub. 5.10-16; 1 Enoch 90.20-27; see further TDNT
3:933-35); and the mixed congregations at Rome would certainly
assent readily to Paul’s assertion." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans
1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incor-
porated, 1998), 80.]

BM"epipa, 'Judgment,' or more specifically, 'judicial verdict' in
an unfavorable sense, 'condemnation' (TDNT 3:942; see also on
3:8 and 11:33). The appeal to the idea of divine judgment ('the
judgment of God') would indeed meet with general acceptance: it
was familiar in Greek thought, but particularly prominent in the
Jewish tradition (e.g., Isa 13:6-16; 34:8; Dan 7:9-11; Joel 2:1-2;
Zeph 1:14-2:3; 3:8; Mal 4:1; Jub. 5.10-16; 1 Enoch 90.20-27; see
further TDNT 3:933-35); and the mixed congregations at Rome
would certainly assent readily to Paul’s assertion." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas:

Word, Incorp
:n%@% glc
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and especially at the end of time. But it is also a prin-
ciple defining how God works in holding humanity ac-
countable for its actions etc. It touches on the tension
between the utterly pure holiness of God and His deep
compassion for His creation. The holy side makes it im-
possible for sinful corruption, like with humans, to come
into the very presence of God. Yet His compassionate
side yearns for contact and fellowship with His creation.
Judgment, judging, verdict etc., all of which are caught
up in kpipa and its cognate words,' define how God
brings this tension into solution so that the demands of
both holiness and compassion are satisfied properly.?°

Pipive, kpioi, kpiua, KpUTng, KPITHPLOV, KPITIKOS, AVaKpive,
AVAKPLolG, OmOKPive, GVTOmOKPIivOpoLl, GmOKPYLo, GrOKPIoIS,
Stokpive, d1GKPLoIE, AdIAKPLTOC, EYKPIVM, KOTAKPIVD, KOUTAKPLA,
KOTAKPIOIS, OKOTAKPITOG, ADTOKOTAKPITOG, TPOKPIUM, GUYKPIVED
[Friedrich Biichsel and Volkmar Herntrich, “Kpive, Kpicic, Kpiua,
Kpurg, Kpunplov, Kpirikodg, Avakpiveo, Avdkpiolg, Amokpive,
Avtamokpivopotl, Amokpipa, ATOKPolg, Awkpiveo, Aldkpiols,
Adaxprrog, ‘Eykpive, Kotoaxpive, Kotakpye, Katdkpioig,
Axardixprrog, Avtokatdakpirog, [Ipdkpipa, Zvykpive,” ed. Ger-
hard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theo-
logical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 1964-), 3:921.]"

2The word [kpivw] is related in root to the Lat. cerno: 'to
sunder." In the basic sense 'to part,' 'to sift,' it occurs in Hom. I1., 5,
500: 6te te EavOn Anunp kpivy ... kopmdv 1€ Kol dyvog (chaff).
This leads to the sense 'to divide out,' 'to select,' Il., 1, 309: ég &’
épétag Ekpvev €gikooty, 'to value,' kpivovteg TOV ATOM® ... TPO
Mapaovov, Plat. Resp., III, 399e. The most common meaning is
'to decide,' veikea kpivetv, Hom. Od., 12, 440; 'to judge,' 'to as-
sess,’ and in the mid. 'to go to law, to dispute with,' Timvecat
kpivavto, Hes. Theog., 882; also 'to seek justice,' or 'to be accused,’
Bavdrov dikn kpivesBar, Thuc., 111, 57, 3, also, from the sense 'to
assess,' 'to expound,' 0 yépov €kpivat’ dveipovg, Hom. I1., 5, 150;
ovelpokpitng, the interpreter of dreams, and, from the more general
sense of 'judge,' 'to believe,' 'to decide,' 'to resolve,' Isoc., 4, 46: ta
Yop VO’ Hudv kpBévta Tocavtnv AavPavel 06&av. Hence, though
the word is most commonly found in legal terminology, it does not
belong here either exclusively or by derivation.

"The LXX uses kpivewv for predominantly legal words, esp.
oW, more rarely 17 and 27. Hence kpivev means judging, even
when this means deliverance or salvation for the oppressed, v
71:2: kpivew 1OV AadV 60V €V SIKOOGUVT KOl TOVG TTWYOVES GOV £V
kpioet, Zech. 7:9: kpipo dikoov kpivate kol ELeog Kol OIKTIPUOV
nmotelte. In keeping with the sense of vo¥ — infra kpivetv can also
have the more general meaning 'to rule,' Ju. 3:10; 4:4 etc.; 1 Bao.
4:18; 4 Boo. 15:5.2 At this point the LXX goes beyond ordinary
Gk. usage.

"In the NT? kpivetv means esp. 'to judge,' e.g., the judgment
of God, R. 2:16; 3:6, of men, Ac. 23:3; Jn. 18:31 etc. It is used
not merely for official judgment but also for personal judgments
on others, Mt. 7:1, 2; Lk. 6:37; R. 2:1, 3; R. 14:3, 4, 10, 13; Jm.
4:11, 12. The mid. is used for 'to be accused,’ Ac. 23:6; 26:6, 'to
seek justice,' 'to be engaged in a legal suit,' Mt. 5:40; 1 C. 6:6. The
sense 'to resolve,' 'to determine,' occurs at Ac. 16:4: ta §6ypata ta
KEKPLUEVA VIO TMV amootOAmv, 20:16; 25:25; 27:1; 1 C. 2:2; 7:37:
T0DT0 0€ KEKPIKEV ... TNPEV TV €avtod mapbévov. The sense 'to
value' is found at R. 14:5: 8¢ pev kpivel nuépav map’ nuépav, d¢

condemnation, condemned

Kpipa
judgment; condemnation

v o

penalty

judge, judged, judgment...

Sikatooivn

Sikaiwpa
justice; righteousness ¥ d

decree; ordi
avp + Sikatog
man; husband; just; righteous.
adTog
she; he; it
Sikaiwg
rightly; justly
Sikadw
justify; set right; vindicate
Kata + 0 + kpipa
according to; with respect to; the; justice; judgment
Bikatokpltng
righteous judge
Sikatokploia
righteous judgment
£000TNG
uprightness; righteousness

]
=

righteousness —

Bikalog
just; righteous

A strong judicial tone is present here where justice is
sought, thus dikaiooUvn and its cognates come into the
picture defining how God reaches a verdict, a kpiua,
enabling both holiness and compassion. The idea of
fairness and equitable treatment are central here. God
acts in justice, and not in any other way.

Such an idea of divine judgment / judging was not
present in the non-Christian world of Paul’s day. For the
Greeks and Romans, no deity could be trusted to act
with &wkatoouvn like this. The human courts and judges
they knew were notorious for corruption and demand-
ing bribes for a favorable verdict. The gods were little
different. For most of Paul’s Jewish readers, the idea of
10 Kkpipa ol Beol centered on the divine holiness side
and God’s uncompromising demands to make oneself
presentable to this holy God through Torah obedience.
Paul’s challenge was to explain 16 kpipa tol 600 to this
mixed audience properly and in line with divine revela-
tion through Christ, which was a radically different idea

5¢ kpivel mdoav fuépav, 'the one esteems one day higher than an-
other, the other esteems every day.' We also find the meanings 'to
assess,' 'to regard as,' Ac. 13:46; 16:15; 26:8, 'to think,' Ac. 15:19;
2 C. 5:14, in the aor. 'to form an opinion or judgment,' Lk. 7:43;
Ac.4:19; 1 C. 10:15; 11:13. The sense 'to rule' rather than 'to judge’
occurs at Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:30.4 This usage goes back to the LXX
and ultimately to the Heb. vow.5 Since it is alien to non-biblical
Gk., we have here another instance of 'biblical' Gk. From the theo-
logical standpoint the most important sense is 'to judge,' esp. of
God."

[Friedrich Biichsel and Volkmar Herntrich, “Kpive, Kpioig,
Kpipo, Kpimg, Kpumplov, Kpitikdg, Avaxpive, AvAkpiols,
Amnokpive, Avtamokpivopotr, Amdkpiuoe, Amokpiols, Alokpivo,
Audkpiolg, Adibkprtog, Eykpive, Koatokpivo, Kotdkpuyua,
Kotdkpiowg,  Akatdkpitog,  Avtokatdkpirrog,  [Ipoxpuua,
Yvuykpive,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Ger-
hard Frledrlch T heologzcal Dictionary of the New Testament
3:922-923.
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from anything in either’s background. Thus the concept
of God judging humanity looms large throughout Ro-
mans.?' The entire idea of the dwatoolvn B0l (1:17)
cannot otherwise be comprehended.

Thus Paul, with this ‘interruption’ to the diatribe, so-
licits his readers / listeners to agree with this basic spir-
itual truth that God’s judgment will indeed be against
all people who practice a lifestyle of wickedness. Pres-
sure is put on the imaginary partner to agree also. This
means pressure on the moral supremacist among his
readers.

Two traits of this divine judgment are asserted in
this theological maxim here: 1) kata aAnbesiav, and 2)
£mni toUg ta tolalta mpacocovtag. That is, its character
and its target.

First divine judgment measure up to Truth. And who
is Truth itself? God alone! So how He metes out judg-
ment is consistent with who He is. It’s just that simple,
and yet that profound. The rabbit chashing for explana-
tions by so many commentators is a waste of time. The
fundamental Jewish and early Christian perspective is
beautifully simple: God is Truth and what corresponds
to His being and actions represents Truth.?? The prior
use of aAnBeia in 1:18 and 25 underscore this under-
standing dramatically.? And in particular, when an
action of God is being depicted, as is the case here,
with divine judgment being imposed, the meaning kata
aAnBeiwav clearly depicts this action of judgment as re-
flecting God Himself in who He is and how He takes
action. Thus aAnBeia gives meaning to both opyr| Beol
(1:18) and &watoclvn Beol (1:17). Because of who

2IThus kpipo six times; kpivo eighteen times; katokpive four
times; katdkpipo three times, et als.

22"The phrase could have a depth of meaning: 'rightly' (BGD),
or 'in terms of the real state of affairs'; but also, and more likely
in view of its thematic importance, 'in terms of God’s reliability'
(cf. 1QS 4.19-20; CD 20.30; 4 Ezra 7:34; 2 Apoc. Bar. 85.9; m.
:Abot 3.16 as given in Str-B, 3:76; other references in Schlier). In
expressing himself thus Paul may well be 'playing his imagined
opponent along,' since a pious Jew would readily think of God’s
judgment 'according to truth' as judgment in which God displayed
his choice of and commitment to Israel. It is precisely this presup-
position of divine bias towards Israel which in Paul’s eyes becomes
the excuse and cloak for practices among Jews which they would
condemn in Gentile society (2:17-24)." [James D. G. Dunn, Ro-
mans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 80-81.]

ZRom. 1:18, thv tv AARBelav év adikiq katexovtwyv, of
those supressing the Truth by their wickedness.

Rom. 1:25, oltveg ) EE .
petnAafav TV d)\r']et-:tozvzs Aoy i §¥1 ‘EOU‘L’O,
00 Beol év T Yevdel, & &| vopwre
those who exchanged the |
Truth regarding God with a
lie.

God is (ayloc) and how He functions (8wkatooclvn / 6pyn)
it is to be expected that He would take severe actions
against individuals living wicked lives. This is kata
aAnBetav. In this punishment action we discover épyrn
Beol, God’s wrath. Remember the controlling verbal ac-
tion for this entire section is dmnokaAUntetal in 1:17 and
1:18, an uncovering to create understanding. dAnBela
is the discovery of God in observing the pouring out of
His wrath upon wickedness. This is reality 101! Wheth-
er wicked humanity cries, “Faul” or not in suffering un-
der God’s wrath is irrelevant. The reality is that God is
holy and will punish wickedness. No objection to this is
possible.

Second, the target of this divine judgment is €mi
ToUC¢ Tt Tolalta mpdooovtag, against those practicing such
things. The preposition ént used here with the accusa-
tive case object marks the posture of opposition toward
someone or something. Thus the inherent nature of di-
vine judgment against wicked people is fundamentally
negative and hostile. This is consistent with Paul’s pre-
sentation of this 10 kpipa tol ol as an expression of
opyn Beol (1:18).

The object of the preposition éni is the substantival
participle phrase toug ta tolalita npdocovtag, those prac-
ticing such things. The verb npdoow is used 10 times in
Romans and denotes especially in the present tense
form ongoing actions that constitute a lifestyle of activ-
ity. Its use here with the qualitative demonstrative pro-
noun ta totadta, such things, as the direct object, goes
back to 1:32 with their parallel use in reference to the
vice list, homosexuality and idolatry in view from vv. 24-
31. The qualitative nature means not just these items of
sinfulness but everything similar to them as well. This
inclusive designation avoids trying to give an exhaus-
tive listing of wrong actions and instead designates ev-
erything that has some connection to these mentioned
items as well.

Rhetorical Question One. This ‘interruption’ provides
background for returning to the diatribe in v. 3 with an
exertion to his imaginary dialogue partner: Aoyiln 6&
10070, O GvBpwIE O KPlvwy TOUC T ToLAdTO PACGoOVTAC
Kal oL@V avtd, 6t ol ékdelién to Kpipa tol O=ol; But do
you suppose this, o man who is judging those practicing
these things and you are doing the same things, that you
can escape the judgment of God? This rhetorical question

O xplvov TOoUg T TOolaUTa mPACCOVTAC Kol HOoLOV aUutd,
OTL OoU €x@eUén 10 kplpa tol Oeol;
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¢v @ kplvelg tOV €tepov,
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Y&p
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25 Aoyiln toiTto,
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Kol
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ayvoav OT L
posed by Paul to the imaginary partner presses a false
assumption that superior morality exempts one from di-
vine judgment. Paul likes to use this verb AoyiCopai with
19 total uses and two of them in rhetorical questions
(2:3, 26). The condemnation of those thinking they
had a loophole around divine judgment is an important
theme in Romans.?*The style of rhetorical questioning
here mimicks that of Isa. 57:3-4 followed by 57:5-13 as-
sertions.?® The blunt criticism of the moral supremacist

24MyoyiCn; 'do you think, entertain the opinion, suppose?' —
the first appearance of an important word, particularly in chap. 4
(2:26; 3:28; 11 times in chap. 4; 6:11; 8:18, 36; 9:8; 14:14; see on
3:28); but also used in diatribe (Stowers, Diatribe, 229, n. 67)."
[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Com-
mentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 81.]

>Isaiah 57:3-13. 3 Uueic 8¢ npooaydyete wde, vioi
dvopuol, onépua powv kai ropvne-t 4 v tivt évetpupnoare;
Kal €ni tiva Rvoifate 10 otoua vudv; kai éni tiva éyaldoars
TNV YADooav Uu@v; oUy UUEIS £0Te TEKVO anwAsiag, onépua
d@vopov; T 5 ol mapakaAolvteg £mi T elbwAa OO 6£vépa dacéa,
obalovieg td Tékva alT®V v Talg dapayélv dva pécov TV
netpGv.T 6 £keivn cou i pepic, oUTOC cou & KARPOC, KAKeVOLG
£€éxeac omovSaC KAKevoLG AvAveykac Buoiag- &ml toutolg olv
oUk opyloBnoopayt 7 én’ 6pog LPYNAOV KAl HETEWPOV, EKET OOV
1 Koltn, kAakel dvePBifacag Buoiag.t 8 kal omicw TWV oTaBU®V
tig BUpag cou EBnkag pvnuodouvad cou- Gou OtTL €av A’ éuod
Anootiig, MAElOV TL EEElg- AYATNOOC TOUG KOLUWUEVOUG META
co0t 9 kai £émAiBuvac trv mopveiav oou PeT alTOV Kal TTOAOUG
£noinoog toug pokpav amnod cod kal dnéotelhag npeoPelg Umep Ta

TO XpPnotov toU 6¢eo0U. .

elg petdvoldv
.0 &yelL;

OpLa oou Kal anéotpedag kat étanevwdng éwg adou.T 10 Talg
ToAUOSIaLC GoU EKomiaoac Kot oUK UTag MavoopaL EVioxUousa
otL énpaag tadta, dta todto oU katedendng pout 11 ov. Tiva
g0AaBnBeioa £dpoPnong kai éPeliow pe Kal oUK EuvAoBNg pou
006¢ ENaPEg e gig TV Slavolav oUSE ei¢ TRV Kapdiav cou; Kayw
oe 6wV apop®, Kal EUE oUK £doPNOnG.T 12 kdyw AmayyeA® thv
Skatoolvnv Hou Kal T& Kakd oou, & oUK woelnocouoiv oe.t 13
otav avaponong, é€eAécBwaav o év Tfj BALPEL cou: TOUTOUC Yap
navtag Gvepog A etal kal amoloet katalyis. ol 6& avtexopevol
Mou KTRoovTal Yijv Kal KAnpovouroouatv To 6pog o GyLov pou.t

3 But as for you, come here, you children of a sorceress, you
offspring of an adulterer and a whore. 4 Whom are you mock-
ing? Against whom do you open your mouth wide and stick out
your tongue? Are you not children of transgression, the offspring
of deceit — 5 you that burn with lust among the oaks, under every
green tree; you that slaughter your children in the valleys, under
the clefts of the rocks? 6 Among the smooth stones of the valley
is your portion; they, they, are your lot; to them you have poured
out a drink offering, you have brought a grain offering. Shall | be
appeased for these things? 7 Upon a high and lofty mountain you
have set your bed, and there you went up to offer sacrifice. 8 Be-
hind the door and the doorpost you have set up your symbol; for,
in deserting me, you have uncovered your bed, you have gone
up to it, you have made it wide; and you have made a bargain for
yourself with them, you have loved their bed, you have gazed on
their nakedness. 9 You journeyed to Molechd with oil, and mul-
tiplied your perfumes; you sent your envoys far away, and sent
down even to Sheol. 10 You grew weary from your many wan-
derings, but you did not say, “It is useless.” You found your desire
rekindled, and so you did not weaken. 11 Whom did you dread

and fear s e or give me
age 12
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here reflects the condemnation of the same thinking
among the Israelites by the prophet Isaiah.?® And sim-
ilar themes are found among the intertestamental Hel-
lenistic Jewish Greek writings, such as the Psalms of
Solomon 15:8.%” The Jewish Christian and former syna-
gogue God-fearer Gentiles in the Christian assemblies
around the city of Rome would have possessed a solid
background for understanding Paul’s point. It reflects
also a similar declaration of Jesus found in Matt. 3:8-

a thought? Have | not kept silent and closed my eyes, and so you
do not fear me? 12 | will concede your righteousness and your
works, but they will not help you. 13 When you cry out,
let your collection of idols deliver you! The wind will carry them
off, a breath will take them away. But whoever takes refuge in me
shall possess the land and inherit my holy mountain.

2"The question repeats in condensed fashion the accusatory
style and judgments of Isa 57:3—13 against a people who judge
others but continue to do the same evil things themselves. For the
prophet begins in Isa 57:3—4 as follows: 'But you—come here, you
sons of a sorceress, you offspring of adulterers and prostitutes!
Whom are you mocking? At whom do you sneer and stick out your
tongue?' — and then the prophet goes on throughout 57:5-13 to
set out a litany of practices of God’s people just as evil as those
being done by the people they were judging. Thus Paul’s first ques-
tion here in Rom 2:3 probably echoes the prophet’s denunciatory
statements of Isa 57:3—13—as well, it seems, the sentiment of the
writer of Pss Sol 15:8, which was presumably well-known to pi-
ous Jews and earnest Jewish Christians: “Those who commit law-
lessness will not escape the condemnation of the Lord” (10 kpipa
kvptod)." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 248.]

*™There is a striking parallel between this verse and Pss. Sol.
15:8.

Pss. Sol.

Kal o0k ékpevovtal ol mololivteg dvouiav O Kpipa kupiou

Rom

Kal mol@v alTd, OtL oU ékdeli€n To Kpipoa tod Oeol;

Pss. Sol.

And those who do lawlessness shall not escape the judgment of the

Lord.

Rom

(Do you suppose you) who do the same things that you shall escape

the judgment of God?

"The attitude that Paul hits out against is just that expressed
in Psalms of Solomon and in almost the precise words used by
Paul. The implication, which comes to clear expression in Psalms
of Solomon, is that the law was a critical factor in Jewish “judging”
of the Gentiles; but Paul implies also that Jewish pride in the law
(2:17-20) obscured the degree to which Jews themselves failed to
“do” the law (2:21-29). Not surprisingly, the law soon enters the
discussion and becomes the dominant factor (2:12 ff.), confirming
that it lies in the back of Paul’s mind here. But at this point he
keeps the indictment open and of more general application. Cf. the
critique in Matt 3:8-9 and Justin, Dial. 140."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 81.]

9_28

The vocative direct address expression here mere-
ly expands the shorter one in v. 1.

v. 1. 0 &vBpwmne 1A O Kpivwy, o every person who judges

V. 3. @ &vBpwne 6 Kpivwv ToUC T& ToladTa MPAGoOVTAC Kal

oLV aUTa, o person who judges those practicing such thing

and you do the same things,

This second instance serves to reconnect back to the
diatribe after the interruption in v. 2. But it also serves
to clarify just who this imaginary dialogue partner is
in Paul's analogy. It essentially repeats in summariz-
ing fashion the assertion in verse one: év @ yap Kpivelg
TOV £TEPOV, OEAUTOV KATOKPIVELG, T yap alTA MPACCELS O
kpivwy, for with what you judge the other person you con-
demn yourself for you who judge are practicing the same
things.

The picture is of the ancient moralist who prided
himself on living by a much higher standard of morality
than the masses of pagans around him. But in reality
such a person was living a lie since he was himself
also guilty of committing most of the sinful actions that
he condemned in those around him. Don’t absolutize
this! Not every pagan committed every one of the types
of sins -- idolatry, sexual misbehavior, vice list -- de-
scribed in 1:18-32. Neither did any of the moral su-
premacists here condemned by Paul. This is not Paul’s
point! Rather it is that the moralist is a depraved sinner
along side those pagans that he condemns. The psy-
chological mind-set of such individuals led them to the
deadly deception that possessing high morality count-
ed favorably with God. Adherence to it was not so terri-
bly important. Such is not uncommon in modern west-
ern society where ‘do-gooders’ often are very critical of
‘sinners’ but frequently get caught publicly in some of
the most rotten and degrading sins imaginable. Their
hypocrisy gets exposed and destroys their image in so-
ciety.

One should also note the inclusive nature of Paul’s
identifying of this moralist thus far. He includes both
Jewish and Gentile moralists who felt superior to the
rest of humanity because of their higher standards of
morality. Many of them were teachers of morality both
secular and religious.

The heart of the question is 6tL oU ékdel€n o Kpipa
100 Beol which stands as the antecedent of the demon-

BMatt. 3:8-9. 8 mojoate o0V KapmoOv GOV TG HeTavoiag
9 kal pn 86EnTe Aéyelv év €QUTOIG TTOTEPA EXOUEV TOV ABpadyl.
Aéyw yap LKV OTL Suvatal 6 Bedg €k TGV ABwv ToUTwV £yelpal
TéKVO T ABpadypl.

8 Bear fruit worthy of repentance. 9 Do not presume to say to
yourselves, ‘We have Abraham as our ancestor’; for | tell you, God

is able from these stones to raise up children to Abraham.
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strative pronoun toUto. That is, the thought flow moves
along these lines: do you consider this? That you will es-
cape God’s judgment? The moral supremacist assumes
that his possession of higher standards of morality will
exempt him from divine judgment, in contrast to his pa-
gan neighbor.

The verb ékdevyw, a intensifying compound from €k
+ pevyw, stresses running away from impending dan-
ger. The figurative use here emphatically stresses the
absolutely false assumption that moral supremacists
can somehow run away from God’s wrath being poured

out on them in judgment. To make such assumptions
amounts to spiritual suicide.

Rhetorical Question Two. fj To0 TAOUTOU TG XpNOTOTNTOG
avtol kal Thg avoxig kal Th¢ pakpobupiag katadpovelg,
Ayvo®v OtL 1O xpnotov tol Beol eic petdavolav® oe Gyey,

P"uetdvota, 'repentance,’ is a concept not prominent but well
enough known in Greek, not least in Stoic thought, though in the
less weighty sense of 'change of mind,' or, more commonly, 're-
morse' (TDNT 4:978-79; BGD). In the earliest Christian tradition,
however, it is the more pregnant sense of 'conversion' which dom-
inates, with the verb usmvoam repent convert,' bemg used as the




Or do you despise the riches of his kindness and forbear-
ance and patience? Do you not realize that God’s kindness
is meant to lead you to repentance? The NRSV used
two sentences for the single Greek sentence due to
its complexity. This second long rhetorical question via
the conjunction fj defines more precisely the first one
above in v. 3. The reasoning here at first glance may
seem unusual, but careful analysis reveals a profound-
ly important spiritual dynamic at work in the false as-
sumption of the moral supremacist.

His elitist stance reflects in reality disdane for
God’s tfic xpnototntog avtod kal Tfg Avoxfig kal Tfg
pakpoBupiag. The verb katadpovéw stresses treating
something or someone with intense contempt as hav-
ing little or no value. God’s graciousness, to xpnotov
toU Beol, is intended to lead the moral supremacist
to repentance, eig petavoilav oe Gyel. But instead this
elitist treats God and His graciousness with contempt.
Instead of acknowledging his sinfulness to God and
then turning away from it, the supremacist refuses to
acknowledge having done anything wrong. In so doing
he belittles to0 mAoUtou tii¢ xpnototntog autol Kal Tfg
avoxfic kat th¢ pakpoBupiag, the riches of His graciousness
and forbearance and patience.

These three traits of God’s character tfigxpnototntog
autod Kkal TG Avoxf¢ kal T pokpoBupiag are summa-

is notable for two reasons. (a) Repentance held a very important
place within Jewish teaching on salvation. It was a fundamental
tenet for the pious Jew of Paul’s time that God had provided a
way of dealing with sin for his covenant people through repen-
tance and atonement (e.g., Lev 4-5 with the repeated refrain, 'and
he shall be forgiven' — 4:20, 26, 31, 35, etc.; Ps 116; Isa 1:27;
Jer 3:12-14, 22; Sir 17:24-26; Jub. 5.17-18; Pss. Sol. 9; T. Gad
5.3-8; see further TDNT 4:991-92, 995-99, and Sanders, Paul,
index, particularly 157). Paul thus seems here to turn one of the
Jewish interlocutor’s own key beliefs against him. Somewhat sim-
ilar is the warning of Sir 5:4-7 (Zeller). (b) Although common
enough as an important element in the preaching and teaching of
John the Baptist (Matt 3:2, 8, 11; Mark 1:4) and of Jesus (Matt
11:20-21; 12:41; Mark 1:15; etc.), as of the first disciples (Mark
6:12; Acts 2:38; 3:19; etc.), the concept of 'repentance' appears in
only two other passages in the undisputed Paulines (2 Cor 7:9-10;
12:21; cf. 2 Tim 2:25; and nowhere in the Gospel or Epistles of
John!). Its strongly Jewish and covenant character might provide
the reason here too: 'repentance’ as a concept was too much bound
up with the accepted understanding of God’s covenant goodness,
so that Paul prefers the more widely embracing concept of 'faith'
as one through which he can develop his (Christian) reinterpre-
tation of the covenant more readily (see on 1:17). Hence it is the
more 'Jewish' language of goodness and repentance (ypnotdtg,
petdvota) which Paul uses here rather than the more distinctively
'Christian' language of grace (see on 1:5) and faith (yapig, tiotic);
see also on 4:7-8."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 82.]

rized by the action oriented 16 xpnotov 1ol Beol. These
traits are depicted as being in great abundance with
God by 100 TTAOUTOU.
The concepts presented are as follows:
a) TtA¢ xpnotdétntog avtol
The noun xpnotdtng (5x in Rom) denotes upright
actions toward others that express helpfulness and
benefit. The qualities of kindness and generosity are
denoted by such actions. The personal pronoun in the
genitive of possession usage here alUtol simply goes
back to o0 Be00 and thus is translated as His. Thus
God is poised to act beneficially toward humanity, if it
will let Him.
b) «kai tij¢ dvoyric
But also present is God’s avoyxn (2x in Rom)
which denotes God’s action of being forbearing toward
His enemies. Although He could immediately complete-
ly annihilate them in a single act of wrath, He holds
back until full opportunity is given for repentance.
¢) «kaitic pakpodupuiog
Finally these above traits come together in
pakpoBupia (2x in Rom), which denotes the ability to re-
main tranquil under provication. Although the urge to
strike back is present, the stronger trait is the ability to
restrain oneself from doing so until the proper moment.
All three of these traits are defined as 100 TTAoUTOU,
from 1TA0UTOG. This noun in literal meaning referenc-
es material wealth. But the figurative use here denotes
abundance in large quantities. These three traits of
God are present in abundant quantity with God. He is
not stingy at any of these points.
d) 1o xpnotov ol =0l
The three traits are now summarized under the
one label of the substantival adjective xpnotov from
XPNOTOG, -N, -0v. This quality of kindness is explained
by Jesus in Luke 6:35 in the loving your enemies peri-
cope (vv. 27-36) of the Sermon,
MV ayandte tol¢ £xBpoug LUGV Kal dyabormolelte Kal
Sdavilete undév ameAnilovteg kal £otal 6 ULOBOC LUV
TIOAUG, kal £0eaBe viol U ioTou, OTL AUTOG XPNOTOG E0TLY ETTi
TOUG dyapioTouc Kai rtovnpoug.
But love your enemies, do good, and lend, expecting nothing
in return. Your reward will be great, and you will be children
of the Most High; for he is kind to the ungrateful and the
wicked.
This in no way implies that God will not take punish-
ing actions against sinners. But it does underscore that
God’s disposition is to hold off as long as possible in
order to give maximum opportunity for repentance. But
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the disdain of the moral supremacist for God’s delay in
pouring out His wrath merely compounds the problems
for the elitist. He mistakenly assumes that he is exempt
from this wrath, perhaps basing his thinking on God’s
delay in pouring out punishment. Thus the elitist treats
the qualities of God with contempt, as having no value
or legitimacy, as katadpoveig asserts.

10.3.3.2.2.1.2 Accountability, 2:5-11

5 katd 6& TV OKANPOTNTA COoU KOl AUETAVONTOV
kapdiav Bnoavpilelg oeaut® Opynv &v NUEpQ OpyRG Kal
anokaAUPews Sikalokploiag tol Beol 6 0¢ Aamodwoel
£KAOTW KOTA TA €pya altol- 7 tolg pév kab’ Umopovhv
£€pyou AyaBol 66&av kal Twnv kai ddBapciav {ntoloty
{wnv alwviov, 8 toic 6& &¢ €plBeiag kal amelBolowv T
AaAnBela melBopévolg 6& TR Adkia opyr kal Buuog. 9
OATPI¢ kal otevoywpla €mi mdoav Yuxnv avbpwrou tol
katepyalopévou To Kakov, loudaiou te mpdTov kal"EAAnvoc:
10 606&a 6¢ kal TN kal eiprivn mavtl 1@ €pyalopévy TO
ayabov, loudalw te mpdTov kal “‘EAAnvL: 11 oU yap €oTiy
nipoownoAnuia mapd td Be®.

5 But by your hard and impenitent heart you are storing
up wrath for yourself on the day of wrath, when God’s righ-
teous judgment will be revealed. 6 For he will repay accord-
ing to each one’s deeds: 7 to those who by patiently doing
good seek for glory and honor and immortality, he will give
eternal life; 8 while for those who are self-seeking and who
obey not the truth but wickedness, there will be wrath and
fury. 9 There will be anguish and distress for everyone who
does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek, 10 but glory and
honor and peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first
and also the Greek. 11 For God shows no partiality.

This pericope, vv. 5-11, contextually stands as a
rebuttal to the false assumptions behind the two rhetor-
ical questions in vv. 3-4. They focus upon épyn 6¢o0,
God’s wrath, but center now on the eschatological
Day of wrath, év nuépa opyfig. The internal thought flow
moves in the two Greek sentences (vv. 5-8 and v. 9-11).
The imaginary diatribe partner is still the main target
of Paul’s comments and here he seeks to instruct this
person regarding this eschatological day of wrath. Of
course, this imaginary person is merely the moral su-
premacists who might be a part of the house church
groups and beyond that to those outside the church
in the city whom the members knew as family and ac-
quaintances.

But the flow of thought moves from the initial em-
phasis on the repercussions of this disdain for God’s
kindness will mean for the elitist on the day of judg-
ment (v. 5). This leads to the relative clause modifier 6¢

anodwoel £KAoTW Katd ta €pya avtol, who will pay back
each person according to his deeds, in v. 6.

The rest of this long sentence (vv. 7-8) and the fol-
lowing one in vv. 9-11 are devoted to amplifying the
detailed meaning of this relative clause statement. The
remainder of the first sentence in vv. 7-8 is severely
complex grammatically and does things impossible to
do in literal translation into any modern western lan-
guage. Extreme ellipsis characterizes these expres-
sions, but the highly inflectional nature of ancient Greek
makes relatively clear what goes with what. The pair of
dative case participles standing in tandem but in con-
trast provide the main signal of what is being said.

First, there is toilg pév kad’ umopovnv €pyou dyabol
So&av kat tpnv kat ddBapaoiav {ntoliotv, on the one hand to
those seeking glory and honor and immortality by patiently
doing good (v. 7). This participle phrase reaches back
to the pronoun €kaotw, each one, in the relative clause.
The positive side of sincere reaching out to God means
that God will dnodwoel, give back, {wnv aiwviovy, life eter-
nal.

Second, the opposite side, as established in the
pév... 8¢ contrast, is toig 6& &€ £pBeioc kai amelBoliow
i) dAnBeiq melBopévolg 6¢ T adwkiq, but to those out of
self-seeking who disobey the truth and obey wickedness.
But instead of two accusative case nouns matching the
{wryv above, there come épyn kai Bupdg, wrath and anger,
in the nominative case. Instead of amodwozel with 6pyn
kai Bupog as objects, they are now subjects of anoth-
er verb, most likely the future form &covray, there will be.
Thus the two contrastive pairs of expression amplify
what comes to each person based on their actions. But
the parallel is uneven with a clear distinction in the na-
ture of receiving actions from God on the day of wrath.
Eternal life becomes amnodwost, while opyr kat Buudg
happen.3°

Now let’s look at the details.

Getting ready for the day of wrath, vv. 5-6.

First, with the diatribe elitist in clear view, Paul de-
scribes the significance of his elitist actions for the day
of wrath. katd 8¢ tfv okAnpotNTA cou Kal AUETAVONTOV
kapdiav Bnoaupilelg oeaut® o6pynv, but in accordance to
your hardness and unrepentant heart you are piling up for
yourself wrath. The preposition kata with accusative
case objects in this context defines the norm that de-
termines the intensity of divine wrath poured out on the
individual. The greater the norm the greater what is

3%The NRSV does a good job in catching this distinction.

7 to those who by patiently doing good seek for glory and
honor and immortality, he will give eternal life; 8 while for those
who are self-seeking and who obey not the truth but wickedness,

there will be wrath and fury.
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measured out.3! Thus the greater the resistance by the
moralist to the kindness of God, the more intense will
be God’s wrath on that individual.

The resistance of the moralist is here depicted
as hardness and unrepentance: thv okAnpotTnNTa oou Kai
auetavontov kapbdiav. The noun okAnpodtng is only used
here inside the NT but is a part of a larger word group
used often in the NT and the Greek OT.32 The literal
sense is of hardening of some substance.*® This par-
ticular category of third declension Greek nouns des-
ignates a state that some process has reached, thus
okAnpoTNnG then denotes hardness. Largely due to the
influence of the Luther Bibel (“nach deinem verstockten
und unbuBfertigen Herzen”, 1545), the English expres-
sion “according to thy hardened and impenitent heart”
has become a common translation pattern of kata tv
okANPOTNTA oou kai auetavéontov kapdiav.’* The prob-

*I'This sense is the more dominat one for the 50 uses of kotd
inside Romans.

Crayove, Topon (TNPom), ToOpmols (THPwols), cokAnpoc,
SKANPOTNG, OKANPOTPAYMAOG, oKANpOVE* crkdnpokapdio. — 111,
613, 25 ff. [Karl Ludwig Schmidt and Matin Anton Schmidt,
“Hayoveo, Iopéow (mpdéw), IMopwcig (mhpwoig), ZkAnpdc,
Ziknpotng, ZxkAnpotpdyniog, TkAnpive,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
5:1022.]

3"This group of words, which come from different stems,
has to do with the so-called hardeningl of unbelievers, of enemies
of the chosen people Israel, then of Israel itself, also of Jews as
opposed to Christians, and finally of Christians themselves. The
somewhat archaic word “to harden” has become especially at
home, and has remained so, in this sphere of God’s dealings with
His people as the ékkinoioa — 111, 501, 20 ff.2

While the simple intr. “to harden” is common in a concrete
sense, esp. physiological and medical, the intensive and mostly
trans. “to harden” with its derivates is most familiar in Bible transla-
tion and with a transf. spiritual meaning. It can also be used in ped-
agogical and psychological circles.3 We thus find, if less directly, the
same connection between the physiological and the psychological,
the medical and the ethical use, as in the Gk. equivalents.

"Luther uses 'to harden' or 'hardening' for the above group of
words and their derivates with a consistency which is hardly true
of any other translation either in German or any other language:4
so moybve at Mt. 13:15 and Ac. 28:27, nopdéw at Jn. 12:40; R.
11:7; 2 C. 3:14; cf. also Mk. 3:5 (mdpwoic), okinpive Ac. 19:9;
R. 9:18; Hb. 3:8, 13, 15; 4:7; also R. 2:5 (cxAnpotng).5 Most of
the passages are OT quotations. Luther is justified in using a single
word for many Greek stems by the fact that the material reference
is the same, as the many variations in the textual tradition show."

[Karl Ludwig Schmidt and Matin Anton Schmidt, “TloyOvo,
Hopdéw (apdéw), Hopwolg (Mpwoig), TkAnpdc, kAnpdotng,
YiAnpotpayniog, TkAnpbve,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 5:1022—
1023.]

**This deviates from the KJV tradition beginning earlier with
the Geneva Bible (1560, "after thine hardness and heart that can
not repent"), KJV (1900 ed, "after thy hardness and impenitent

lem here is that a Greek noun is wrongly turned into
an English adjective (and German one also), despite the
Vulgate’s use of the Latin noun duritiam, hardness, for
okAnpotntd.*® The hardness of the moralist includes
much more than just the deciding part, the heart. Itis all
encompassing of his entire life, his thinking, his decid-
ing, his talking, his doing et als. This is Paul’'s point. Out
of this hardness then comes the dapetavéntov kapdiav,
impenitent heart. The general hardness produces an
unwillingness by the moralist to repent and acknowl-
edge his failures to live the high moral life.

The figurative significance of okAnpdtnta thus des-
ignates here a rigidity and brittleness about life and be-
havior. The so-called legalists and moral ‘do gooders’
easily come into view here, as well as the ‘judgmental-
ists.” These are life encompassing maladies, not just
decision making problems. The LXX use of this noun in
Deut. 9:27 provides a good backdrop for understanding
Paul’'s meaning here.*

The phrase aupetavontov kapbiav stresses the un-
willingness of the moralist to turn to God.*” The ad-

heart").

The latest Luther Bibel (1984 ed., the 2017 revision is not yet
complete enough to include Romans) still follows the same pattern of
the 1545 LB translation with "mit deinem verstockten und unbufR-
fertigen Herzen."

3To be sure, the particular grammar structure has been tak-
en to signify article + noun modifier + adjective modifier + noun.
But this is highly unlikely and incorrectly limits the scope of
oKAnpottd to impact only the heart. Clearly it is wider than this.

*Peu. 9:27, LXX. pvAocdnt ABpaap kai loaak kot lakwp
TV BePAMOVIWY 00U, OL¢ WHOCOS KATA GeqUTOD- i EMUBAEYNC
Tl AV okAnpotnta tol Aaod ToUTou Kal T dceBrjpata Kal Ta
auapTARaTa aUuT®v,

Remember your servants, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; pay no
attention to the stubbornness of this people, their wickedness
and their sin,

3"Koine adj., firmly attested only from the imperial period,
mostly in the pass. sense 'exposed to no change of mind,' 'be-
yond repentance or recall,’ 'unshakable,' e.g., Luc. Abdicatus, 11:
apetavonTov ... TV avényy kol tvv Stedlayiv BéPatov sivon
nmpoonkel, Plot. Enn., 6, 7 and 26; Vett. Val., 7 (p. 263, 16, Kroll);
P. Grenf,, 11, 68, 3 f.: oporoy®d yapilecbor ol yapitt avapopEt®
Kol apetavorte P. Strassb., 29, 30 f.: opoloyodpueyv ... dmpiicHo
(that the inheritance will be divided) Tpog GAAA0VG ... avBoipé[t]
¢ kol apetovontog, and other legal pap.1 Act. in the sense of
'free from remorse' and to denote the Stoic ideal of never repenting
(— 980), Epict. Diss. Fr., 25: o0d&v dyplov dpacog Gpetavontog
Kot avevBuvog dwayevion. As here the philosophical understand-
ing of petavoém and petdvola gives the adj. a new meaning, so
the religious understanding in Judaism (— 991-999) and prim-
itive Christianity (— 999-1006) conveys to it the sense of 'one
who does not convert,' 'impenitent.' Cf. on the one hand Test. G.
7:5: dpetavontog tpettan €ig aimviov kOAacwy, and on the oth-
er R. 2:5: xota 8¢ v okAnpdTTd GOV KOl AUETAVONTOV Kapdioy
Onoavpilels ceavtd opynv ...2 The antithesis between Stoicism
and Judaism or primitive Christianity in the understanding of
petévora (— 980; 991 ff.: 999 ff) is also reflected in the I:Positive
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jective apetavontog, -ov with the alpha privative prefix
denotes the opposite of petavontog, that is, repenting.
Note petavoiav, repentance, in the previous verse. This
word for repent from petavotéw, i.e., the compound
peta + voéw, emphasizes the turning around of one’s
thinking, in contrast to émwotpédewv with the emphasis
upon turning around one’s life and living. These work
in tandem This adjective with the &- prefix means the
opposite. But beyond the etymological meaning, the
functional meaning goes deeper to defining an ‘unturn-
able stance’ in life. It's more than a momentary saying
no to God. And this deep resistance to God is centered
in the part of us that makes decisions, i.e., kap&iav.

Next, 9noaupileic ocavt®w opynv, you are storing
up for yourself wrath. The core verb Onoaupitelg, from
Bnoaupilw, gives a distinctive picture of stacking up or
storing up for a future day of need. The moralist is trea-
suring up his sense of superior morality for the day of
divine wrath. His expectation is that he will have am-
ple supply to get him through that final judgment of all
humanity. But as the amplifications in vv. 7-11 will ex-
plain, that’s not what is going to happen. His sense of
moral superiority motivating his good works will instead
turn into increased divine wrath pouring down on him
as well as on his raw pagan neighbors. To put it more
bluntly, Hell will burn hot for him as well as for the oth-
ers. Instead of him by his good deeds storing up divine
blessing in that day, what will come down on him is
opynv. His ‘righteous deeds’ will turn into God’s wrath
on that day. Not only will they be worthless. To his hor-
ror, they will become the means of condemning him to
eternal damnation.

The general topic of opyn 800, God’s wrath, intro-
duced in 1:18 as one of the primary underlying themes
in 1:18-3:31, is mentioned twelve times in Romans with
five of them in these three chapters. This amounts to
a third of the 36 instances of opyn in the NT with only
six referring to human anger.® When 6pyn alludes to
God in the NT, it most always references Him pour-
ing out His wrath in final judgment upon humanity. To

assessment of dpetavontog in the one case, and the negative in
the other." [Johannes Behm and Ernst Wiirthwein, “Noéwm, Nodlc,
Nonua, Avontog, Avota, Avevontog, Atavota, Atovonua, "Evvota,
Edvoéwm, Ebvoia, Katavoém, Metavoiéw, Metdvota, Apetavontog,
[povoéw, [Ipdvoia, Yrovoém, Yrdvoia, Novbetéw, Novbeoia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:1009.]

3In contrast, the alternative word 6vpog is more common in
the NT with 85 uses. Interestingly 0pyn is never used in the LXX
but Ovpdg shows up 242 times translating a wide range of Hebrew
words denoting both God's wrath and human anger. The likely rea-
son is that in this earlier period of Greek 0pyn often carried a sense
of revenge with it, while Boudg didn't. Gradually, however, over
time this sense of revenge in 0pyn faded out of the picture.

be sure, in the OT divine wrath is not eschatological,
but temporal. The Day of the Lord is an image for God
judging repeatedly the nations, and His people Israel,
collectively in this world.

During the intertestamental era, the concept in Ju-
daism is extended to a last day of time judgment in
connection with the anticipated Messiah. It then was
merged with the concept of it becoming the transition
point between this world and the coming world, either
of eternal blessing for God’s covenant people or of
eternal condemnation for everyone else. The teaching
of Jesus and of the apostles build on this core idea,
but with numerous significant modifications. Thus the
Jewish Christians and God fearer Gentiles who had
become Christians among Paul’s initial readers would
have had a clear sense of the idea of God’s wrath when
this letter was read in their house church gatherings.

But the Gentile Christians in the Roman church
without the synagogue background would not be clue-
less about the idea of God’s wrath. The tragic events
of nature such as storms, pestilence, sickness etc. be-
came for these folks expressions of the wrath of the
gods which they had worshiped prior to become Chris-
tians.?® Thus sacrifices must be made to the offended

¥"Wrathful deities are so vividly present to the consciousness
of all peoples that attempts have even been made to explain every
cult as an effort to anticipate or soften the anger of the gods. This
factor is present in pre-Homeric religion.'* The pre-Greek gods of
earth and of cursing, like the Furies, show by their very name ('the
wrathful ones') that wrath is their nature.'”> Unswerving, pitiless
and terrible as nature itself, they appear always where the unbreak-
able ties of nature — especially of blood and family, later of law
too'®— are violated and call for retribution. From the time of Ho-
mer divine wrath is in Greek mythology and poetry 'a powerful
force in the interplay of the powers which determine destiny,"” i.e
the reality which seeks to enforce itself. This anger appears in two
forms in so far as it may be either anger between the gods or anger
directed against man. In both cases it is a form of self-assertion
and protest, whether in the clash of specific divine claims which
conflict with one another (Hom. I1., 8, 407 and 421) or as a reaction
against transgressions on the part of men, perhaps as arrogance in
face of the gods (1., 24, 606), the neglect of sacrifices (5, 177 f.;
9, 533-538), disregard for the priest (1, 44 and 75), for hospitality
(Od., 2, 66 f.; 14, 283 f.), for honouring the dead (Il., 22, 358; Od.,
11, 73) etc. All such things evoke divine wrath, which is hard to
placate, which leads to no good result (Od., 3, 135 and 145) and
before which it is best to yield (I., 5, 443 f.). Anger and resentment
are not here anthropomorphic characteristics but for the most part
something to which the god has a kind of right in virtue of the in-
fringement of a claim. By it order is restored, assertion made good
and destiny achieved. Hence the wrath of the gods is not just blind
rage. It is seeing anger, and even in regard to man, via negationis,
it confers dignity on him by marking him out or putting him in the
limits set for him, thus making him what he is.

"At first this was not expressed by opymn, which is not a Ho-
meric word, but by yolog,'™ kotoc,' and especially by a word
which comes from the sacral sphere and is almost excluswely re-
served for 1t lnamel vic®® and its associated verbs.?! Only in
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tragedy does dpyn come to be used for the wrath of the gods.?
It is frequently used by Euripides in this sense: Gtav yap opyn
dopovev PAATT Tvd, | TodT’ anTo TpdToV, EE0QaLpETTaL PPEVAY
| TOV vobv OV £6OAOV- €ig 8¢ TNV yelpw Tpémel | yvouny, v’ €idf
undev Gv apaptévet, Adespota Fr., 296 (TGF, 896).2 Whereas in
Hesiod (Op., 47, 53) Zeus in his anger against Prometheus causes
the punishment to follow the fault immediately, for Solon it is a
sign of the power and greatness of the god that he does not punish
at once. There is a distinction between divine and human wrath:
oLt ZNVOG TELETUL TIGIG, 00O’ €0 EKACT® Bomep BvNToOg Avip
yiyveton 6EOyolog, Solon Fr., 1, 25 f. (Diehl).** With reference to
opyai (though this is used here in the broad sense a. — 383), Eur.
Ba., 1348 says that it is not seemly that gods should resemble
mortals: dpyag mpémel Ogovg oy opotodcebat Ppotois. The ethical
rational concept of Bgompenég, which was discovered by Xeno-
phanes, is directed especially against the pvBedpara of the poets,
who depict the dwelling-place of the gods mg toladtng TIvog @
pakapie Kol afavato daymyig HdAlota Tpemobong, avTovs 08
ToVG Bg0Vg Tapayiic kol dvoueveiag Kol 0pyfg GAL®V Te HEGTOVG
mafdV AroPaivovteg 003’ AvOPOTOLG VOOV EYOVGT TPOCT|KOVIMYV,
Plut. Pericl., 39 (I, 173 d—e).*® Criticism of myth is raised es-
pecially in the philosophical demand that by its true nature the
Belov must be free from every mdBog: d6ypa HEVTOL PIAOGOPOV
... ama0sg eivon 10 Ogiov, Sext. Emp. Pyrrh. Hyp., I, 162. Cicero
can thus say that freedom from anger is common to the concept of
God in all the philosophical schools: num iratum timemus Iovem?
At hoc quidem commune est omnium philosophorum ... numquam
nec irasci deum nec nocere, Off., 111, 102.26 Epicurus begins the
Kopiot 06&an in 1. with the affirmation (Fr., 139): 10 pokdpiov
Kol deBaptov ... obte Opyaic ovte Yapiol cuvéyetal: v aobevel
yop v t0 torodtov.”’ The same contrast between 0pyn and yapig
(Demosth. Or., 19, 92) may be seen in Plut. Suav. Viv. Epic., 22 (II,
1102¢): ob toivuv 0pydig Kai xdpiot cuvéyetal o Oelov dpa, 6t
yopilesBot kai Ponbeiv mépukeyv, dpyilecbat 6 Kol KOK®DG TOlETV
0¥ mégukev. The distinction from Epicurus is that while the Sto-
ic, too, denies 6pyn, he clings to the yopilecHar and Ponbeiv, the
gvpéveln of deity: Bg0g TOV TAvVTO KOGUOV S10KET pHeT’ evpeveiog
Kol yopig Opyig dmdong, Ep. Ar., 254.%

"We should not allow the teachings of the philosophical
schools to create a false impression. In fact, they show how wide-
spread must have been the idea, not only in poetry but also in
popular belief, that the wrath of the gods demands expiation and
expresses itself especially in punishments. Plato speaks of partic-
ularly severe sicknesses and sufferings which for various reasons
fell on this or that race as a result of ancient divine wrath, and
which could be healed only by the pavio of consecrated priests
who had recourse to vows and prayers, to ministerial acts, to rites
of expiation and dedication.” Otherwise Lucretius would not have
contended so passionately for liberation from the related anxiety,
cf. De Rerum Nature, V, 1194 ff.; VI, 71 f.; Cic. Nat. Deor., I, 17
(45): metus omnis a vi atque ira deorum pulsus esset, nor would
Plutarch have needed to wrestle with the sceptical question: ol 6¢
TV BedV Opyal Tivi AOy® Ttopoypiipa dvopeval Kabdamep Eviol TdV
ToTaudv €10° Hotepov €n’ HAAOVE GvaPEPOUEVOL TPOC EGYATAG
ovppopag terevtdotyv; (Ser. Num. Pun., 12 [II, 557¢]). For even if
God punishes, He does not act out of anger: o0 yap dpdvetot tov
aoknoavta kak®dg tobmv odd’ opyiletal T® apracavtt Blocdelg
000¢ [oET TOV poyov OPprobeic, AAA’ lotpeiag Evexa ... kohaler’
moAAdxig, Plut. Ser. Num. Pun., 20 (I1,562d). Plutarch’s main at-
tack is on the popular mythological tradition, but he is also against
cultic ideas in which opy" and opyilecOot have a firm place as

the judgment of the gods in spite of philosophical criticism. Hence
Paus. can say of the primitive period: oi yap o1 101€ GvOpmmor
Eévot kol dpotpémelot Oeoic foav Hrd dikarocvvng kai evcePeiac,
Kai oOotv vapydg dmnvta mopd TV 0edv TIun & ovotv dyadoig
kai adwnoacty ocavtmg 1 0pyn (VIIL 2, 4); his reference is to
the judicial opyn of the gods, but the expressions alternate, with
no very clear distinction of meaning, when he goes on to say in 5
that later it was different because otte 0g0¢ €yiveto 00delg &t €5
avOpmmov, ... Kol adikolg To uvipna o €k 1@V Bedv dyé te Kol
ameAbodov EvBEvde damokettat. The same alternation of opyr and
pvya or pijvig, which is the true word for the wrath of deity that
demands cultic propitiation,*' may be seen, e.g., in the aetiological
myth of Demeter Erinys in Oncai, with whom Poseidon lived in the
form of a stallion: v Aquntpa émi 1@ cvuPavtt Exev opyiimg,™
1pove 8¢ Votepov 10D 1€ Oupod mavcacHat ... £ml TOLT® Kol
gmAnoelg Q) 0ed yeyovaot, tod unvipotog pev Eveko Epwvig, 6t
70 Bopd ypfobor kakobow Epvoey ol Apkadec, Paus., VIII, 25,
6.3 dpyileobat is an equivalent of dapdviog yorog in Dio Chrys.
Or., 33, 50: Anuviov taig yovoiél v Aepoditny dpyiobeicav
Aéyovot Sroebipat Tag paoydiag.

"On the one side, then, the opyr 0eod is an essentially myth-
ological concept, e.g., when it is said of Artemis in relation to
Actaion: Opoloyovpévn kol dwkaiov Opynv €oye mPOG aVTOV 1|
0e6¢ (Diod. S., 4, 81, 5), or when it is told of Orpheus: tov pév
At6vocov ovk Etipa ... 60ev 6 Advucog Opyiobeic adtd Emepye
106 Baooapidag who tore Orpheus in pieces.** On the other side,
however, the equation with the tt. pvipa or pijvig in aetiological
legends, and statements like Apollodor. Bibliotheca, II, 1, 3 (ovx
gmondcbol Ty anod T@v Bedv opyNVv ywouévoug dpKovg VIEP
g€pwtoc) in later Gk. show at least that there were solid connections
with the cultus.*® Paus., I, 32, 4 tells of an appearance by night at the
grave of Miltiades. Anyone who goes there deliberately £ Evapyfi
0¢av does not come away unpunished, avnkoém 0& dvtt kai GAAWDG
ocvuPav ok EoTt €k TV douudvav 0pyn.*¢ In a burial ordinance on
a 3rd cent. inscr. any who offend against it are threatened for their
aoePetv with the opyn peydin tod peydrov Adg, Ditt. Syll.3, 1237,
5. With a similar reference to the dapdovav 0pyn kol Bedv andviov
King Antiochus of Commagene (1st cent. B.C.) seeks to protect for
all time the cultic statute issued by him, Ditt. Or., 383, 210.

"Especially in extraordinary natural events like pestilence,
storm and hail, deformity and sickness, popular belief sees the
operation of the opyf of gods and demons: Aéyovst &’ odv Tiveg
Aoovg te Kol yoralog kol BuéAlag Kal Td TOPUTANCLY ... KOTA
Vo SopuoveV 1j kol ayyéAmv ovK ayabdv opyny euiely yiveohar,
Cl Al Strom., VI, 3, 31, 1. Thus in Cleonai magi can avert such
disasters by sacrifices and magical songs. Cl. Al., who tells us this
(ibid., 2; cf. Plut. Ser. Num. Pun., 12 [II, 557 a—e]), naturally ac-
cepts the philosophical view: ovk 0pyiletan t0 Ogiov, Paed., I, 8, 68,
3, and censures the Greeks for whom the gods xafdamep 6EvyoAov
ypouidiov?’ gic dpynv peilopevov éxmucpaivovrar f oot (Hom. I1.,
9, 533-538) v Aptepv 81" Oivéa Attwroig opylebijvar (Strom.,
VII, 4, 23, 2), so that men dei6180ipoves el TOLS EDOPYHTOVG (SC.
0£00C) yvopevoL mhvTo, onueio fyodvrar elvar To cupBaivovTo kol
Kkakdv aita (ibid., 24, 1; cf. Tac. Historiae, II, 1). The final thought
displays a religious attitude such as is found especially among the
Romans in their understanding of the ira deum."

[Hermann Kleinknecht, Grether Oskar, ““Opyn, Opyilopat,
‘Opyirog, [Tapopyilm, Tapopyiopos,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 5:385—

389.]
P
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deity in order to placate his wrath. This starting point
of perception of the anger of deities, of course, would
undergo significant modification in Christian teaching.
But this concept gave to these Roman Christians spe-
cial interest in Paul’s words about God’s wrath. None
of the believers in the church would have been inclined
to deny the idea of God’s wrath. But Paul’s defining it
as part of dikaloouvn Bgol brought a refreshingly new
idea into the picture. God’s pouring out His wrath is an
affirmation of His just way of treating sinful humanity.

Now what is this punishment based on? In 1:18-32,
it comes upon wickedness expressed in the forms of
idolatry, sexual misbehavior and a long list of wrong ac-
tions. But now in 2:1-11, it comes upon the moralist in
their midst who by a higher standard of morality consid-
ers himself superior to raw humanity and thus exempt
from any divine wrath. It makes no difference whether
this sense of moral elitism is derived from philosophy or
from the Jewish Torah. Such individuals have no way to
escape the same wrath of God as is coming to the fully
pagan neighbors around them.

Further, év nuépa opyfic kai dnokaAvPews
Sikaiokploiog To0 900 O¢ AMOSWOEL EKACTW KATA TA
E€pya aurtod, in the day of wrath and uncovering of the
righteous decree of God who will pay back to each one ac-
cord to his deeds. This lengthy expression completes the
first half of the sentence in vv. 5-6, with vv. 7-11 com-
pleting the sentence. The focal point here is the day of
wrath which at the same time is an uncovering of the
righteous decree of God. The structuring of the prepo-
sitional phrase, with preposition + dative noun + genitive
noun + genitive noun, sets up the idea of one concept
viewed two ways for the genitive nouns.

The phrase év nuépa dpyiig projects an eschatolog-
ical day of judgment. This specific phrase is especially
prominent in Zephaniah.*® He mixes together both a

40Zeph. 1:15-18. 15 nuépa Opyfig 1 AUEPa Ekeivn, AUépa
OAlewg Kkal Avaykng, AUEpa Awplag kol adaviouold, AuEpa
oKOTOUG Kal yvodou, nuépa vedéAng kal OpixAng,™ 16 nuépa
OCAATILYYOC KAl KPQUYAG €Ml TAG MOAELG TAG OXUPAC Kal &Ml TAG
ywviag tag OPnAdc.t 17 kai €kOAiPw Ttolug dvBpwrmouc, kal
nopevoovtal w¢ TudAol, OTL T® Kuplw &€paptov: kat kxeel TO
atpo aUT®@V WG x0TV Kol TAC GdpKag aUTAV we BOABLTa.t 18 katl to
Aapyuplov alT®v Kal T xpuoiov alTt®v ol pr duvntal é€eAécBat
aUToUC &v AUEPQ OpYfAc Kuplou, Kal €v mupt {Aoucg altod
katavolwbnoetal nmdoa ) yf, SLO0TL CUVTEAELQV KAl OmMoubnv
MOl oEL &Mt mavtag tolg Katolkolvtag Thv yiv. T

15 That day will be a day of wrath, a day of distress and an-
guish, a day of ruin and devastation, a day of darkness and gloom,
a day of clouds and thick darkness, 16 a day of trumpet blast and
battle cry against the fortified cities and against the lofty battle-
ments. 17 | will bring such distress upon people that they shall
walk like the blind; because they have sinned against the Lord,
their blood shall be poured out like dust, and their flesh like dung.
18 Neither their silver nor their gold will be able to save them on
the day of the Lord’s wrath; in the fire of his passion the whole

temporal judgment, the destruction of Judah, and a last
day destruction of the nations of the world.*' But the
prophet’s very graphic portrayal of the pouring out of
God’s wrath (also cf. Zeph. 2:2-3; 3:8) provides a vivid
backdrop for Paul’s depiction here in Romans. Added
also are Isa. 13:9; 37:3; Lam 1:12, et als.

A variety of labels are used for the core concept of
the Day of the Lord by the apostle Paul. In 2:8 with the
negative amplification of anodwoel ékdotw katd T £pya
avtol (v.6), he will repay each one according to his deeds,
Paul declares to the wicked there will be 6pyn) kat Bupdc,
wrath and anger. Then in the chiastic sequencing of con-
tinued emphasis on the negative side of that coming
experience Paul declares OAlYic kal otevoywpia £mi
ndoav Puynv avbpwrmou tol katepyalopUEVou TO KAKOV, an-

earth shall be consumed; for a full, a terrible end he will make of
all the inhabitants of the earth.

4"The form of 1:7-2:3 is that of a judgment oracle made up
of several small segments. Kapelrud and Sabottka believe that it
was given in one speech by Zephaniah. Kapelrud identifies some
phrases such as 'in that day,' or 'in that time' in 1:8, 9, 10, 12 as
being added by a disciple. But for the most part the whole pas-
sage (1:7-2:3) was delivered by Zephaniah on one occasion. Some
scholars such as Gunkel and Wolff want to isolate the smallest unit
of speech and see some redactor weaving them together. Kapel-
rud says, 'Our interest is not directed towards finding the least, in-
dissoluble elements of his message. Instead we want to see this
message in its life situation, see what it meant and how it worked'
(Message 29).

"Concerning the idea that the prophet spoke only isolated and
disjointed sentences Kapelrud remarks, 'It is about time now to
get rid of the picture of the prophet as some kind of a maniac,
appearing on the temple square or the market place more or less in
ecstasy, crying out a few words and then disappearing again. If we
were to believe most of the literary analyses of the prophet’s books,
this is what would have appeared to have happened' (Message 29).

"Even though 1:7-2:3 was probably all one speech, there are
divisions within it. It has one dominating and unifying theme: 'the
day of Yahweh.' It opens with an appeal for silence before the Lord
God mm 17X (the only place the combined name occurs in the
book). The appeal for silence is followed by a warning that the
day of Yahweh is near. Although it will come on everyone, certain
groups in Jerusalem will make up Yahweh’s sacrifice: the princes
and the king’s sons; those who have adopted foreign customs and
religions; and the indifferent and stagnant men (1:12). A fuller de-
scription of the day of Yahweh is given in 1:14-18. It will be a day
of darkness, distress, and gloom. It will be a day of war, blaring
trumpets and battle cries, bloodshed, helplessness and death. In
2:1-3 Zephaniah calls on his people to gather together and seek the
Lord, but he has no word of assurance for them. He says, 'Perhaps,
if you seek righteousness and humility you may be hidden in the
day of wrath' (2:3).

"What is the setting of this oracle? Gaster may be correct in
assuming that it was delivered at the temple in Jerusalem during
the feast of harvest (asif), but we should not consider Zephaniah a
cultic prophet even though he used cultic language such as sacri-
fice, priests, 'cut off,' and so on (cf. Kapelrud, 51)."

[Ralph L. Smith, Micah—Malachi, vol. 32, Word Biblical

Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 129-130.]
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guish and distress will be upon every individual of humanity
who is doing evil (v. 9). Then in 3:5b, again when speak-
ing of the coming judgment (3:6) Paul asks the rhetor-
ical question expecting a no answer: un adwkog 0 B€0g O
Erudépwv TV 6pynv; God who inflicts wrath is not unjust, is
He? In 5:9, in speaking of the deliverance of believers,
he depicts it in part as deliverance from God’s wrath,
intending the Day of Judgment and eternal damnation:
TOM® 00V pdAovV SikawBEvTee ViV év T¢) ailpatt altod
owBnoopeda U avtol and tiig dpyfig, Much more surely
then, now that we have been justified by his blood, will we
be saved through him from the wrath of God. In 9:22 as a
part of a long rhetorical question (vv. 22-23) Paul speak
of God withholding His wrath until the day of judgment
as a sign of His patience with the wicked: €i 6¢ 8¢ wv o
Be0¢ évdeitaoBal trv 6pynVv Kal yvwploat to Suvatov altol
fiveykev €v TOAAR} pakpoBupia okeln 6pyf¢ KatnpTlopéva
gic anwAelav, What if God, desiring to show his wrath and
to make known his power, has endured with much patience
the objects of wrath that are made for destruction; It is very
clear that in Paul’'s thinking just within the letter to the
Romans that he had a clearly developed understand-
ing of the day of wrath linked as an event at the end of
human history in which the wicked will become objects
of the overwhelmingly severe outpouring of His wrath.
Related to this is his comment in 2:16 about that day:
€V NUEpQ OTe Kplvel 6 BeOG TA KPUTTTA TV AVOPWTIWV KATA
TO eVaYYEALOV Hou SLd Xplotol Inool, on the day when, ac-
cording to my gospel, God, through Jesus Christ, will judge
the secret thoughts of all.

And this thinking about God’s wrath in this letter is
consistent with his comments elsewhere in his letters.

1 Cor. 1:8, 6¢ kal BePawwoel VUGG EwG TEAOUG
AveykANtoug €v T Nuépa tol kupiou NU@v Incold
Xptotod, who [Christ] will also strengthen you to the
end so that you may be blameless in the Day of our Lord
Jesus Christ.

1 Cor. 5:5, mapadolval tov Tololtov TQ) catavd €ig
OAeBpoV TG oapkog, tva to mvelpa cwbf év T nuépa
to0 kupiou, to hand such a one over to Satan for the
destruction of the flesh, so that the spirit may be save in
the Day of the Lord.

Phil. 1:6, memolBwg autd Tolito, OTL 6 EvapEapevog
€v LUV Epyov ayaBbov émiteAéoel @ypt NuEpag Xpiotol
Inood, being very confident of this very thing, that the
one who began in you a good work will carry it through
to the Day of Christ Jesus.

Phil. 1:10, €ig 16 dokipdalelv LUAG Ta SladEpovta,
iva Ate eiMkpLVelc kal Ampookomol gig Huépav XpLotod,
to help you determine the best things so that you may
be pure and blameless to the Day of Christ.

Phil. 2:16, Aoyov {wiig énéxovteg, €ig kaUxnUa €pol
gic nuépav Xpiotod, OtL oUK €ig kevov €Spapov oude

gic kevov ékomiaoa, holding fast to the Word of life for

me to be able to boast on the Day of Christ that | did not

in vain run nor had run in vain.
1 Thess. 1:10, kal &vapévely TOV LLOV alTol €K

TV olpavv, OV fyelpev €k TWV vekp@v, Incolv Tov

puopevov NUAC Ek TAG Opyii¢ thH¢ épxouévng, and to

await His Son out of Heaven whom He raised out of the
dead, Jesus the one who rescued us from the coming
wrath.

1 Thess. 5:2, a0tol yap akplBig oibate OtTL NUEpa

Kupiou w¢ KAEMTNG €v vuktl oUTwg £pxetal, for you

yourselve know very well that the Day of the Lord will

come thusly like a thief in the night.
1 Thess. 5:9, 6tL o0k €6gT0 NUAC 6 BedC €i¢ dpyAv

QAN eic meputoinow cwtnpiag St tol kupilou NGOV

Incol Xplotol, because God has not destined us for

wrath but for obtaining salvation through our Lord Je-

sus Christ.
The return of Christ signals the final judgment of hu-
manity for the determination of eternal destinies. For
those outside Christ this means divine wrath which
translates into eternal damnation.

The picture then emerges very clearly. Paul’'s Jew-
ish heritage, particularly the prophetic section of the
Hebrew Bible, and Zephaniah in particular, provides
the foundation for his thinking about the wrath of God.
It is both a temporally experienced reality and a last
day of time experience. In the first three chapters of
Romans the same perspective is set forth, but with a
shifting emphasis to the eschatological side of the em-
phasis. The uniquely Christian aspect is that this day
of wrath at the end is an integral part of Paul's Gos-
pel message as is set forth in 1:16-17. It demonstrates
clearly the righteousness of God (1:17) in that God’s
just treatment of the wicked is affirmed unquestion-
ably. Wonderfully liberating for the righteous believer
is the message that a holy God does indeed deal with
evil and wickedness and through faith commitment to
Christ provides a marvelous deliverance from this all
consuming wrath at the end to this faithful believer.

Also kai anokaAvews dikatokpioiag tol Yeol, and
of uncovering of the righteous decree of God. This second
genitive case noun dnokaAuPewg means a day of uncov-
ering. The noun anokaAUpewg from damokdAuyig is con-
nected to the verb damokaAUmtw found in 1:17, 18 in the
present passive anokaAuntetat. The present tense verb
set up the uncovering process as ongoing discovery of
both God’s righteousness and God’s wrath. The use of
the noun here in 2:5 projects the climax of this discov-
ery as the day of wrath in eschatological final judgment.

What is discovered via God’s uncovering action is
Swkatokploilog tol Beol, God’s righteous decree. This sin-
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gle use of dwkatokpioia®? in the entire NT is a part of the
word group &ikn, Sikatog, dikaoouvn, Sikadw, SiKalwua,
Swailwolg, dikalokploia, which means that dwalokpioia
is related to Swkaloouvn (32x in Rom), &IKALOG (7x in Rom),
SKaLOW (15x in Rom), Slkalwpa (5x in Rom), and Sikaiwaolg
(2xin Rom). Add to this list should also be adikog, -ov (1x
in Rom), €KSIKEW (1x in Rom), and €k&iknolg (1x in Rom). The
extensive role of this word group throughout the letter
dramatically underscores the rightness of every ac-
tion of God in judging and punishing wicked humanity.
This very late and seldom used word in ancient Greek

deed, deeds

- what
Epyov
works deed

work, works.

work | 90f15

Roz2r s excluded. By y that of works? No, but by
Ra3:28 For
Ro4z
Ro46
Ro9:12 5
Rog:32 Why not? Because they did not strive for it on the basis of faith, but s if
RoLLE Butifitis by grace, it is no longer on i
Ro13a2 y gh

by work:

be grace.

, for the sake of faod,

deed | 30f15

Swkatokploia is a compound form made up of Swato +
kplotla literally meaning just judgment. This is the sense

what

ofthe use in 2 Thess. 1:5 of the two words with &véelypa ==

Ro26  For he willrepay according to cach one’s deeds:
Ra3:20 For i il it

 for through the Law comes .
iles, by word and deed,

I1of1s
and their

hearts, towhich

conduct | Lof15

TG Sikaiacg kpioewg ToU Beol. It captures well in a single ..

word the depiction of 2:2 with 1o kpipa 100 8ol €otv
Katd aAnBelav émt tolg ta toladta mpdooovtag, the judg-
ment of God is according to Truth upon those practicing such
things. This most likely accounts for Paul’s use in 2:5 of
this rare word in ancient Greek. Thus Swatokpiloia here
links the thinking back to the central point in 2:2. The
return of Christ setting up the Day of Judgment will be
the discovering of the correctness of God’s judgment in
pouring out His wrath upon the unbelieving wicked of
humanity. For the moral elitist who has spurned the pa-
tience of God in calling him to repentance there will be
the shocking discovery that his hypocrisy and contempt
for the pagans around him will bring down God’s wrath
upon him in appropriate severity as well. No escaping
this divine wrath is possible.

For one living in a first century Roman society such
affirmation had essentially a positive tone. The human
court systems were notoriously corrupt and verdicts
rendered by almost all magistrates all the way to the
emperor as the court of final appeal always depend-
ed upon how much bribe money the defendants could

2"5wkaokpioio is righteous judgment as the quality of a
dikoog kpirig.' The word is very rare and late. The earliest ex-
amples occur in Jewish Hellenistic literature. a. Test. L. 3:2: év
M} dkaokpioig Tob Ogod; 15:2: Aqyecbe aioyvvny aidviov mapa
g dwkatokpioiog Tod Beod; both with reference to the last judg-
ment. Cf. materially from the same background, En. 27:3; 60:6;
93:14, except that here kpiotig is not expressly presented as a divine
quality, as in dwkatokpioio. On the other hand, God is personally
called dwcaokpitng: 2 Macc. 12:41; Sib., 3, 704. The same word is
found in P. Ryl., 113, 35 (2nd cent. A.D.). b. Hos. 6:5 E 1 (quinta
of the Hexapla) (for vawn). LXX B 10 kpipa pov.2 c. The remain-
ing examples are from a later period: Hephaestio Astrologus, III,
34 (4th cent. A.D.).3 P. Oxy., I, 71 col. 1, 3 (written request, 303
A.D.): ebehmig v ¢ o T0d 60D peyEBovg SIKaOKPIGILOG TUYELV;
VI, 904, 2 (petition, 5th cent. A.D.); P. Flor,, I, 88, 26 (3rd cent.
A.D.)." [Gottlob Schrenk, “Aixm, Ailkaioc, Awaiocdvn, Atkodm,
Awaiopo, Awkainotg, Awkotokpioia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 2:224—
225.]

Ro13:3 For nul

teor buttobad.

muster together. True justice, i.e., fairness and equi-
table treatment, hardly existed in the human courts.*
In the Greek and Roman religious traditions the gods
were little better in their treatment of humanity than
the human judges. For the peasants and slaves who
made up well over 80% of the population, just treat-
ment was not something to be expected, by either hu-
mans or deities. Thus Paul’s assertion of the absolute
justness of God’s sentencing of ‘defendants’ in the Day
of Judgment was essentially a positive message, par-
ticularly for the believers in the house church groups in
Rome where these words were read and extensively
discussed. One of the historic appeals of the Jewish
religion to non-Jewish in the ancient world was the em-
phasis upon God’s righteousness and the much higher
standard of living by those devoted to this God.** To
those out of this background, Paul’s words were indeed
TO eVayyéAlov as duvayplg Beol (1:16).

Finally, 6¢ amodwoel éxdotw kata ta épya auitod,
who will give back to each one according to his deeds.
This adjective modifying relative clause that is attached

“0ne must remember that no system of prisons existed in the
ancient world among any ethnic group. Only jails as holding tanks
for individuals scheduled to appear before some judge were found.
Thus sentences in the trials of defendants meant either acquittal
or a guilty verdict which almost always meant execution. Aristo-
crats with lots of money normally bribed their way into acquittal
verdicts. Peasants and slaves most of the time were sentenced to
execution. For just a small segment of the super rich and power-
ful, a sentence of banishment to remote islands off the Greek coast
such as Patmos became a rare option. But such was very expensive
to the government and meant the confiscation of the defendants
property and wealth in order to cover the costs of such banishment.
The apostle John's imprisonment on Patmos tells you a lot about
the financial resources of his very wealthy Jewish family.

“Consequently this message of God's righteousness has a
very different meaning to Christians in Iraq and Syria trying to
survive in the ISIS controlled regions. To know of God's justice
in the face of the extreme injustice being meted out by their ISIS
rulers enables them to grasp far better Paul's words than most of us
in western society can.

&2
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to Beol via the masculine singular pronoun 6¢ functions
to set up the lengthy expansion elements found in vv.
7-11. The relative clause asserts in axiomatic expres-
sion the foundational principle of God’s righteous judg-
ment. Then the expansion elements in vv. 7-11 build a
detailed elaboration of this core principle.*

The background of this stated principle comes from
Psalm 62:12 (LXX 61:13)* and Proverbs 24:12.4" It had
been extensively cited across Hellenistic Jewish writ-
ings by Paul’s day.® Likely it was that which the Jewish
moralist would have appealed to in the understanding
that ta €pya abtol, his deeds, meant Torah obedience.
But the very detailed amplification in vv. 7-11 reveals a
different understanding of this principle by the apostle
Paul. The apostle repeats this principle elsewhere in
his writings:

2 Cor 5:10, tol¢ yap mavrag AUAC davepwOival

Oel éunpoaoBev 100 Bripartog tol Xplotod, (va kouiontat

“The very complex literary structure and literary setting of v.
6 with vv. 7-10 and v. 11 will be explored in the exegesis below.

4Ps. 62:11b-12 (LXX, 61:13). 6tL 10 Kpdtog tol Og00, kal
ool, KUpLE, TO EAe0C, OTL OU AMOSWOELS EKAOTW KaTA TA Epya
autod. that power belongs to God, and steadfast love belongs to
you, O Lord. For you repay to all according to their work.

YTProv. 24:12. édv 6¢ elnng OUK oida toltov, yivwoke Tt
KUpPLOG KapSiog mMAVTWY YIVWOKEL, Kal 6 TAACOC Iivony oty aUTog
08V MAvTa, 6¢ Anodidwaotv ékdotw Katd ta £pya avtod.t if you
say, “Look, we did not know this” — does not he who weighs the
heart perceive it? Does not he who keeps watch over your soul
know it? And will he not repay all according to their deeds?

“"This is intended as a direct quotation of an established
principle of Jewish faith, with the formulation of Ps 62:12 (LXX
61:13) and Prov 24:12 at the forefront of Paul’s mind:

Psalms GV ATOdDCELS
Proverbs  0¢ dmodidwoty  €kAoT® KOTO TG Epyn AOTOD.
Romans 0g amodmaoet

but see also Job 34:11; Jer 17:10; Hos 12:2; Sir 16:12—14; 1 Enoch
100.7; Jos. As. 28.3; Ps-Philo, Lib. Ant. 3.10. It is important to note
that the principle is embraced no less by the first Christians (cf.
Matt 16:27;2 Cor 5:10; Col 3:25; 2 Tim 4:14; 1 Pet 1:17; Rev 2:23;
etc.; see further Heiligenthal, 172—75). As such it provides an inter-
esting example of how the same principle could be read differently
within a different framework or pattern of religious thought. Paul’s
typical Jewish interlocutor would probably assume that in his own
case the works in question were his faithful practice of his cove-
nant obligations, including his acts of charity and his observance of
the ritual law (cf. again Tob 4:9—-11; Pss. Sol. 9:3—-5) — precisely
the presupposition which Paul wants to challenge in this chapter,
whereas Paul would understand the principle in terms of what he
would see and intend as the more universal and more fundamental
'work' of trusting in God through Jesus Christ ('the obedience of
faith' — 1:5). In contrast, simply to deny that Paul demonstrates
here 'a rabbinic works theology' (as in Synozik, 81) is to miss the
point and to force Paul’s dialectic between grace and judgment in-
to an antithesis which throws his theology into confusion (as the
typical confusion regarding the function of chap. 2 within Paul’s
theology clearly shows)."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 85.]

€kaoto¢ T 6L ToU owUaToS MPOo¢ & Empaéev, clte
ayabov eite pallov. For all of us must appear before
the judgment seat of Christ, so that each may receive
recompense for what has been done in the body,
whether good or evil.

Col 3:23-25, 23 6 ¢av notijte, €k Puxi g épydleobe wg
O Kuplw Kol 00K avBpwroLg, 24 €iddteg 6TL Amd Kupiou
anoAnuPecBbe v avtanoddoowv tfi¢ kKAnpovouiag. @
Kupilw Xplot® Soulelete: 25 0 yap adikwv Kouioetal
0 néiknoev, kai ovk éotv mpoownoAnuyia 23 What-
ever your task, put yourselves into it, as done for the
Lord and not for your masters, 24 since you know that
from the Lord you will receive the inheritance as your
reward; you serve the Lord Christ. 25 For the wrongdoer
will be paid back for whatever wrong has been done,
and there is no partiality.

2 Tim 4:14, ANé€avEpog O XOAKEUC TTOAAG oL KOKAL
évebdeilato: amodwoel aut@w O KUPLOG Katd Ta Epya
autol- Alexander the coppersmith did me great harm;
the Lord will pay him back for his deeds.

And other Christian writers use the idea as well,
with some using virtually the identical phrase of Paul:

1 Pet 1:17, kal &l matépa EmkaAeloBe TV
AMPOCWITOANUMTWE KPIVOVTO KOTE TO EKAOTOU £PYOV,
€v POBw TOV TG MapoLKLOg UUGV XpOVoV AvacTpadnTE,
If you invoke as Father the one who judges all people
impartially according to their deeds, live in reverent
fear during the time of your exile.

Rev 2:23, kal TA TEKVA AUTHG ATIOKTEVQD €V Bavaty.
Kal yvwoovtal mdocol oi €kkAnolol 0Tl €yw iyl o
£pauviv vedppouc kai kapdiag, kai dwow Uulv Ekdotw
Kata ta épya upwv, and | will strike her children dead.
And all the churches will know that | am the one who
searches minds and hearts, and I will give to each of
you as your works deserve.

Rev 20:12-13, 12 Kol €60V TOUC VEKPOUC, TOUG
HEYAAOUG Kal TOUC MIKpoUg, £ot®@tog €vwriov Ttol
Bpovou. kal BBAla AvoixBnoav, kat AGAAo PBiBAlov
Avoixen, 6 éotw TA¢ {wiig, Kai ékpidnoav oi vekpoi ék
TWV yeypapuévwy €v toic BiBAioLs kartd Ta Epya auTwVv.
13 kat €dwkev ) BAlaooa ToUG VEKPOUC TOUC €V aUTH
Kol 6 Odvartog kat 0 Géng E6wkav ToUC VEKPOUC TOUG &V
aUTolG, Kai ékpidnoav Ekactog Katd Ta £pya aUTwv.
12 And | saw the dead, great and small, standing before
the throne, and books were opened. Also another book
was opened, the book of life. And the dead were judged
according to their works, as recorded in the books. 13
And the sea gave up the dead that were in it, Death and
Hades gave up the dead that were in them, and all were
judged according to what they had done.

Rev 22:12, 1600 &pyopal taxy, koi 6 pobdég pou
HeT’ €pol amodoiivat Ekaotw we To £pyov €ativ autod.

&2
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See, | am coming soon; my reward is with me, to repay
according to everyone’s work.

These uses play off Jesus’ words in Matt. 16:27.
MEAAEL yap O uidg Tol dvBpwrou EpxeaBat év Tfj 66N ol
TatPOG alTol HeTd TV dyyéAwv auTol, kai TOTe anodwoet
EkaoTw Katd tnv npdév avtod. For the Son of Man is to
come with his angels in the glory of his Father, and then
he will repay everyone for what has been done. And this
statement of Jesus builds off the earlier declaration in
Matt. 7:21, O0 nag 6 Aéywv pot- KUpLE KUPLE, eloelebosTal
glg v Baohelav TV oUpaviv, AAN 6 oLV TO BEANUQ
to0 matpog pou tol €v Tolg olpavolc. Not everyone who
says to me, ‘Lord, Lord,” will enter the kingdom of heaven,
but only the one who does the will of my Father in heaven.
And in the Sermon beginning in 5:1, Jesus has defined
the will of God for followers of Christ very clearly.

Consistently through out Jesus and the apostles,
the understanding is that God’s judgment centers on
the actions of people. What they do affirms their com-
mitment to God or not. It's sincerity or phoniness. Its
genuineness or hypocrisy. If one is authentically com-
muted to God then its proof in found in that person’s
actions. Much of modern Christianity has little under-
standing of this central teaching of the New Testament.
As Paul will go on to amplify in the first eight chapters
of Romans this commitment-verified-by-actions is the
heart of the Gospel that he preached. On Judgment
Day this is what God will expose from the lives of those
being judged. Thus the quality -- not quantity -- of our
actions are critical in determining our eternal destiny.

The moral elitist here being primarily targeted in
2:5-11 needs desperately to understand the falseness
and thus worthlessness of his good deeds. They ver-
ify not repentance and true commitment to God, but
self-centered sinful egotism. And as such will bring
down the wrath of God upon all such individuals.

The distributive pronoun éxdotw not only individu-
alizes the ‘pay back’ from God to every individual. But
in this context, it best serves to set up the plus and
minus sides that are set forth in two pairs of contrasting
perspectives below: toic...tolg 8¢... (vv. 7-8) and BAlYLg
Kal otevoywpla...60&a &€ kal TN kal gipAvn... (vv. 9-10).
Every individual who has been born throughout history
will face this divine evaluation in that experience at the
end of time. No one has an end around on this experi-
ence.

The the common criteria for judging all will be the
same: kata ta £pya altol, according to his deeds. Con-
trary to much evangelical preaching in the modern
world, the issue in final judgment won’t be Have you be-
lieved in Jesus? Just the beginning point of commitment
to Christ does not meet God'’s standards. What deter-

mines eternal destiny is how a life has been lived out
from beginning to end! This alone determines whether
that life is authentic or not. But ta €pya altol do not
mean just doing good. Paul will make this abundantly
clear in chapter four just as he earlier did in Galatians
chapters 2-3. Instead ta €pya altod means a God pro-
duced activity enabled by surrender to Christ as Lord.
Doing good means serving one’s ego, while allowing
God to do good through you means serving God. The
former was the Judaism that Christ delivered Paul the
Pharisee from on the Damascus road. The latter was
the good done through Paul’s life from the Damascus
road onward. The former is death while the latter is life.

This phrase katd ta €pya avtod is found frequently
both inside the NT as well as in the OT and the sur-
rounding Jewish Hellenistic writings of Paul’s time. The
concept expressed by kata ta €pya abtol can be posi-
tive or negative, or neutral in the 167 instances of €pyov
inside the NT alone, including the 15 uses in Romans.
Context determines how it is used by individual writers.
The core idea of £€pyov is “that which displays itself in ac-
tivity of any kind.”#® This can be either positive or nega-
tive activity. Thus the appropriateness of the term here
in this header declaration setting up both positive and
negative actions that will be evaluated by God in final
judgment.

In order to correctly understand Paul’'s distinctive
meaning on &pyov here one should first examine the
immediate context. Verses 7 and 10 provides critically
important definers of the intended positive meaning of
£pyov.

Verse 7: tol¢ pév kad’ umopovnyv €pyou dyabol §6¢av
Kal TRV kat adbapoiav {ntololy, to those on the one
hand who seek glory and honor and immortality by patently
doing good. As the exegesis below will validate, what is
sought is not something for oneself. The 86¢av sought
after is the Divine Presence in one’s life. The TiuAv is
what gives honor to God. And the &¢6apaiav is the
incorruptibility of life with God in eternity. The avenue
of accomplishing these things is ka®’ UTropovnVv £€pyou
ayabod. This means living in such a way of obedience
to God so that He is indeed exalted in your life. Pre-
serving in good work is the key.

Verse 10: 66fa 6& kal TN kal eipivn mavtl TQ
épyalopévw TO Ayabov, but glory and honor and peace
to everyone doing what is good. The verbal participle
épyalopévw plays off the same stem as &pya and thus
further defines &pyov. It is ongoing practicing 10 dya6dv,
i.e., what God defines as good activity for His people
to be engaged in. In other word, on judgment day the

“Arndt, William, 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,
S.V. épyov, 0
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divine spotlight will illuminate a life time to see whether
it has consistently participated in God’s good actions.
This is but another way of defining the quality of our
obedience to Him in our living throughout our lives. To-
gether verses seven and ten make it clear that what
ultimately matters for our eternal destiny is how consis-
tently and authentically we seek Him and the doing of
His will throughout our life.

As vv. 12-16 will continue to amplify, this is stark-
ly different from mere claiming moral superiority ei-
ther as a Jew or as a Gentile moralist. God in creation
built into every human an urging to do what is right.®
Even though severely corrupted by human depravity,
it sometimes surfaces in some individuals motivating
them to do what the divine Law requires. God turns
toward such individuals favorably with a Gospel mes-
sage providing insight into how then to live in authentic
obedience.

Verses 17-29 continue this idea with a stinging con-
demnation of Jews whose false sense of superiority to
Gentiles centers on possessing the Torah of God and
having been circumcised. True Jewishness is not de-
termined by God this way. Rather it is determined spir-
itually by authentic obedience to God.

Paul’s delineation of the precise meaning of kata ta
épya avtod will continue all the way through the letter
and is repeated often with reference to ta €pya: 3:20, 27,
28; 4:2,6;9:12,32; 11:6; 13:3, 12; 14:20; 15:18.%"

One particularly important negative perspective on
ta €pya comes in chapters three and four, beginning at
3:20, 816t £€ Epywv vopou ob Sikawwdroestal néioa cdpé
évwriov altol, 61 yap vopou €niyvwolg apaptiag, where-
fore “out of works of law there will not be justified any flesh
before Him,” for through law comes understanding of sin.
Paul coins an expression £¢ €pywv vopou that will resur-
face in 3:28 (xwpic £pywv vopou, apart from works of law);
4:2 (&€ €pywv, out of works); 4:6 (xwpic £épywv). Much of
this discussion was presented earlier by Paul in Gala-
tians chapters two and three using most of the same
terminology: 2:16 (3x), £€ €pywv vopou, out of works of law;
3:2, &€ Epywv vopou; 3:5, €€ £pywv vopou; 3:10, £€ Epywv
vopou. With this expression the apostle is referencing
his pre-Christian experience in a version of Judaism
that prided itself on self accomplishment in obeying the
Torah as the means of salvation. The &pya produced

This is not the modern western idea of conscience. Paul's
very limited use of the term cvveidnoig, often translated as 'con-
science' has virtually no connection to the modern idea. For Paul,
ouveldnolg meant the human capacity to make choices of every
kind, not just moral ones. For a very detailed presentation of this
see my "THE WESTERN INTROSPECTIVE CONSCIENCE: A
Biblical Perspective on Decision Making" at cranfordville.com.

3IThe usage of €pyov in Romans is also consistent with the 67
total uses of the word in all of his writings.

here represent human effort, not divine empowerment,
and thus possessed no legitimate validity before God.
The Jewish moralist targeted in Rom. 2:12ff. is the indi-
vidual seeking divine acceptance through &pywv véuou.
Such is doomed since it does not reflect authentic sur-
render to God that enables God to empower the indi-
vidual to doing good.

Thus Paul’s header expression 6¢ anodwoel €kaotw
kata Ta Epya avtol in 2:6 plays a critically important role
in delineating the particulars of the outpouring of God’s
wrath on the eschatological day of judgment. All hu-
manity will come under profound scrutiny by Almighty
God and the central focus of that examination will be
the actions of every individual. What God discovers
from this analysis will determine one’s eternal destiny.

Experiencing the day of wrath, vv. 7-11.

7 10lg pEv kaB’ Umopovhv €pyou ayabol &o6fav kal
TNV kal adBapoiav {ntolowv {wrv aiwviov, 8 tolg &¢ &
é€pBeioc kai aneBolow T GAnBeia melBopévolg &€ TH
adikia 6pyn kat Bupog. 9 BATPLC kal otevoxwpla €ml mdoav
Yuxnv avbpwrnou tol katepyalopévou O Kakov, lovdaiou
Te Mp@tov Kal"EAAnvog- 10 86€a 6& kal Tuur kal eiprivn mavtl
™ €pyalopévw TO Ayabov, loudaiw te mp®Ttov Kal "EAANvL:
11 oV yap ot npocwrnoAnuia mapd t@ Bed.

7 to those who by patiently doing good seek for glory
and honor and immortality, he will give eternal life; 8 while
for those who are self-seeking and who obey not the truth
but wickedness, there will be wrath and fury. 9 There will
be anguish and distress for everyone who does evil, the
Jew first and also the Greek, 10 but glory and honor and
peace for everyone who does good, the Jew first and also
the Greek. 11 For God shows no partiality.

First the literary context for this pericope. The two
sentence segments stand in amplification of the de-
tails intended by Paul in the previous relative clause 6¢
anodwoel €kAaotw Kata Ta Epya avtol. The moral elitist in
the diatribe remains the targeted person in the presen-
tation. But in vv. 7-11 the broad, axiomatic nature of the
materials stress timeless truths that Paul is applying to
his imaginary discussion partner. Of course, this dia-
tribe partner is a symbol of moral elitists both Jewish
and Gentile who consider themselves superior to the
pagans around them by virtue of possessing superior
moral standards of living. Throughout the diatribe that
extends through v. 29 (the consistent use of the second
person singular ou, you, is the signal here), Paul address-
es both Gentile and Jew, although the broad inclusive
language through v. 11 begins to narrow to the Jewish
moralist in vv. 12-29 as the primary target and especial-
ly in vv. 17-29.
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KB’ Umouovnv &pyou ayobol
T0T1C...006¢8av kol TLunv kol &eboapoliov {ntoloLv
28 (éotai) Jonv aidviov,
2.8 6é
€& épLbelacg
Kol
101¢C... ameLboTolL
o¢&
—-———1f] &AnBelqx meLBopévolg
T &dLkia
29 (éoovtal) opyn kol Oupdg.
2.9 OATY LG
Kol
30 otevoxwpia (&covtal)
el mdoov Puxnv &vepdrou
| to0 xatepyalopévou TO KakdV,
| 1€
Toudaiou mpdToOV
| Kol
‘EAANVOCQ *
2.10 6é
36&a
Kol
Tuph
Kol
31 eipivy (&oovtal)
novtl T £pyadopéve ToO &yobodv,
| T€
Toudaley mpdTOV
| Kol
‘EAANVL -
2.11 v
32 oU £€0TLV mpoownoAnuyia

mopd 16 0ed.
: :

Second the internal literary structure of vv. 7-11.
The material is a part of two sentences. Verses 7-8 ac-
tually continue the long sentence of vv. 5-8 as the final
section of it. Then vv. 9-11 comprise a single sentence
first with the contrastive pair of declarations in vv. 9-10.
A justifying declaration introduced by the causal coor-
dinate conjunction yap (v. 11) provides the rationalé for
the loudatiou te mp&tov kat “EAAnvog, both first to the Jew
and to the Greek, attached to each strophe of the pair in
vv. 9-10.

Additionally, the contrastive pair in vv. 7-8 signaled
by the pre-position of the article toilg define the core
elements of dnodwoel ékdotw katd ta épya avtod (v. 6).
This contrastive pair is then repeated in vv. 9-10 with
new insights being added. Important to Paul’s strategy

here is the use of the chiasmus (ab//b’a’) sequence:
a positve amplification (v. 7)
b negative amplification (v. 8)
b’ negative amplification (v. 9)
a’ positive amplification (v. 10)3?
This structuring of the parallelism serves to place pri-
mary emphasis upon the b // b’ set, which stresses the
negative judgment of God upon the moral elitist. The
overarching theme of 6pyn 6¢o0 is preserved that be-
gan in 1:18. He is not loosing sight of his targeted au-
dience of the diatribe partner at all, as he presents the
axiomatic principles in each pair of contrasts on the day
of judgment.
Third, now the exegesis of the details. The compo-

2In the block diagram the id is as follows: a-#28 / b-#29 //
b'-#30/a' - #31.
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nent elements of the header 0¢ amodwaoel EKAOTW KATA
10 £pya auTol are presented in the contrastive pairs:
V.6 O¢Aamodwoel EKACTW Kot Ta Epya avtol

Ka®’ umopovnyv €pyou
ayabol

V. 7 {wnv alwviov Tolig eV

S0&av Kal
TIUAV Kal

adBapaoiav ntoliotv

v. 8 0Opyn kal Bupog toic 6 €€ épBelog
Kal anelBolowv Tt dAnBeia
nielBopevolg 6¢ T adikia

V.9  BAWYLS Kkal €ni maoav Puxnv avBpwrmou

otevoywpia  tol katepyalopévou
TO KOKOV
v. 10 66¢a 6¢ TavTL
KoLl TLuLr ™0 £pyalopévw TO dyabov
Kai siprvn

Hopefully from the above charting you can notice the
contrastive parallels more clearly inthe +v. 7,-v. 8, - v.
9, + v. 10 pattern. Almost all are lost in the translation
process.

Verse 7: tol¢ ugv kad’ umopovnv €pyou ayadol 66éav kai
v kai apdapoiav ntodotv {wnv aidviov. The €kAOTW,
to each one, from verse six in verse seven becomes
the lengthy participle phrase toig pév kaf’ Umopoviv
g€pyou ayaBold &6fav kal TV kat adbapaoiav {ntoloty,
to those on the one hand by perserving in good work are
seeking glory and honor and immortality. The katd ta £pya
autol in verse six becomes now ko’ Umopovrv £pyou
ayaBoi (v. 7). What God pays back, 6¢ anodwaoet, now
becomes {wrv aiwvtiov, life eternal.

The subjects of the divine ‘pay back’ are depicted
as 1oic...668av kal TNV kai ddpBapciav Intoliowy, to those
seeking glory and honor and immortality. Are they seeking
something for themselves? A literal translation would
seem to point this direction. But careful analysis of the
three direct objects, 66%av kal Tiunv kat adBapoiav, of
the participle verbal Zntolow would point a different
direction. To seek glory biblically is to seek the over-
powering Shekinah presence of Almighty God. It has
nothing to do with seeking prominence among people,
although many commentators mistakenly understand
it this way. The individual gaining God’s approval is
the person who passionately seeks God’s overpower-
ing and enabling presence in his / her life. Clearly it

is not the person craving attention and prominence for
himself in this life. This was the goal of the Pharisees
who falsely assumed that prominence among people
equalled God’s approval, cf. Matt. 6:1-18. Such craving
is soundly condemned by Jesus and the apostles.
This individual also seeks tuny, honor. The ancient
background to the noun tun and the verb tudw pro-
vides important perspectives usually not connected to
the English word honor / honour. The secular Greek
history saw twuni not just as value meriting esteem
from others, but as bound up in the achieving of ex-
traordinary dpetr, virtue.®® Thus the concepts of value,

"N has in the first instance a strong material orientation.
Odysseus’ honour is inseparably bound up with the restoration of
control of his possessions, Hom. Od., 1, 117. Achilles’ honour is
functionally dependent on the number of gifts brought to him to
persuade him to take part in the battle, I1I. 9, 605.9 Here bodily
soundness, the undisputed exercise of social influence and unin-
fringed enjoyment of one’s property are the basis of esteem,'® Lat-
er the noun is used in a more strongly ethical context. A certain
type of moral conduct is prerequisite for the esteem a man enjoys.
Gradually T detaches itself from real possessions and becomes
an abstract concept of honour. That the original elements in the
meaning of the word were never wholly lost can be seen in the
fact that in the koine tiuf] can mean both 'honour' and 'price." If in
the early Greek period!" honour as esteem by society on account
of concrete circumstances was one of the highest values among
the nobility of the 8th cent. B.C. (Hom.), in the city states, esp.
Sparta and Athens, the honour of the individual was also that of the
polis. When under the influence of Sophism the individual came
to be increasingly detached from the polis the concept of honour
became much more individualistic, esp. in Isocrates. But Plato
was the first to establish the personal ethical element in honour,
or 'inward honour,' though without absolutely rejecting 'outward
honour' (the distinctions accorded a man by the world around). In
relation to this wise moderation is to be commended.'? Plato, then,
finally anchored honour in the moral person. The most significant
attempt to provide a scientifically grounded ethics of honour was
that made by Aristot. The discussion in Eth. Nic., IV, 7, p. 1123b, in
which he speaks of peyaloyvyia, is basic here. The high-minded
man must be virtuous, for there is no honour without virtue. He
thus possesses honour on the basis of inner worth. By reason of his
apetn honour is then shown him from without, by his fellow-citi-
zens. If at bottom the high-minded man can only give himself the
honour worthy of his virtue, he is in the last analysis above 'out-
ward honour.' But there is no honour worthy of perfect virtue. In
the Aristot. concept of honour, there is thus a strong individualistic
tendency, though the solidarity of the polis is not destroyed, for
man is by nature a creature destined for political society. Finally
Stoicism brought the individualistic concept of honour to its full
development. In it 'inward honour,' the sense of one’s own worth,
is decisive. Stoic philosophy was not against every kind of outward
honour, but the wise man is relaxed in relation to it; he does not
chase it and can do without it. This attitude corresponds to the in-
ner freedom which rules his thought. From the various standpoints
the teaching of honour was of great importance among the Greeks
and Romans." [Johannes Schneider, “Twur, Tydo,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological

Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
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worth, esteem, and virtue come to be bound together
in the purely Greek concept. Ancient Hebrew had no
word that closely intersected the Greek idea of honor
in the words tun and tudw. These two words are not
uncommon in the LXX, but almost exclusively are used
in the LXX documents not contained in the Old Tes-
tament.>* One of the primary senses of T / tipdw in
LXX usage for a number of Hebrew words, mostly !
7! 1AV, TI2), is to designate what men are obligated
to show toward God. That is, value and esteem are to
be given to God in their lives.*® God also gives honor to

1964-), 8:170-171.]

*"The OT requirement to honour parents (Ex. 20:12), and
more broadly to act morally in accordance with Yahweh’s com-
mandments (Gn. 38:23; 1 S. 15:30; 2 S. 6:20), is not unlike the Gk.
concept of tiun (— 169, 11 ff., 25 ff.), but this is an exception, and
it is no surprise that in Hbr. there is no exact equivalent to Tyd®
ktA. Through the influence of the Alexandrian school the Gk. terms
penetrated increasingly into the world of ideas developed by Juda-
ism. In the LXX they are most common in the later writings which
do not belong to the Hbr. canon.”®" [Johannes Schneider, “Tiyu,
Twéw,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 8:171.]

3"ty is used for 12 Hbr. words, mostly 7233 .70y .9p?
, 090" The most important meanings are a. “honour.” In the first
instance this is the honour which is due to God and which is to be
and is shown Him; men are commanded to bring Him d6&a and
T v 28:1; 95:7; cf. Job 34:19. Then it is the honour which comes
to man from God. God has crowned 66&n kai Tyf) 'with glory and
honour' the man whom He created in His image, y 8:6. Earthly
goods are almost always connected with honour. Sacred garments
help to honour and adorn the high-priest, Ex. 28:2. In the descrip-
tion of the resplendent appearance of Aaron in Sir. 45:12 the head-
piece which adorns him is called kovynpa tipfic. In Job 40:10 Job
is challenged to come forward in divine majesty and deck himself
with glory and pomp (86&a kai Tyn). In the Wisdom lit. there is a
stronger ethical emphasis. Thus to do good is to gain the esteem of
others. Association with wisdom esp. confers praise among men
and regard among the elders, Wis. 8:10. Sir. 3:11 declares that the
fame a man has depends on the honour his father possesses. But
in Sir. 10:28 the son is admonished humbly to render to himself
only the honour he deserves. The fool has no honour, Prv. 26:1.
Finally tiun means showing honour to others. Wives owe respect
to their husbands, Est. 1:20. The word also means b. 'payment,' Job
31:39, esp. honorarium for services (the doctor), Sir. 38:1, 'price,’
Gn. 44:2; Nu. 20:19; Ep. Jer. 24 (the senseless acquisition of idols
at a price), 'compensation,' 'damages,' Gn. 20:16, 'ransom,’ Tiur| Tijg
Mtpodoews, v 48:9, 'payment' for the redemption of the firstborn,
Ex. 34:20. Lv. 5:15, 18 gives instructions on assessing faults with
a view to fixing the price of expiation. In Lv. 27:2-27 there are
precise rulings on the estimation of vows and dues. Here tiun is
used for 77y. We then find c. 'valuables,' 'treasure,' e.g., Ez. 22:25
the unlawful taking of valuables; on Sir 45:12 — line 7 f. d. The
sense 'tax' occurs once in 1 Macc. 10:29: the letter of king Deme-
trius assures the Jews that the tribute, the salt tax (tiur| Tod 6A6g)
and the crown tax are remitted, e. In Da. we find the following
combinations with similar terms: tur koi yapic, 1:9; Pacireia,
ioybe, T and 86&a are given to the king by God, 2:37; similar-

people which means that He grants them the capacity
and obligation to show esteem and respect to others
around them. This Jewish heritage provides the proper
definitional framework for Paul’'s use of tun here. The
person receiving God’s approval is the individual seek-
ing to show divinely approved esteem and respect to
others, and also to God Himself.

Thirdly, this person whom God approves seeks
adBapaoiav.® The clear sense of apbapoia with the al-

ly 5:18 ®: God has given Nebuchadnezzar v Baciieiov koi v
HEYOA®GUVNV Kol TNV TNV Kol Ty 86&av, cf. ddpata, dwpeai and
TN, 2:6 ©. To the Son of Man was given 1 apyn Koi 1) Tl Kod 1)
Bacikela, 7:14 O, cf. also d6&a kai Tyun, 1 Macc. 14:21; votive of-
ferings mpog avdénotv kai S6&av Tod TOTOL Kad Ty, 2 Macce. 5:16;
Nebuchadnezzar declares Babylon is built gig tiunv tijg 66Eng ov,
A0.4:30 (27); cf. also tiun kai ebvoua, 2 Mace. 9:21. f. Another
sense is 'royal dignity,' Da. 5:20 @. g. Finally one finds 'honourable
conduct,' i.e., martyrdom in 4 Macc. 1:10. 2 Macc. 4:15 tells how
the high-priest Jason caused the priests to attend games contrary
to the Law, 'regarding native honours (tag pev motpdovg Tydg)1s
as nought but viewing Greek glories (tdg 8¢ EAAnvikac 06&ac) as
very splendid.'

"2. Tipdo'® occurs for 6 Hbr. words,'” chiefly 725 pi and pu,
77v hi and 709, in the sense a. 'to honour,' e.g., God, Is. 29:13; Prv.
3:9 etc., the king, Wis. 14:17, parents, Ex. 20:12; Dt. 5:16, the old
man, Lv. 19:32, the poor, Prv. 14:31, the loyal slave, Prv. 27:18, the
doctor, Sir. 38:1, the temple, 2 Macc. 3:2, 12; 13:23; 3 Macc. 3:16.
The commandment to honour parents is esp. pressed in Sir. 3:3,
5, 8 with a ref. to the blessing resting on observance of this com-
mandment, cf. also Tob 4:3. Prv. 3:9 stresses the Law’s demand
that one should honour the Lord with gifts from one’s substance
and with first-fruits of the whole harvest. Wis. 6:21 admonishes the
rulers of the world to honour wisdom, cf. Prv. 4:8; 'Exalt wisdom,
and she shall bring thee to honour.' Wis. 14:15, 17 warns against
honouring the picture of a man, esp. the earthly king, as a god. 4
Mac. 17:20 says of martyrs that they are honoured not merely with
heavenly honour but also by the fact that for their sakes the ene-
my has no further power over God’s chosen people. Special note
should be taken of y 138:17 where the pass. Tiudpot means 'to be
valuable.' The HT is oy ypmn 22, 98, 'how precious (weighty,
hard to grasp) are thy thoughts for me, O God'; LXX runs: §uoi 8¢
Mav érpnbnooav ot gilot cov, 6 Be6c.'® TG then means b. 'to
appraise,' 'determine the worth,' Lv. 27:8-14 — 172, 21. It can also
mean c. 'to honour with money,' 'reward,' Nu. 22:17, 37, and d. 'to
grant support,' Est. 9:3."

[Johannes Schneider, “Twur, Twdw®,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
8:172-173.]

This is a part of the word group T @Beipw, T @bopd, T
@Baptog, T debaptog, T debapcio, T apbopia, T dwebeipw, T
Swpbopd, T katapbeipw. Note the core idea of perishability fol-
lowed by dpbaptoc, apbapaia, dapbopia with the alpha privative
prefix denoting the opposite.

[Giinther Harder, “®0eipw, PBopd, DOaptdg, Aebaptoc,
AebBapcio, Aebopia, Awgbeipm, Atogbopd, Kataedeipw,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:

Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:93.
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pha privative prefix is the opposite of perishable and
temporal. The objective sought after is an existence not
subject to the decay and dissolution of this life. In lat-
er Greek though ¢6opd denoted the state of humanity
while a$Bapoia denoted the state of the gods. While
dBeipw, | perish, is used mainly for nny in its various
forms, adBapoia does not surface in the OT canonical
documents of the LXX. But among Hellenistic Jewish
writers such as Philo adBapoia and related terms begin
surfacing as the Greek ideas of imperishability attribut-
ed to the gods in Greek authors comes to be applied
to God and then to things associated closely with God
in the heavenly sphere. It is out of the Hellenistic Jew-
ish thinking that Paul makes use of these terms.5” His

""The group is often used to denote the corruptibility of man,
his subjection to death. Paul has in view the outward man who ex-
periences death in himself (2 C. 4:16), not as a once-for-all event,
but as an ongoing process, as the avokoatvodTal NUEPQ Kol NUEPQ
shows. The fact that the body is given up to death and destruction
is often stated in Greek and later Jewish writings (— VII, 102, 13
ff.; 116, 4 ff.).* Man is pOoptog (R. 1:23) precisely in antithesis to
the &pBaptog Oe6¢. But the wreath sought in worldly contests (— I,
137, 24 f1.) is also @Baptog as distinct from the eternal goal of the
Christian life, 1 C. 9:25. 10 ¢Baptov is man’s existence in the world
as this is controlled by the cdp&. apbapcia, a new mode of being,
must be imparted to him, 1 C. 15:53. Christians are not redeemed
with Baptoig (‘corruptible') means such as apyvpio i} ypvcio, but
by the blood of Christ, which is indestructible, which is a divine
means, and which is thus said to be tipuog, 1 Pt. 1:18.% Opposed
to the omopa eBaptn is the dpbaptoc Adyog by which Christians
are begotten as new men, 1 Pt. 1:23.% In this connection @Bopa (R.
8:21) means 'corruptibility,’ and it elucidates the potoaidtng of v.
20. @Bopdc is a gen. qualitatis, not obj., in relation to dovAeia, so
that we have a counterpart of élevbepia ilg 30Ens.*” PBopd is the
'corruptibility' which must pass away, as flesh and blood must also
pass away, 1 C. 15:50. Yet the concept is not merely that of decay
and subjection to it.* As (wn corresponds to mvedua, so eHopd
does to cap€, and in Gl. 1:8 this means 'eternal destruction' (— 1,
396, 18 ff.) and undoubtedly much more than mere decay.* Both
@Bopd and {mn are to be understood eschatologically,™ so that only
the parousia brings the corruptible to light as such. @Bopd is dis-
played in its quality as corruptibility only with the manifestation of
the incorruptible and not in the daily experience of the natural man.
In both the instances in 2 Pt. (1:4; 2:19) ¢Bopd again means 'cor-
ruptibility' and not moral corruption.’! What is meant seems to be
the world of the pBaptdv, in the late Hell. sense — 96, 8 ff. Moral
failure consists in succumbing &v émifuopig (1:4) to corruptibility
as though this were the one essential thing: dodAot vVapyovTeS Thg
@Bopdc, 2:19.

"The dead will rise again as &@Oaptotl, changed and be-
longing to a new world, 1 C. 15:52.5 In the later epistles of the
Pauline corpus there is increasing reference to the dpBaptov and
apBapoio under developing Hell. influence. God is lauded here as
the deBaptog (— 96, 15 ff.), 1 Tm. 1:17°° — 111, 112, 9 ff,; cf. R.
1:23. Also dgBoptog is the kKAnpovopio into which Christians will
one day enter. The adjectives auiavtog, audpavtog and Gedoptog
show that this belongs to God, 1 Pt. 1:4.3* The Gpbaptov can be
more precisely defined in terms of nvedpa: &v 1® eOGpT®®® T0D

non-Jewish readers would have a basic grasp of its
meaning just from their Greek and Roman background.
But the richer framework of meaning clearly originates
in the Hellenistic Jewish writings.

To aspire to be in the presence of the immortal God
in Heaven is Paul’s point here. “Mostly for Paul adBapaoia
is a strictly future blessing of salvation which is understood
in exclusively eschatological terms.”58

Thus the person qualifying as £kdotw (v. 6) on the
positive side is the individual seeking God’s presence,
God’s honor, and being with God eternally. His focus is
centered on God. And how can we identify such individ-
uals?

Paul’'s answer is very simple: ka8’ umopovryv €pyou
ayaBol, by preserving in good work. This amplifies the
previous katd ta £pya autol (v. 6) on the positive side
of divine judgment. Two qualities are connected to the
deeds of those seeking after God: a) perseverance,
and b) good deeds. The noun uTropovr] is a compound
built from the verb stem yévw that has the active orien-

fation to vigorously remaining in position against pres-
Tpaéog kai fiovyiov mvedpartog, 1 Pt. 3:4. Here again 10 dpbaptov
denotes the sphere, environment and mode of being in which man
moves with a meek and quiet spirit®® in contrast to that governed
by the pOaptov. apbapoia as well as dpbaptov stands in antithesis
to the pBaptov. Eph. 6:24 is difficult to expound (— VII, 778, 16
ff.): 1 xGp1c petd TavImV T@V Ayamd@vVToY ToV KOplov Nudv Incodv
Xprotov év agbapoiq. If one takes v apbapoig with yapig,”’ the
meaning is: 'with incorruptibility,’ and both dp6apoio and yépig
characterise the mode of being in supraterrestrial life. But there
is not much to commend this. If instead one takes it with Xp1510g
or dyam@®vteg, then it denotes the new and heavenly mode of exis-
tence of Christ or Christians.*® If one does not relate it to Xpiotov
as the nearest word, and there is much to be said for this, then the
whole verse must be understood as a concluding liturgical salu-
tation. In this case év apOopoig amounts to much the same as 'in
eternity' and shows that the wish is one that is to be fulfilled in
eternity: 'Grace be in incorruptibility, unceasingly, with those who
love Jesus Christ.' With (o0, debopoia is the 'future eternal life'
which Christ has brought as a light into the dark, corruptible world,
2 Tm. 1:10. Mostly for Paul agpbopcia is a strictly future bless-
ing of salvation which is understood in exclusively eschatological
terms — 104, 16 ff., It will be manifested only with the parousia,
1 C. 15:42, 50, 53 f. Like the divine 66&a and Ty, it is still to be
sought after here on earth and it always remains hidden (R. 2:7).
There is similarity here to the way in which apocalyptic speaks of
the incorruptibility we are to wait for.*"

[Glinther Harder, “®0eipm, PBopd, POuptdc, Aebaptoc,
A@bBapoia, Aebopia, Awgbeipm, Atogpbopd, Katapdeipw,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:103-105.]

Guinther Harder, “®0cipw, ®Oopd, DOuptdg, Aebuptog,
ApbBapoia, ApbBopia, Awebeipo, Awaebopd, Katapbeipw,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:105.
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life; existence
sures to move it off center. Two of the several com-
pound forms, Utropévw and Uttopovr, heighten that
central concept with the sense of standing firm under
the weight of pressure being brought to bear to move
the person off center.® The first century Koine signif-
icance of Umropovn stressed remaining firm against
evil, and this stands behind Paul’s use here.® Although

¥The larger word group is péve, £u-, Tapa-, TEPL-, TPOSUEV®,
HOVT], DTTOUEV®, DTTOLOVT.

[Friedrich Hauck, “Méve, 'Eu-, Iapa-, Iept-, [Ipoouéve,
Movn, Yropévo, Yropovn,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bro-
miley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 4:574.]

%"n the first instance vopévew is ethically neutral. It simply
means 'to hold out.! But as vmopovr later came to hold a prom-
inent place in the list of Greek virtues, so there predominates in
vropévety the concept of the courageous endurance which manful-
ly defies evil. Unlike patience, it thus has an active content. It in-
cludes active and energetic resistance to hostile power, though with
no assertion of the success of this resistance. It is plainly distin-
guished from synonyms like maoyew (cf. Mt. 16:21; 1 Pt. 2:21, 23;
4:1), which is a pure antonym to dpdv (in the good and bad sense),
Plat. Euthyphr. 11a. In the syn. @épewv (cf. R. 9:22), which depicts
the bearing of a burden more from the standpoint of movement and
success (Xenoph. Cyrop., VIII, 2, 21; Isoc., 6, 60f.), the element
of standing firm is less prominent. vVmoeépew (cf. 1 C. 10:13; 2
Tm. 3:11; 1 Pt. 2:19) depicts one who bears a burden, and is used
of physical and spiritual ability (Isoc., 1, 30; Plat. Leg., IX, 879c).
avéyeobau is close to vmopévew (cf. Mt. 17:17; 2 C. 11:1, 4, 20;
Eph. 4:2; 2 Th. 1:4), but suggests standing erect against an external
factor without being disturbed or unsettled by it, so primarily in the
physical sense, e.g., of the wounded who bear their pains (Od., 11,
375 f.), then in a moral connection of staying calm, without excite-
ment, fear, or passion, in face of the assaults of destiny, Hom. II.,
24, 549; Od., 19, 27; Thuc., I, 122, 3. Thus dvéyeoBau is used for
the Stoic attitude, Epict. Fr., 10, 34; M. Ant., V, 33, 6. — Koptepeiv
(kbptog == Kpdrog from KaptepdS == KpuTEPOG, “strong”) again
contains the element of strong, courageous and brave resistance
and endurance (Plat. La., 194a). The poetic TAfiva, from the root
tak “to bear,” denotes the endurance of pains and afflictions with
a steadfast spirit, without being bowed down by them, Hom. Od.,
5, 362; 11, 19, 308; 5, 382. In prose the content of TAfjvaw goes
beyond that of bmopéverv, which means above all perseverance in
face of hostile forces. This may be against attacks (moAlopkiav,
Polyb., 1, 24, 11), fate (cuppopdc, Isoc., 6, 86), or bodily torments

pressure comes to abandon doing good, this individual
seeking after God stands firm in his commitment by re-
sisting that pressure. Some six times in Romans Paul
will stress the important role of Urmopovi: 2:7;5:3, 4; 8:25;
15:4, 5. Our problem is in the translating of utropovn
with either ‘patience’ or ‘endurance.’ These are essen-
tially passive concepts while the Greek Umopovn is dy-
namical in meaning.

This dynamism in Umopovn produces the objective
genitive case function of €pyou ayaboi. Thus the trans-
lation “perserving in good work.” What then is meant by
épyou ayaBbol? The phrase in both the singular (here)
and plural spellings is common to both Paul and the
rest of the NT writers: 2 Cor. 9:8; Eph. 2:10; Col. 1:10; 2
Thess. 2:17; 1 Tim. 2:10; 2 Tim. 2:21; 3:17; Titus 2:7; 3:1,
8, 14. Also with a similar meaning is ta kala €pya: 1
Tim. 5:10, 25; 6:18; Jhn. 10:32. The expression navtl T
épyalopévw O ayabov, to everyone doing good, in 2:10
is an identical idea to unopovryv épyou ayaBod in 2:7, as
they stand in parallel structure to each other. The use
of 1o €pyov ayaBov is especially appropriate in the con-
text of a divine evaluation on judgment day. The adjec-
tive ayabov stresses that which is inherently good not
just in appearance (to €pyov kalov) but inwardly down
to the inner core of one’s being.

Thus to those whose kata ta €pya autod (v. 6) comes
up in final judgment as ka8’ Urmopovnv €pyou dyabod (v.
7) there is the reception of Zwnv aiwviov, life eternal.®!
The concept of {wnv aiwviov in the NT is expansive and
contains numerous aspects. First the terminology.®?
(Bacdvovg, Plut. Apophth. Lac. [II, 830c]), or it may be a kind
of heroism in face of bodily chastisement (Aristophon Fr., 4, 6
[CAF, 11, p. 277], cf. 1 Pt. 2:20), or the power to resist attempts
at bribery, which a whole man repels (Demosth. Or., 21, 93: ovy
vmepeivoapey)."

[Friedrich Hauck, “Mévo, 'Ep-, Iapa-, Iept-, TIpocuévm,
Movn, Yropéve, Yropovy,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bro-
miley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:581-582.

6I"Cf. 5:21; 6:22, 23; also Gal 6:8; 1 Tim 1:16; 6:12; Tit 1:2;
3:7; Mt 19:29; 25:46; Mk 10:17, 30; Lk 10:25; 18:18, 30; Jn 3:15,
etc. The noun (o1 occurs here for the first time in Romans: it oc-
curs also four times in chapter 5, three times in chapter 6, four
times in chapter 8, and once each in chapters 7 and 11, while the
verb {fjv, which we have already had in 1:17, is used in all twen-
ty-three times in Romans." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Ex-
egetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International
Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark Internation-
al, 2004).]

02"Qccasionally Paul clearly uses zoé, 'life,' and related forms
to refer to present, earthly existence (Rom 5:10; 7:1-2, 9; 8:12—13;
1 Cor 3:22; 7:39; 15:19, 45; Phil 1:20, 22; 1 Thess 4:15, 17; 1 Tim
5:6; 2 Tim 4:1). Bios, 'daily life,’ or 'material existence," occurs
twice, and then only in the Pastorals (1 Tim 2:2; 2 Tim 2:4). More
frequently zoé i i i her than mere




The noun followed by the adjective sequence -- Twn
aiwviog -- with no article is favored by Paul in Rom.
2:7; 5:21; 6:22, 23; Gal. 6:8; 1 Tim. 1:16, Titus 1:2 and
3:7.%% In John 17:2 the reversed sequence shows up
with the article: | aiwviog {wry. Note tfi¢ alwviou Lwfig in
Acts 13:46. In 1 John 1:2; 2:25 a slight variation with ar-
ticles: v Lwnv tv aiwviov. Then in 1 John 5:20 another
variation: 6 dAnBwog B06¢ kat Lwn aiwviog, where the true
God and life eternal are virtually equated. Overwhelm-
ingly throughout the NT the anarthrous construction
{wn aiwviog is preferred when the adjective aiwviog for
eternal / everlasting is used. This qualitative construc-
tion stresses not just duration but a certain quality of
life basically projected beyond death for the people of
God but something that can lap over into this life for
God’s people in this life.** To be sure, the primarily

physical existence; it refers to a unique quality of life which comes
through faith in and union with Christ (see In Christ). Nine times
it is combined with aionios to mean 'eternal life,' a life qualitative-
ly different from life as it is presently known, a life bestowed by
God as part of the age to come (Rom 2:7; 5:21; 6:22, 23; Gal 6:8;
1 Tim 1:16; 6:12; Tit 1:2; 3:7; see Eschatology). 'Eternal life' or
"life' (2 Tim 1:10) can also be used as a synonym for 'immortality’
(aphtharsia, Rom 2:7; c¢f. 1 Tim 1:16, 17) or an antonym for 'cor-
ruption,' or 'decay’ (pthora, Gal 6:8).

Psyché can be employed in a variety of senses which are often
difficult to distinguish from one another (see Psychology). Paul
uses it in referring to physical existence (e.g., Rom 11:3; 16:4; 1
Cor 15:45; Phil 2:30), although in Philippians 2:30 it may mean
more than physical life: Epaphroditus risked his 'very being.' Preu-
ma can also refer to physical life (as it clearly does in Rev 11:11;
13:15), but Paul does not seem to use it in this way (but cf. pneuma
and sarx in 2 Cor 2:13 and 7:5, where the words seem to refer to
inner and outer aspects of the whole person). Nevertheless, the new
spiritual life is life by and in the Spirit of God (Rom 7:6; 8:3-13; 1
Cor 15:45; 2 Cor 3:6; Gal 5:16, 25; 6:8; Phil 1:27)."

[Gerald F. Hawthorne, Ralph P. Martin, and Daniel G. Reid,
eds., Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (Downers Grove, IL: In-
terVarsity Press, 1993), 554.]

"On the other hand, of eternal life (Maximus Tyr. 6, 1d 6g0d
Con ai.; Diod S 8, 15, 3 life peta tov Oavatov lasts €ig dmavta
aidva; Da 12:2; 4 Macc 15:3;PsSol PsSol 3:12; OdeSol 11:16¢;
JosAs 8:11 cod. A [p. 50, 2 Bat.]; Philo, Fuga 78; Jos., Bell. 1, 650;
SibOr 2, 336) in the Reign of God: {wn ai. (Orig., C. Cels. 2, 77, 3)
Mt 19:16, 29; 25:46; Mk 10:17, 30; Lk 10:25; 18:18, 30; J 3:15f,
36;4:14,36;5:24, 39; 6:27, 40, 47, 54, 68; 10:28; 12:25, 50; 17:2f;
Ac 13:46, 48; Ro 2:7; 5:21; 6:22f, Gal 6:8; 1 Ti 1:16; 6:12; Tit 1:2;
3:7; 1) 1:2; 2:25; 3:15; 5:11, 13, 20; Jd 21; D 10:3; 2 C1 5:5; 8:4,
6; IEph 18:1; Hv 2, 3, 2; 3, 8, 4 al." [William Arndt, Frederick W.
Danker, and Walter Bauer, 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 2000), 33.]

" Afterlife and eternal life become an essential part of Chris-
tian preaching in virtue of Jesus’ resurrection from the dead. That
survival of death enjoyed a variety of interpretations: it was the
vindication of the Son of man (Mark 14:62), echoing God’s vindi-
cation of the Maccabean martyrs in Dan. 7; it was a new creation
in which the new Adam, who is sinless, is restored to deathlessness

discussions using the eternal life terminology surface
in the fourth gospel, rather than in Paul.®® Yet Paul’s

(Rom. 5:12-21); and it was a heavenly exaltation, an ascent like
that predicted in Ps. 68:18 (see Eph. 4:6-8). NT authors regularly
speak of the prophecy of the resurrection in the Scriptures (see
Luke 24:44-46), alluding to Psalms 110 and 16 as well as Hos.
6:1-3. But this is surely Christian commentary (midrash) on those
texts.

"In Christian preaching, Jesus is said to offer his followers
eternal life, not just in the future, but now: ‘he who hears my
word...has eternal life; he does not come into judgment, but has
passed from death to life’ (John 5:24). In John, this mode of dis-
course is related to the claim that Jesus’ truth, sacraments, and rites
are superior to those of the synagogue: ‘This is the bread which
came down from heaven, not such as the fathers ate and died; he
who eats this bread will live for ever’ (John 6:58). Thus, Christian
baptism allows one to ‘have eternal life’ (John 3:15); unlike Ja-
cob’s well, Jesus’ waters will become a spring welling up to eternal
life (John 4:14); unlike those who ate Moses’ manna, those who eat
Jesus’ bread of life ‘have eternal life’ (John 6:40, 47).

[Paul J. Achtemeier, Harper & Row and Society of Biblical
Literature, Harper s Bible Dictionary (San Francisco: Harper &
Row, 1985), 283.]

8"The definitive discussions of eternal life come from John’s
Gospel. John’s purpose delineates the crucial significance of the
concept: 'But these are written that you may believe that Jesus is
the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life'
(Jn 20:31). The earliest Johannine reference to eternal life is found
in John 3:15.

"John clearly shared in the Jewish expectation of the age to
come with its anticipated blessings (e.g., Jn 3:36; 4:14; 5:29, 39;
6:27; 12:25). Eternal life is defined by the special gifts of the mes-
sianic age when it arrives at consummation. Lazarus’ resurrection
(Jn 11) was a living parable demonstrating the future life available
to those who trust in Christ. Martha, before her brother’s actual
resurrection, asserted her belief that Lazarus would be raised on
the last day (Jn 11:24). Jesus responded that he himself is the res-
urrection and the life, and that those who believe in him will never
die, even if they die physically (Jn 11:25, 26).

"The central emphasis of John’s Gospel, however, does not lie
in the anticipated future, but in the present experience of that future
life. The life of the age to come is already available in Christ to the
believer. The metaphors with which Jesus defined his own mission
emphasize the present new life: living water that is 'a spring of
water welling up to eternal life' (Jn 4:14); living bread that sat-
isfies the world’s spiritual hunger (Jn 6:35-40); the light of the
world who leads his followers into the light of life (Jn 8:12); the
good shepherd who brings abundant life (Jn 10:10); the life giver
who raises the dead (Jn 11:25); the way, the truth, and the life (Jn
14:6); and the genuine vine who sustains those who abide in him
(Jn 15:5).

"Jesus was very careful to note that the accomplishment of his
mission did not rest in his own nature and ability, but in the Father
who sent him. Jesus’ submission to the Father highlights again the
fact that life is a gift of God. Those who are obedient to the Father
through Christ are recipients of the life that God alone gives—eter-
nal life. Thus the promise of resurrection for all believers, made
explicit in Lazarus’ resurrection and guaranteed in Christ’s resur-
rection as the 'first fruit' (in Pauline terminology), is the natural
consequence of God’s gift (Jn 5:26-29).

"Jesu further content to th ncept of eternal life
:r%@WBIc Page 31



use of {wr some 14 times with 13 of them referencing
spiritual life in Christ that includes both the here and the
eschatological future underscores the idea as a major
theme in Romans.

The idea of Lwn aiwviog would have been challeng-
ing to many of Paul's Roman readers. For the non-
Jews with a pure pagan background, the idea of an
existence in eternity was well established but it only
was available to the gods. Material humanity had no
possibility of achieving such apart from having a divine
nature such as the emperors etc. But this eternity na-
ture must have already been embedded in them prior
to their physical birth. For Paul’'s Jewish and Gentile
God-fearer readers, the concept would have made
more sense. In the teaching of the Pharisees, the idea
of God’s people existing in an afterlife in the presence
of Almighty God had emerged in the intertestamental
era between the Old and New Testament eras.®®

by connecting it with knowing the true God (Jn 17:3). In Greek
thought knowledge referred to the result of either contemplation
or mystical ecstasy. In the OT, however, knowledge meant expe-
rience, relationship, fellowship, and concern (cf. Jer 31:34). This
connotation of knowledge as intimate relationship is underlined by
the usage of the verb form to designate sexual relations between
male and female (cf. Gn 4:1). Jesus stated, 'l am the good shepherd;
I know my own and my own know me, as the Father knows me and
I know the Father' (Jn 10:14, 15). The intimate and mutual relation-
ship of Father and Son is the model for the relationship of the Son
and his disciples. This knowledge does not come by education or
manipulation of the mind, but by revelation through the Son (Jn
1:18; cf. 14:7).

"Closely related to the concept of knowledge of God as the
definition of eternal life is Jesus’s reference to truth: 'And you will
know the truth, and the truth will make you free' (Jn 8:32). Again
the primary content of 'truth' in the OT is faithfulness, reliability,
and stability. Truth is frequently used to describe God’s essential
character. God’s continuing covenant love for Israel was now de-
finitively revealed in Christ. Knowledge of that utterly trustworthy
God brings freedom and eternal life. Thus Jesus is the 'true light'
(Jn 1:9) who spoke of the 'true God' (Jn 17:3). From that base doing
the truth (Jn 3:21) is the proper response to the faithful God.

"A brief survey of the primary elements in the concept of eter-
nal life clearly shows that it is not simply an endless or everlast-
ing life. Although there are no final boundaries to eternal life, the
Bible’s primary emphasis is on the quality of life, especially its
redemptive elements. Eternal life is the importation of the quali-
ties of the age to come into the present through the revelation of a
faithful God in Christ, and brings knowledge of God’s relationship
with him."

[Walter A. Elwell and Barry J. Beitzel, “Eternal Life,” Baker
Encyclopedia of the Bible (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House,
1988), 724-725.]

®"However, this era was a time of oppression and suffering
for Israel. Martyrdom was common. Therefore a shift occurs from
the experience of life in this world to life in the world to come. A
good example occurs in 2 Macc 7:9 during a dramatic martyrdom
story. While one of seven brothers is tortured, he cries out to the

Clearly here via the immediate context {wrv aiwviov
in 2:7 references the eschatological aspect of eternal
life, and is then defined in the parallel of 2:10 as 66¢a
kal Tiun kat sipnvn that can be experienced now as
well as in eternity. The 66¢av kal twunv kat apbapoiav
{ntolowv, glory and honor and immortality seeking, by
some in Paul's world is met by God with granting Zwnv
aiwviov which is a different kind of existence than the
one sought after. Indeed it is for certain the eschatolog-
ical life of the coming messianic age but this quality of
life can lap back into this present evil age for those who
are in Christ. And this clearly means experiencing both
now, and in eternity, 66%a kal Tiun kat eiprvn, glory and
honor and peace.

Verse 8: toi¢ 6¢ &€ £plBeiag kal anelBolotv tf) AAnBeiq
nielBopévolg 8¢ T adikia épyn kal Bupdc. while for those
who are self-seeking and who obey not the truth but wick-
edness, there will be wrath and fury.

2.8 o¢
€& éplLbelacg
Kol
Tolg... amelBolol 1§ &AnBelq
o¢

—-——— melBopévolg Tf &dLkia
29 (écovtal) Opyn kal Oupdg.

This antithetical parallel presents the opposite view of
what is going to happen to those following the alterna-
tive path of disobedience. The picture again is escha-
tological and set for the Day of Judgment at the end of
time. The elliptical omission of the verb shifts some-
what from the implied anodwoet, He will give back, in the
header of v. 6 which was picked up in the ellipsisinv. 7.
The signaling of this shift comes in the subject nomina-
tive case spellings of opyn kai Bupog, wrath and anger, in
v. 8 over against the accusative of direct object spelling

Greek tormentor, "You accursed wretch, you dismiss us from this
present life, but the King of the universe will raise us up to an ev-
erlasting renewal of life, because we have died for his laws.' The
experience of this life is thus provisional, and obedience even amid
torture will lead to a blessed life hereafter.

"The conscious development of this thought can be seen in 4
Macc 18. The writer cites Prov 3 and Ezek 37 as proof of eternal
life: 'There is a tree of life for those who do his will” and “Shall
these dry bones live?' Rabbinic Judaism made the same use of Deut
32:39, 'T kill and I make alive.' In most cases, a future life is direct-
ly linked to a life of obedience to the law.

"However, widespread popular belief in an afterlife seems
limited. Early Jewish burial inscriptions refer to life but only with
reference to the quality of the life of the deceased. But by the 2nd
or 3rd cent. CE, Jewish belief in life beyond the grave was com-
mon."

[Gary M. Burge, “Life,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The
New Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abing-
don Press, :
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of Zwnv aiwviov in v. 7. Thus a more generalized verbal
expression such £covrtay, there will be, must be filled in
for the statement to be a complete statement.

The parallelism of v. 8 with vv. 6 and 7 is important
to the exegeting of the text unit. Verse six is the header
setting up the two paths of day of judgment experience.

0¢ anodwokel (v. 6) =:

+ (6¢ armodwoel) v. 7
- (éoovtau) v. 8

EKAOTW (V. 6) =:

+ TOIG pév...868av kal Tunv kat apbapaoiav {ntolov (v.
7)

- 10lC...kal ansolow tfj aAnVeiq netdouévolc ¢ tfj
adikio

Kota ta Epya avtol (v. 6) =:

+ kaB’ Umopovnv €pyou dyabod (v. 7)
- €€ épudeiac (v. 8)
(&modwoetl) ?? (v. 6) =:
+ Zwnv alwviov (v. 7)
- 0pyn kol Yuuoc (v. 8)

Now for the details of v. 8. The objects of this di-
vine wrath are defined, with the dative of reference
usage, as tolg 6¢ €€ épBelag kal aneBolow Tfj GAndeiq
neBopévolg 6¢ tf) adwkiq. The article toig at the begin-
ning functions in tandem with toic at the beginning of
verse seven. It connects to both participles ane®olow
and nelBopévolg, in defining the two actions as the flip
side of one coin: disobeying and obeying. These oppo-
site meaning verbals make sense by the addition of the
dative case objects Tfj aAnBeia and 1] &dikiq, Truth and
wickedness. Simultaneously these individuals disobey
Truth and obey wickedness. This is presented as a single
action that has these two dimensions inherently in it.
What they are doing is both disobeying God’s Truth and
at the same time obeying wickedness. One entails the
other automatically. To disobey God’s truth is to obey
wickedness and to obey wickedness means to disobey
God’s truth. Note the present tense middle voice forms
of both participles dnel®olow and neBopévolrg. The pic-
ture is a lifestyle pattern of actions reflecting this dual
character.

The verb TTeiBw carries a wide range of meanings
with each dependent on how the verb is spelled in spe-
cific contexts. The middle voice use here carries the
idea of being won over as the result of persuasion. The
one exception is the use of the perfect tense forms
which kick the verb over into entirly different meanings.
Out of this grows the idea of obeying and following
someone or some ideology. This meaning is found in
Rom. 2:8; Gal 3:1 v.l.; 5:7; Heb. 13:17 and Jas. 3:3 (5x

in Rom).

The opposite can be expressed either by using
the negative with neibw as in Gal. 5:7 [tfj] dAnBela pn
neiBeoOay, so that you do not obey the truth. Or, the ant-
onym spelling of anelBéw, | disobey, can be used (5x in
Rom). Paul does not use the o0 neiBouay, | do not obey,
construction in Romans. In the 14 NT uses, dne®éw
always means disobeying God in some manner.

Therefore the actions defined by the participles
connote the idea of being persuaded by something and
thus giving oneself over to following and obeying it.
What is it that one either follows or doesn’t follow?

The dative case nouns that are attached to the two
verbs provide the answer to this question. ane®olow
T dAnBeila disobeying the Truth and meBopévolc 6¢ tf
adikiq, but obeying wickedness -- these put the contrast
into sharp focus. Divine Truth which is defined and
established by who God is and how He takes actions
is rejected by these people. Perhaps consciously, but
mostly unconsciously. Conversely they also follow tfj
adiwkia. The complexity of this noun defies translation by
a single English word. adwia is part of a triad of words
using the alpha privative -- adwéw, adiknua, adikia --
that denotes the opposite of justice and fair treatment
of others. They typically denote criminal activity defined
as such by legal standards or religious / moral stan-
dards. Here via context by adwia, Paul means the op-
posite of aanbewa. With Truth defined by God’s being
and character, adiwia as its opposite then means all that
is contrary to God and what He stands for. Plus, aduwia
contains the inherent interpersonal aspect of treatment
of other people. Thus what is being obeyed are ways
of treating others that are contrary to how God treats
them with justice, StkatooUvn.

With Paul’'s targeted readers at Rome, this meant
the pure pagan Gentiles with a philosophically based
higher moral standard than was usually the case in
that society at large, e.g., the Stoics. These people had
absolutely no knowledge of or awareness of the God
of Jews and Christians. And many of these individuals
were religiously skeptical of the existence of any deity.
But it also included both religiously oriented Jews and
Gentile God-fearers, who held to the moral standards
of the Jewish Torah. But both groups felt themselves
to be superior to the raw pagans in their world sim-
ply because they held to a higher standard of morality.
Consequently they often were very critical of everyone
around them who did not hold to their ‘higher stan-
dards.’ Paul bluntly challenges their elitism here with a
reminder that they face the same judgment of a wrath-
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ful God that their pagan neighbors do. They have no
exemption just because of their higher morality.

What it is that both these elitists along with their
‘pagan’ neighbors face is God’s opyn kai Buudg. 27
of the 36 instances of opyy mean God’s anger and
thus is translated by the English word ‘wrath.” All 12
instances of opyn inside Romans mean God’s wrath.
The larger implications for this word were set forth
in 2:5, Bnoaupilelg osaut® OpynVv év NUépa OPYAg Kal
anokaAUPewg Sikalokpioiag tol Beol, you are storing up
upon yourself wrath in a day of wrath, even the disclosure
of God’s righteousness.

The seeming unusualness of combing o6pyn kat
Bupog is not really strange.®” The combining of two
words with essentially the same meaning in ancient
Greek has roughly the same impact as putting a word
today in bold face type. In other words, that day of judg-
ment will bring the full force of God’s fury down upon
all those engaging in sinful conduct. It should be noted
that this is the only use of Bupog in Romans of the 18
NT uses.®

This completes the first pair of positive / negative
expansions off the header of v. 6. This pair stands as
secondary participle phrase expansions. The second
pair in vv. 9-10 is primary in a complete compound
sentence form. The informal chiasmus pattern is fol-
lowed with the positive / negative // negative / positive
sequencing of the two pairs.

Verse 9: OAIPG kal otevoywpia €mi mboav Yuxnv
avBpwrmou tol Katepyoalopévou TO Kakov, loudaiou te
nip®Tov kat "EAAnvog: There will be anguish and distress for
everyone who does evil, the Jew first and also the Greek.

One of the important interpretive issues is to iden-
tify the nature of the connection between the two pairs
of expansions (vv. 7-8 and 9-10) off the header in verse
SiX.

They are set up as somewhat unevenly focused

“"The two nouns are probably used simply as synonyms,2
the second having the effect of strengthening and emphasizing the
first. The divine wrath is of course meant." [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), 149.]

This observation by Cranfield is based upon a footnote: "If
any distinction were intended, 0pyn would probably be used of the
inner feeling of wrath and 6vudc of its outward expression (cf. LSJ,
s.v. Boudg, 11:4); but it is not at all likely that this distinction was
intended here." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Com-
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Com-
mentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), fn.
2, p. 149].

%The derivative verb form Gvpdw is only used once in the
entire NT (i.e., Matt. 2:16) and there of intense human anger.

Romans 2:6-10
Literary Arrangement

Verse 6
Header

Verses 9-10
Broader inclusion

units. The first pair is tied more closely to the header
element £kdaotw as a continuation of the sentence in
vv. 5-8. The second pair receives the greater emphasis
due to its grammar structure as separate sentence.
The divine judgment actions are significant gram-
mar wise at this point also. In the first strophe in v. 7
the divine action Twrv aiwviov is expressed as a di-
rect object of the implied repetition of the header verb
arnodwoel (v. 6) in the post field. But in the second stro-
phe in v. 8 the divine action opyn kat Bupdg shifts to the

subject nominative of the implicit verb #covtat, but also
in the post field. This same implied verb £€covtal is repeated
for the subject nominative BATYLc kal otevoxwpia in the first
strophe of v. 9 in the pre field. It is the same for 66¢a kai tun

kai iprvn in the second strophe of v. 10. In the first pair
the focus is mainly upon the individuals receiving the
divine actions as is signified by the pre field position of
the two articles toic. Thus the indirect object ékdotw in
the header (v. 6) receives dominant emphasis in the
expansions here. The implicit main verbs come in the
post field. But in the second pair the two sets of sub-
jects to the implied verbs come in the pre fields of each
main clause of the compound sentence. Therefore the
divine actions in judgment rise to the dominant empha-
sis level in this second set. Perhaps this is somewhat
triggered by the post field position of 6pyr kat Bupdg in
the second strophe of the first set, which is followed
immediately by the listing of divine actions in the pre
field of the first strophe of the second set. At minimum,
the two ‘negative’ strophes in vv. 8-9 are tied close-
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30 otevoxwpia (&covtal)
el maoov Yuxnv avepodmou
| to0 xatepyalopévou 1O KakdV,
| T€
Toudaiou mpdTov
| Kol
EAANVOG -
2.10 éé
d6¢a
Kol
TLpn
Kol
31 eipivny (&oovtal)

novtl T £pyalopévey ToO dyobodv,

| TE
Toudalw mPEATOV
| Kol
EAANV L -
ly together through this with the chiastic sequence of
AB//B’A’ giving sequential definition.
Also the divine actions should be noted grammar
wise:
{wnv alwviov (v. 7)
opyn kat Bupog (v. 8)
BN ¢ kol oTevoywpia (v. 9)
60&a 8¢ katl Tun kat eiprvn (v. 10)
Note the building crescendo here with 1 to 2to 2 to 3
actions. Additionally what is sought from God in v. 7,

86¢av kat Tiunv kat adBapoiav, now turns into what 2.

is given by God, §6¢a 6¢ kat tiur kat eiprivn in v. 10.

What should we make of this structural ar-
rangement by Paul here? First, as noted in the
discussion of the relative clause header unit in v.

, . . .31

6, Paul's emphasis expands from just targeting
the elitist for final judgment to the broader timeless
axioms regarding the overall nature of that escha-
tological experience for all humanity. The elitist re-
mains a target but as a broader segment including
all humanity that is scheduled for that day. Second
to be sure, the divine actions are specified as subjects
of the implied verb #covtai. These play off the header
verb anodwoel, he will pay back (v. 6). The indirect object
ékdotw, to each one in the header (v. 6) now becomes
éni naoav Puxnv dvBpwrou tod katepyalopévou TO Kakov,
upon every human life who is doing evil (v. 9) with the re-
peated addendum loubaiou te mp®tov kat"EAAnvog, both
first of the Jew and then of the Greek. The header phrase
Kot T Epya altod (v. 6) is incorporated into the accusa-
tive of reference expansion of ékdotw by the attached
participle tol katepyalopévou 0 kakov, of the one doing
evil. Thus all the segments of the header in v. 6 are

expanded, although in new and creative ways. These
nuanced meanings in the arrangement and structur-
ing of the Greek text cannot be preserved at all in the
translation process due to receptor language grammar
rules controlling the structuring of the finished trans-
lation. Third, one strong implication coming out of this
grammar assessment is the necessity to carefully ob-
serve the differences and the similarities between the
two pairs as the exegesis proceeds to the details of the
second set.
d¢e
36¢a
KO L
TLpg
KO L
eipivy (&ocovtal)
novtl T epyalopéve TO &yoabov,
| TE
Toudaley mpdTOV
| Kol
EAANVL -

Thus v. 9 stands as the first strophe in the second
pair of affirmations about judgment day. But also it is
in parallel to the second strophe of the first pair in v. 8.
Both define those who have devoted themselves to evil
rather than to following God.

v.8 Tol¢ £€§ €plBeiag kai anelBolowv tf dAnOeiq
nelBopévolg 8¢ Ti adwkiq
opyn Kot Bupog.
IAlY ¢ kai otevoywpia
éni ndoav Yuxnv avipwrnou
T00 KATEPYAJOUEVOU TO KOKOV,
Toudaiou te npwtov kai"EAAnvog

v.9
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In interpretation these two strophes must be consid-
ered in close connection to each other. Note some of
the connections:

a) opyn kat Bupog emphasizing God’s actions now
become BN kai otevoyxwpio emphasizing what is felt
by those being judged.

b) The dative of reference use of the participles
101G...Kal anelBololv tfj aAnBeia neBopévolg &€ tff adikiq
emphasizing the collective actions of those facing judg-
ment now becomes the individualized £ni nécav Yuyxnv
avBpwrou, upon every human life, thus personalizing the
first collective reference.

c) the motivating source of the evil actions £¢§
£pBeiag, out of self-seeking greed, now becomes the ac-
tion to0 katepyalopévou o Kakov, of the one doing evil.

Clearly in this second strophe in v. 9 we see the ex-
pansion of emphasis from what God does to how it im-
pacts both individuals and groups. Their collective dis-
obeying / obeying turns into the individualized doing of
raw evil. 16 kokov is broader and inclusive of tfj adikia in
its general designation of evil inclusively. The doing of
evil, to0 katepyalopévou to kakov, defines and includes
101G...Kal amnelBolow tfj dAAnbeia neBopévolg &€ T adikiq.
The very emphatic éni ndoav Yuynv avbpwrmou, upon ev-
ery human life, stresses the inclusiveness of the toic...
Kal anelBolow...netBopévolg 6¢. Not a single person has
a loophole around this accountability for their actions.

Now for the detailed analysis of v. 9.

IAlY ¢ kai otevoywpia, affliction and anguish. Where-
as the parallel strophe emphasizes o6pyn kai Buuog (v.
8) as the divine actions in judgment, here it becomes
OATY ¢ kal otevoywpia. God’s wrath and anger become
affliction and anguish when unleashed upon sinful hu-
manity in judgment. Perhaps the most dramatic por-
trayal of this dread surfaces in Rev. 6:15-16,

15 Kat ol BaolAelg TG yfig kal ol peylotdveg kat ol
XWiapyol kat ol mAovaolol Kal ot toxupol kal mag SoUAog
Kal éAelBepog Ekpuav EauTtolg ei¢ T omAAata Kot £ig
TAC METPAG TV OpEwv 16 kal Aéyouoiv Tolg OpeaLv Kal
Talg nétpalg: méoete €’ NUAG Kal kpuate NUAG Ao
nipoowrou tol kabnuévou £mi ol Bpovou kal Ao Thg
dpyfic Tod dpviou, 17 8Tt ANBEeV 1 UéPaA /) PEYAAN THG
0pYiig aluT®v, Kal Tig¢ Suvatal otabivay;

15 Then the kings of the earth and the magnates
and the generals and the rich and the powerful, and ev-
eryone, slave and free, hid in the caves and among the
rocks of the mountains, 16 calling to the mountains and
rocks, “Fall on us and hide us from the face of the one
seated on the throne and from the wrath of the Lamb;
17 for the great day of their wrath has come, and who is

able to stand?”

The two terms OATYL¢ katl otevoxwpla surface together
in OT LXX usage in 5 out of the 6 uses of oTevoxwpia.®®
The oracle of doom given by Moses to the Israelites
depicts a gruesome picture of cannibalism under the
label of BAIPLg kal otevoyxwpia as God’s punishment
upon disobedient Israel.”® This image is projected by
Paul to eschatological judgment upon sinful humanity.
It provides out of the past some comprehension of what
lies ahead for those disobeying God. For the Roman
Christians with Jewish influence this image was doubly
important as an allusion to the words of Moses given

®"As with the preceding phrase, these two words are also
linked in the OT (in 5 out of the 6 uses of otevoywpia) — Deut
28:53, 55, 57; Isa 8:22; 30:6. Judgment is depicted by evoking
those experiences of life where outward circumstances put the
individual under pressure and stress and cause personal distress;
the stronger word is otevoywpioo = hemmed in with no way out
(cf. particularly 8:35; 2 Cor 6:4; 12:10 — the other occurrences of
otevoywpia in the NT, the first two also in association with OATy1g;
also 2 Cor 4:8). See also TDNT 7:607; and on 5:3." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas:
Word, Incorporated, 1998), 88.]

"Deut. 28:53-57 LXX. 53 kai ¢pdyn t@ Ekyova T KolAlag
00U, KpEa LIV oou Kal Buyatépwy oou, 6oa ESwWKEV 6oL KUPLOG O
BedG cov, v Tij otevoxwpia oou kai v Tfj JAiPet oou, 1} BAIPEL
oe 0 €xBpog cou.t 54 6 amalog év ool Kal 6 TpudepdS adodpa
Baokavel T@ 6PpOaAUD TOV AdeAdoOv Kal TV yuvaika TtV €v TQ
KOATIW aUTOU Kol T KataAeAelupéva TEkva, A GV KataAeldOij,T 55
®ote Sodvat Vi aUTOV ATd TGV GapKGV TMV TEKVWY aUToD, WV &V
KatéoBn, 81 TO un KataAeldpBijval aut®) unbev v tjj otevoywpiq
oou kai v tij FAiPeL oou, § v BAiPwoiv oe ot £xBpoil cou év
niaoalg Tolg moAeoilv oou. T 56 kal 1) amadn év upilv kat i Tpudepa
0b68pa, NC oUxi melpav #AaBev 6 ol alThc Paivew émt ThC
VA¢ 8Ld TV TpudepoTNTA Kal SLd TAV amalotnta, PaoKovel T
0dOaAUG aUTAC TOV Gvdpa aUTAG TOV &V TG KOATIW AUTAC Kal TOV
ULoV kal TAV Buyatépa auThct 57 kai T xoplov alThi¢ TO £€eABOV
SLA TGV UNPQV aUTAG KAl TO TEKVOV, O AV TEKN: KaTtadAayeTal yap
aUTA 6La TNV Evdelav mavtwy Kpudfi €v Tff oTevoywpiga oou Kai év
Tij FAipet cou, N OAPEL o 6 £XBPOC coU Ev AoaLC Tailg OAEsiV
oou.t

53 In the desperate straits to which the enemy siege reduces
you, you will eat the fruit of your womb, the flesh of your own
sons and daughters whom the Lord your God has given you. 54
Even the most refined and gentle of men among you will begrudge
food to his own brother, to the wife whom he embraces, and to
the last of his remaining children, 55 giving to none of them any of
the flesh of his children whom he is eating, because nothing else
remains to him, in the desperate straits to which the enemy siege
will reduce you in all your towns. 56 She who is the most refined
and gentle among you, so gentle and refined that she does not
venture to set the sole of her foot on the ground, will begrudge
food to the husband whom she embraces, to her own son, and to
her own daughter, 57 begrudging even the afterbirth that comes
out from between her thighs, and the children that she bears, be-
cause she is eating them in secret for lack of anything else, in the
desperate straits to which the enemy siege will reduce you in your

towns.
e
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to the Israelite people. The apostle Paul will use both
of these words, although not linked together as here in
Romans, several times in reference of the hardships he
had suffered as a Christian minister: 6Atc (24x) and
otevoxwpla (4x).

The picture of BAIPLc kal otevoxwpia here with its
eschatological projection gives some insight into Paul’s
understanding of eternal damnation for the disobedi-
ent. For Paul's non-Jewish readers at Rome, this pair
of terms BAl g kal otevoyxwpia conveyed a harsh pic-
ture of that coming day just out of their secular mean-
ing. BA{Bw inherently denotes the idea of pressing to-
gether hard with considerable pain. Thus life with its
challenges presses the individual harshly and ultimate-
ly with death.”” Closely related is otevoxwpia with an
emphasis upon being pushed into narrow confines by
life’s problems.”? These real life experiences of OAY1g

""While the terms OXifetv and OATy1g are not elsewhere very
common in the philosophical terminology of Hellenism, they play a
certain role in Epict. in his doctrine of the self-assertion of man. ta
OLiBovta (Diss., IV, 1, 45), 10 OAPov (I, 27, 2 £.) and the OMPTvon
V1o TdV yevopévov (I, 25, 17; 111, 13, 8), the afflictions of life, of
which the last and strongest is death, must be overcome by the phi-
losopher. And they are overcome when we see that we bring this
Oty on ourselves by our d6ypata (Diss., I, 25, 28: kaBdAov yap
€Kketvou pépvnoo, 6t éavtotg OAIPopEeY, E0VTOVG GTEVOYMPODLEV,
00T’ €otv T0 dOyparta Mudg OAiPel kai otevoywpsel, cf. Epict.
Ench., 16; 24, 1). It seems that in this general and figurative sense
OLiBew and OATy1¢ represent a popular concept. As examples show,
GTEVOY®PELY, oTEVOY®pia are synon. with OA{iBewv, OAyig. Cf. Luc.
Nigrinus, 13: 0yAnpoc fiv OAPwv t0ic oikéTang Koi oTeEVOymp@V
Tovg dmovi®dvtag; Artemid. Oneirocr., I, 66: mdong Ohyeng kol
otevoywpiog Adov dmioyveltar, 11, 4: OAiyewg kol otevoywpiog
Kol Toig dwkalopévolg katadikny pavteveto, cf. 1, 79; 11, 37, 50."
[Heinrich Schlier, “®Aifw, OAiyic,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:139—
140.]

2" Attic otevag, lonic otevog (6TeVFOS) mean marrow,' 'thin,'
'paltry,' 'poor,' 'wretched.' We find 160 oteivog 'narrow place' in Hom.
1., 8,476; 12, 66, 'press' in battle 15, 426, 'narrow pass' 23, 419 etc.
From Thuc. we find the noun otevoympia 'narrow place,' and later
the verb otevoywpém 'to be squeezed, pressed,’ more commonly
'to confine,' 'to compress.' In the lit. sense the word is often used
in topographical descriptions, Thuc., VII, 51, 2; 70, 6; Plat. Tim.,
25a; Aesch. Pers., 413. In a transf. sense it is found from the Hell.
period, medically in Hippocr. Praecepta, 8 (Littré, IX, 262) and in
astrologicall texts, and as a value concept it can denote the paltri-
ness of a question or narrow-mindedness of exposition.? Finally it
is used for the 'straits' or 'stresses' of inner or outer problems and
difficulties. The exact meaning cannot always be given. Thus in
Ps.-Plat. Ep., III, 319c¢ it is not clear whether the ref. is to an exter-
nal threat to the author on his departure or whether he feared the
inner stress of a relation disrupted by his utterance.’ Sometimes we
find OATy1g, OAIPo with otevoympia, otevoywpém. Antonyms are
TAOTVG, E0PVG gvpLYmpia, dveoig ete., Aesch. Pers., 875; Hdt., 1,
8, 3; VIII, 60, 2; Plat. Leg., V, 737a; Plut. Quaest. Conv. V, 6 (Il,
679¢—1).

kal otevoywpla thus provide a helpful picture of what is
coming on judgment day from God’s wrath.

éni ndoav Yuynv avdpwrou, upon every human life.
Those who will suffer this punishment are defined very
inclusively as every human life.”® This somewhat differ-
ent expression reflects a Hebrew mind-set expressed
in Greek. wuxn here denotes the Hebrew concept of life
at its core level on the inside of a person, rather than
just the outward aspect. The shortened expression of
TTavTi in verse ten stresses also the inclusive tone. This
is a pointed reference to the moral elitist who felt his
possession of a higher standard of morality somehow
exempted him from facing God’s wrath.

to0 katepyalouévou to kakov, of the one doing evil.
This adjective participle modifier of avBpwnou defines
the limitation of the reference. That is, every human
being doing evil will suffer the punishments of God’s
wrath. Of the 22 total uses of the verb katepydZopat in
the entire NT, 11 of them are found in Romans.”™ The
prominence of people doing things -- either good or
bad -- is very significant for Paul in this letter. This verb
is very close to the much more frequently used notéw. It
has a similar meaning in the 1048 total NT uses, includ-

"Materially important here are esp. the statements of Hell.
philosophy, namely. Stoicism, e.g., Ceb. Tab.,* a work of morality
from the 1st cent. A.D. wrongly ascribed to a Pythagorean of the
4th cent. B.C. Ceb. Tab., 15, 1-3 speaks of a narrow door, a little
trodden way and a difficult ascent to true culture, avafocig otevn
Tavo ... TpOg TV aAnBwNv mandeioy.>"

[Georg Bertram, “Xtevog, Ztevoympic, Xrevoywpim,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 7:604.]

Bémi maoav yoxnv avBpdmov, 'on every single person,' re-
flects the Semitic understanding of man as (not simply having) a
soul (¥93), as a living being (given life by God — Gen 2:7; 1 Cor
15:45; cf. also Acts 2:41, 43; 3:23; 7:14; 27:37; 1 Pet 3:20; 1 Clem
64; sece BGD with bibliography, and on 13:1; against Lagrange).
The parallel element in v 10 is simply wavti. In both cases the
nacav and the wavti add emphasis, stressing the final phrase (‘'Jew
first and also Greek')." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A,
Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998),
88.]

""In the NT the word is used particularly in R. and 2 C.
Elsewhere it occurs only once each in 1 C., Eph., Phil. and 1 Pt.,
and twice in Jm. In all these passages it has a religious and ethi-
cal sense. It is used in malam partem at R. 1:27: xatepydlecOou
aoynuocvvny; 2:9: 1o kaxov;® 1 C. 5:3: katepydlecda, 'to commit
an offence’ in an obviously negative sense. 1 Pt. 4:3: 10 fodAnpa
v €0vdv with reference to a wrong action ('to fulfil'); R. 4:15:
opynv; 7:13; 2 C. 7:10: Odvartov, with reference to evil conse-
quences ('to cause'). The subject of sinful human action is the
sin which causes émiBopio (R. 7:8, 15, 17, 20)." [Georg Bertram,
“Kartepyalopar,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapid :
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ing the 23 uses inside Romans. Although the action of
katepyalopatl can produce good,”® mostly it is used to
designate bad actions.

What it does here is 16 kakdv, the evil. In 1:27 with
regard to homosexual activity, the verbal has the direct
object: tnv aoxnpoouvnv katepyalopevol, doing the utterly
shameful. The adjective kakdg, -}, -0v, here used as a
noun 1O KOKOV, is also prominent in Romans with 15
of the 50 total uses in the NT.”® The term is a part of a
large word group specifying that which is evil and bad:
KaKOG (15x Rom), Gikakog (1x Rom), Kakia (1x Rom), KOKOW (Ox
Rom), kakGpyog (0x Rom), kakorBeta (1x Rom), KAKOTIOLEW (Ox
Rom), Katkomolog (3x Rom), EYKaKLEW (0x Rom), Gve€ikakog (0x
Rom).”” The inherent idea of the word group is desig-
nating something lacking or being missing. The idea of
weakness grows out of this. Essentially what is miss-

"The opposite use of katepydlecOor in bonam partem is
found in R. 7:18: xatepydlecbor 0 kaAdV; 5:3; Jm. 1:3: dmopoviv;
2 C. 7:10a: petdvotav &ig cotpiav; cf. 7:11: omovdnv, dmoroyiov
ktA.; Phil. 2:12: compiav; 2 C. 9:11: gdyapiotiov; 4:17: Bapog
80&ng; in a warning sense, Jm. 1:20: dwcatocvvny.* Whether Eph.
6:13: dmavto katepyacdpevor, refers to full preparation for the
battle or to the overcoming of all opposition is an open question.’
That the final subject behind kotepydlecBat, as behind — €pyov,
€pyalecBar, is God or Christ, may be seen in R. 15:18 and 2 C.
12:12 with reference to the work of the apostle. The latter verse
refers to the validation of the message and person of the apostle
by the wonderful acts of power wrought by God. We should thus
supply 6w Ogob along with kotelpydodn.® Self-evidently God is
also the One who effects all the gifts of salvation of which we read
in the passages mentioned. 0goc yap oty 0 Evepy®dv (Phil. 2:12,
13) stands behind all xatepydlecbat. God it is who has fashioned
us to salvation, for the glory of the heavenly body:” 2 C. 5:5. In this
passage the aor. part. Kotepyoaoduevog refers to the new creation
which has taken place in baptism,® and the pres. kotepyalouevog
of the vl. D G lat to present OAtyeig (cf. 4:17; R. 5:3)." [Georg Ber-
tram, “Koatepyalopor,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:635.]

"kakog, M, Ov basically, denoting a lack of something bad,
not as it ought to be, opposite karog (sound, good) and dyafdg
(good); (1) morally, of persons characterized by godlessness evil,
bad (MT 24.48); substantivally evildoer (RV 2.2); (2) as moral
conduct, attitudes, plans of godless people evil, base, wicked (MK
7.21); (3) neuter as a substantive 10 kaxdv evil as being present in
the world (RO 13.3); plural kokd evil deeds (RO 1.30); (4) of cir-
cumstances and conditions that come on a person harmful, evil, in-
Jurious (RV 16.2); substantivally ta kaxd ruin, harm, misfortunes,
evils (LU 16.25); (5) as characterized by reprehensible lack of ac-
curacy wrong, incorrect (JN 18.23)." [Timothy Friberg, Barbara
Friberg, and Neva F. Miller, Analytical Lexicon of the Greek New
Testament, Baker’s Greek New Testament Library (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Books, 2000), 213.]

"Walter Grundmann, “Koxdc, Axaxog, Kaxia, Koxdwm,
Kaxopyog, Kakonfewn, Kaxonoiém, Kokomolds, Eykoxiém,
Ave&ikokog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:469.

ing is ayaBag, an essential goodness. Thus the individual
to0 katepyalopévou TO KaKoV is the one engaging in things
devoid of any goodness or value as determined by God.
He stands opposite to t® épyalopévw 10 dyadov, the one
doing what is good (v. 10).7®

Toudaiov te npwrtov kai“EAAnvog, first of the Jew and
then of the Greek. This is the second time for this ex-
pression, with loudaiw te mp®tov kai "EAAnvL first surfac-
ing in 1:16 specifying those who have access to the
Gospel. The repeating of the exact phrase in verse 10
lays the foundation for not on the discussion in 2:12-
29. Paul returns somewhat to this principle in 3:1-4 and
especially chapters 9 through 11.

By using it here with both the negative judgment of
the disobedient -- and then for the opposite in v. 10 --
Paul underscores the universal application of principles
of divine judgment for all humanity, including the moral
elitists both Gentile and Jewish. The principle stated
here traces itself back to his calling from God to be a
Gospel messenger to Gentiles that we note in Acts 9,
especially vv. 15, and 19b-22. As a Jew, the apostle felt
a first obligation to his own people, but God’s calling
stressed inclusion of the non-Jewish world. The unique
relationship of the Israelite people in the covenant with
Abraham underscores God’s concern. One should
note that this standard Jewish way of dividing humanity
into two groups, that the second designation “EAAnvog
references not just Greeks, but all non-Jews.

But in this first instance in v. 9 of loudaiou te np&tov
kal"EAAnvog, the application of the principle is powerful-
ly attached to those who are disobedient. The disobe-
dient Jew faces God’s wrath first, but the disobedient
Gentile also faces that same wrath. By this attachment
of loubaiou te mp&tov kai"EAAnvog, Paul makes it abun-
dantly clear to his Roman readers that merely being
Jewish in no way exempts one from God’s wrath on the
day of judgment. To the contrary, it heightens the re-
sponsibility, as based on Jesus’ principle to whom much
is given much will be required (e.g., Matt. 25:29; Mk. 4:25;
Lk. 6:38; 8:18; 12:48*; 19:26).

8170 kokdv/T0 dyabov, 'the bad thing/the good thing.' The use
of the adjectives as substantives would be very familiar to Greek
ears, including the antithesis between 'the bad' and “the good,”
particularly to Stoics (TDNT 3:473; see also LSJ). But the con-
trast would be quite familiar to Jewish ears too (see particularly
Deut 30:15; 1 Kgs 3:9; Job 2:10; Pss 34:14 [LXX 33:15]; 37 [LXX
36]:27; Lam 3:38; Ep Jer 34; Sir 12:5; 13:25; 17:7; 18:8; 33:14;
37:18). In Romans Paul makes repeated use of the antithesis—3:8;
7:19, 21; 12:21; 13:3; 16:19; see also 1 Pet 3:11 (citing Ps 33:15
LXX [34:14]); 3 John 11." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol.
38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,

1998), 88.]
7 BIBLICAL INSIGHTS COMMENTARY EJC
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Verse 10: 606fa 6¢ kal twn kal eipnvn movtl @
£pyalopévw TO ayabov, loudaiw te mpTtov kot "EAANvL: but
glory and honor and peace for everyone who does good, the
Jew first and also the Greek.

Just as v. 9 expands and clarifies v. 8, so v. 10 fol-
lows suit with an amplification of v. 7. This creates the
informal chiastic structure of AB//B’A’ (+ - // - +). All of
which build their core structure off the header elements
in v. 6. Thus the blessing of divine judgment in v. 7 is
now expanded in v. 10.

The parallelism of v. 10 with v. 7 is important for
exegesis:

V.6 0G Amodwoel (divine action)
EKAOTW (recipient of divine action)
KOt T Epyat a0TOU  (basis of divine action)
v. 7 ka®’ UTopovnv €pyou ayaboi
TOLG Mév...00cav kai Ty kai ddOapaciov {ntodow
{wnv aiwviov
v. 10 00&a. 8¢ kail T kai gipnvn

novti
T €pyalopévw TO dyadov,
loudaiw te Mp@®Tov Kat"EAAnvL:
In this charting the similarities and differences should
be easier to spot. Notice several interesting aspects in
comparison.

a) What is being sought (v. 7) is now realized in
divine judgment: toic...66¢av kal Twhv kal adpBapciav
Intololy, to those seeking glory and honor and immortality.
These become divine actions realized in v. 10: §6¢a &¢
Kal TN kal eiprvn, but glory and honor and peace will be
given. The privilege of dwelling with Almighty God that
was being sought while on earth (v. 7) is granted on
the day of judgment for all eternity (v. 10). eiprjvn, peace
(v. 10), compares to a¢Bapoiav, immortality (v. 7). Liv-
ing in harmony with God (eiprivn) for eternity is closely
connected to apBapoia, which is the desired life apart
from the chaotic, stress filled life of mortals on earth.
The Hebrew background of peace in 017 (s&-/6m) that
stands behind NT usage of eiprjvn stresses the positive
relationship with God and the blessings coming out of
it.

The blessings of Heaven are not elaborated upon here
beyond affirming that that which was sought after for
eternity -- to live in the holy presence of God in bless-
ing for eternity -- is realized on Judgment Day by those
obeying the will of God in their living. These three traits
of Heaven, d6¢a kai Tiun kai €iprivn, are indeed packed
full of rich and profound meaning and implications for

the people of God. As John makes so abundantly clear
in Revelation, everything centers around the splendor
and fullness of God’s presence and blessing.

For Paul’s non-Jewish readers, these positive qual-
ities were not usually associated with the Greek idea
of eternity. The alternative invisible world of eternity for
Greeks was reserved only for the gods, and not human
beings. But it was not a perfect world since the immoral
actions of the gods was mimicked by mortals on earth.
So the Jewish then Christian teachings about Heaven
as the dwelling place of a perfectly holy God were new
ideas. Yet, they most assuredly were attractive ideas.
The possibility of escaping the violent, chaotic life on
earth would have been appealing, not to mention the
thought of this perfect life in God’s presence as extend-
ing throughout the unceasing ages.

For Paul's Jewish readers at Rome, these qualities
were very understandable. While the OT has no con-
cept of eternal life for mortals, the emerging Judaism of
the intertestamental era formulated thinking that being
in the presence of God after death could be possible
via a resurrection experience. For most Jews of Paul’s
days whether this was realized or not depended upon
one’s obedience to the Torah of God. Christian teach-
ing shifted this idea to obedience to God based upon
surrender of one’s life to Christ, rather than Torah.” But

"The idea of eternity, like the idea of immortality, was prob-
ably beyond the range of early Jewish thought. It arose after the
Exile, partly through a natural development of the Hebrew concep-
tion of God, and partly through the force of circumstances. (1) The
pious Jew, turning away more and more from the anthropomor-
phism of cruder religions, strove to differentiate the infinite God
from finite man. God is transcendent — above the limitations of
earthly existence. Hence He is eternal, from everlasting to ever-
lasting. A thousand years in His sight are but as yesterday. (2) With
the Exile came a decay of national ideals, and the Jew began to
consider more his own personality and its relation to this eternal
God. This thought developed slowly, and was mixed with various
elements. The Jew found himself in an evil world. His own nation
was oppressed, almost blotted out. Good men suffered; wicked
men seemed to prosper. If the eternal, omnipotent God ruled the
world, then all this must surely end. The Day of the Lord would
come for oppressed Israel, for the oppressors, for the whole world,
and (in Apocalyptic literature, Ps-Sol 3:16, 13:9 etc.) for the Jew
himself. Then the present evil world (1 07Ww) would give place to
a new and glorious era (X371 02, see GENERATION). Whether
this &7 05w would be endless the Jew did not at first stop to in-
quire. Sufficient for him that it would come with countless bless-
ings in ‘the end of the days’ (a7 vp, cf. Mt 13:39, 24:3). In the
Book of Enoch, however, ‘Time’ is followed by ‘Eternity’ in the
¥o7 07Ww. Later Judaism developed the idea, probably borrowed
from the Zend religion, of a series of world epochs (cf. the world
empires of Daniel’s vision), followed by the Messianic age.

"In the time of Christ, Jewish thought on the future had devel-
oped very much, and had assumed many forms (see ESCHATOL-

. He retained
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the central idea of a blissful eternity remained centered
on everything connected to living in the full presence of
a holy God.

b) The recipients of this divine blessing are indi-
vidualized into the singular mavri, to each one, from the
collective plural tolg, to those (v. 7). This is appropriate
contextually so that the moral elitists at Rome reading
this will grasp that they also are included among those
facing God in final judgment. They have no loophole
around it. Thus the universal inclusion is of every per-
son who will have been born across time and will stand
before God on judgment day with no exceptions. This
clearly is Paul’'s point here.

c) Thisinclusiveness is then made even more em-
phatic by the addendum ‘loubaiw te mp@tov kai “EAANvL
also written in the dative singular forms matching navrt.
The twofold division of humanity becomes a way of
stressing all humanity. Just as disobedient Jews face
initial condemnation (v. 9), the obedient Jew experienc-
es initial blessing from God on Judgment Day. The un-
believing synagogue communities in Rome faced the
awesome wrath of God, while those in these commu-
nities who turned to Christ in obedient surrender could
anticipate divine blessing on Judgment Day.

Verse 11: o0 ydp éotwv mpoownoAnuia mapd t@ Be®,

For Gzolcll shows no partiality.

' YoP

oU &0tTLVv npoownoAnpyia
nopd 16 6ed.

32

The causal conjunction yap signals that this declaration
is the conceptual basis for the preceding, especially
the parallel addendum loudaiou te mp®tov kal “‘EAAnvog
// loudaiw te mpditov katl “‘EAAnvt. Contrary to dominant
Jewish thinking in Paul's day, the contention is that
God makes absolutely no distinction between Jew and

and perhaps developed the view of a new age (X511 07W) about to
dawn on the world as opposed to the present (737 25'w; Mt 12:32, cf.
13:39, 28:20). Then ‘the kingdom of heaven’ (2ny mobn) would
be established. Jesus endeavoured to concentrate the thoughts of
His hearers on their personal relation to this kingdom, and the de-
sirability of sharing it (see LIFE, ETERNAL LIFE). Doubtless this
kingdom would be for ever and its members live for ever (cf. Dn
12:2 05w 10 “eternal life’). The vexed question of the absolute end-
lessness of this kingdom, with its rewards and punishments, would
probably never be raised in the minds of Jesus’ hearers. At the
same time, there is no evidence in the teaching of Jesus of any limit
to the X217 071w, and while the frequent adjective aidviog, ‘eternal,’
must be taken in the Gospels as referring in the first place to this
coming kingdom, it may, so far as we know, be taken as implying
also that quality of absolute permanence with which that kingdom
has always been associated in the minds of men."

[G. Gordon Stott, “Eternity,” ed. James Hastings, A Dictio-
nary of Christ and the Gospels: Aaron—Zion (Edinburgh; New
York: T&T Clark; Charles Scribner’s Sons, 1906), 1:542-543.]

Gentile, especially on Judgment Day. All are treated
exactly the same way and judged by the exact same
standards.

The literal idea of mpocwnoAnuyia is ‘receiving the
face.”® This strange Hebraism would have been chal-
lenging for the non-Jewish reader in Rome to have un-
derstood, since it was based on unfamiliar middle east-
ern customs and not Greco-Roman ones. The noun
npoownoAnuyia is used by Paul three times -- Rom.
2:11; Eph. 6:9; Col. 3:25 -- to assert in axiomatic form that
such npoownoAnupia does not exist with God. James
2:1 asserts that professing Christians possessing
npoownoAnuyia are false Christians without knowledge
of God.®' The core meaning of the idiom is to show fa-
voritism to some and discrimination against others.
The negative denial of o0 éoTiv TTpocWTTOANUYIa ad-
amantly denies that God treats some a favorable way
while treating others unfavorably. The reverse concept
affirmed is that all people are treated exactly the same
way by God. In all three Pauline uses the idiom is stat-
ed negatively that there is no partiality with God. This
not only reflects the dominate OT framing of the idea
but also highlights the contrast of God with corrupt hu-
mans, particularly those functioning as judges giving

8"The expressions 01D XKWl == AauPavewv npdc®TOV Or
Bovpalev mpdécwmov and 0210 7’371 == YIYVOOKEW TPOGMTOV are
common in the OT. They are to be explained in terms of the re-
spectful oriental greeting in which one humbly turns one’s face to
the ground or sinks to the earth. If the person greeted thus raises
the face of the man, this is a sign of recognition and esteem. The
translation of 0215 X3 by Aappdverv tpdocomov is modelled closely
on the Hebrew expression.! In secular Greek, of course, Aappave
means only 'to take,' 'to accept,' never 'to raise up.' But since Xy
an mean 'to take' as well as 'to lift,' Aappdaverv was used for it in
Greek. This rendering must have been virtually unintelligible to
the Greek.? In the phrase Oavudalew npdowmov, Bovudletv means
'to esteem,' — 111, 30, 1 ff,, 41, 12 ff.

"God does not respect persons: ov Bavpdaler tpécmmov (Dt.
10:17; cf. 2 Ch. 19:7). Men, however; honour one another by hum-
ble greeting and lifting of the face. Thus Jacob before his meeting
with Esau hopes: iocw¢ yap mpocdé€etar 10 mpdconov pov, Gn.
32:21. But Aappdavew mpéconov may be partial when regard is
hard for the person and there is unjust preference. Judges in par-
ticular are warned: ovk €myvdon mpoécwnov €v kpicel, Dt. 1:17,
cf. also Lk. 19:15; Dt. 16:19. As there is no respect of persons
with God, so the earthly judge must be incorruptible and return
just verdicts."

[Eduard Lohse, “TIpécwnov, Ednpoconin, [Ipocmmoinyia,
[Ipocomoune, I[Ipocormoiunté®, AmocomoAuntog,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:779.]

81The limited Christian use of Tpocomoinuyia after the apos-
tolic era centers on the perspective in James with this being forbid-
den to followers of Christ: Barnabas 19.4; Didache 4:3; Polycarp

6:.1; 1 Cle :
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human verdicts in a Ve
court setting.

Bribery and
corruption were no-
torious all through33
the various legal
systems across
the Roman empire
of Paul’'s day. That3s
God would not '
function on judg-35

AVOUWg
‘Ocol . . .jpaptoVv,

Kol
gV VOu®
écolL. . .fHuaptov,

yop

AVOUWQ
Kol
amnmoAoUvIToL,

dLd voéuou
KpLOfoovtal -

oU ol &rpoatal vépou dikraLoL (€oTt)

ment day like a hu- s mefpet [Tl e,
. &
man judge was en- . s ,
) 36 ol mointal vépou JLKRaLwONoOvVIAL .
couraging to those
coming into His 2.1 VAP
judgment with a life T& un voépov ExovId
of obedience. Par- pUoE L
ticularly reassuring OTav €6vn...Td toU voéuou moLRdoLV,
. . vOuov Hn &€xovIe
would this be since x ! - | vonon B EX c
37 oUTOL...€aUutolg¢ €loLv voépog -

no bribes would be 2.15
necessary or need- |
ed in order to gain |
a just verdict. Of
course, it would be |
terrifying to those
anticipating a neg-
ative judgment |
since there would |
be no possible way |
to avoid the nega-
tive verdict.

Thus in vv. 1-11, Paul turns to the moral elitists of
his time, particularly those in Rome, to pointedly remind
them that they have no advantage on judgment day
over their purely pagan neighbors. Mere possession of
a higher standard of morality regardless of its origin,
either in philosophy or Jewish Torah sources, does not
matter or count before God in judgment. That day will
be a day of divine wrath being poured out on the dis-
obedient to God. What will make the decisive different
is a life of surrendered obedience to God so that acts
of righteousness originate with God and flow through
the life of the individual. Even limited adherence to the
higher standard of morality is worthless before God in
final judgment.

The reality of such elitism is that its false sense of
superiority and criticism of the wickedness of those

olTLveg évdelrvuvial

10 é€pyov TOoU vouou
YPUIIT OV
€V Talg kapdlalg aUutdv,

oupupapTUpoUong aUT®v THC ouve LdNCEWQ
xol
HETAEU AAAAADV

TGOV AOYLOUBY KATNYOPOUVTI®V

| Kol
ATIOAOYOUREVRV,

v fpépx
O6Te kKplvel O BegdCc TA KPUOTA TRV AVOPAIOV

KATX TO eUayyEALOV uouU

dLd XplLotoU Tnood.
without such a standard betrays a life of actual disobe-
dience itself (vv. 1-4). When God judges all humanity
His standard will be the Truth of His own character and
essence as the criteria for measuring human actions.
But the elitist condemnation of their pagan neighbors
actually means an intensification of divine wrath that
will come upon them on judgment day (vv. 5-8).

The basic contours of judgment day for all are giv-
en in vv. 6-11.82 The core elements of this picture are
set forth in the relative clause functioning at a head-
er for the two sets of plus and minus judgments to be
rendered on that day. The collective plural references
are first set forth in vv. 7-8. Then in vv. 9-10, the plu-
ral is shifted to the singular individualized perspective

8Note the overlapping of the two dominant themes in vv. 1-8
and 9-11. The sentences of the Greek text reflect this: a) v. 1; b) v.
2;c)v. 3;d) v. 4; e) vv. 5-8; f) vv. 9-11. The judgment of the elitist
is dominant in vv. 1-8 but the shift to the judgment of all begins
inv.6att i




underscoring absolute inclusion of every single human
being. The threefold header elements of divine action,
recipient of divine action, and basic of divine action are
developed in the two sets -- vv. 7-8 and 9-10 -- in the
chiastic sequence of AB // B'A.. That is positive judg-
ment / negative judgment // negative judgment / positive
judgment. In this very Hebraistic thought structure, pri-
mary emphasis falls upon the negative judgment to be
rendered by God on judgment day. This targets primar-
ily the moral elitist whom Paul has in view throughout
vv. 1-11. The foundation for how God will judge all hu-
manity is set forth in v. 11 as there being absolutely
no partiality with God toward any group or individual.
Every person will be treated exactly the same way on
judgment day. The deciding criteria determining eter-
nal destiny will be surrendered obedience lived out in
this life. Those with it will spend eternity in the glorious
presence of Almighty God; those without it will be hit
with the full fury of God’s wrath in eternal damnation.

What Paul presents here should form a wake up
call to all humanity in our world. Folks, judgment day
is coming and there is no escaping it. Every person
will face a holy God on that day to be evaluated as to
whether their life has been lived in surrendered obe-
dience to God. Claims of goodness, demands for fa-
vorable treatment, flippant professions of faith without
obedience etc. -- all will fall on the deaf ears of the God
who will show no partiality to anyone on that day. Your
eternal destiny hangs in the balance. Now is the time to
prepare yourself for that coming day!

10.3.3.2.2.2 Doing not possessing matters, 2:12-16

12"0col yap Avopweg NUapTov, Avouw kat droAoldvral,
Kal 6ool év vouw fuaptov, Sld vopou kplbncovtat: 13 ou
yap ot dkpoatal vopou Sikatol mapa t@ Be®, AAN ol motntal
vopou SikawwBnoovtal. 14 otav ydp £6vn td pn vopov
gxovta dpUoELTA TOU VOHOU TTOLHDGLY, OUTOLVOHOV L) EXOVTEC
£0UTOIG lowv vopoc: 15 oltveg évbeikvuvtal T €pyov ol
VOLOU ypamtov év tailg kapdialg aut®yv, cupuopTUpoUanG
aUTOV TG CUVELSHoEWC Kal HeTatl GAANAWY TOV Aoylopiv
KATNyopoUVTWV 1 Kal &moloyoupévwy, 16 év Auépa OTe
KPLVEL O BEOC TA KPUTITA TWV AVOPWTIWVY KATA TO EVAYYEALOV
pou 81a XpLotod Incod.

12 All who have sinned apart from the law will also per-
ish apart from the law, and all who have sinned under the
law will be judged by the law. 13 For it is not the hearers
of the law who are righteous in God’s sight, but the doers
of the law who will be justified. 14 When Gentiles, who do
not possess the law, do instinctively what the law requires,
these, though not having the law, are a law to themselves.
15 They show that what the law requires is written on their
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ROMAN 2:1-29

Throughout the chapter

Paul discusses final judgment
of all humanity. He targets
here the moral elitist
who falsely thinks he
has a loophole around
final judgment.

& CIRCUMCISM

‘ JUDGMENT OF THE JEWISH MORALIST Rom. 2:17-24

‘ JUDGMENT OF THE OBEDIENT

| JUDGMENT OF THE MORALIST
- JUDGMENT OF ALL

hearts, to which their own conscience also bears witness;
and their conflicting thoughts will accuse or perhaps excuse
them 16 on the day when, according to my gospel, God,
through Jesus Christ, will judge the secret thoughts of all.

Literary Context. With this next unit of vv. 12-16 the
apostle picks up on the negative judgment set forth in
vv. 8-9. Here he amplifies the none partiality factor in
how God will arrived at the negative verdict and impose
then an appropriate punishment in Hell upon these in-
dividuals. He is still targeting the moral elitist in vv. 1-11.
But he deliberately reaches back to the raw pagan of
1:18-32. His experience of eschatological wrath rather
than temporal wrath is pictured. But the contrast cen-
ters around the Jewish Torah of the OT and accessi-
bility to it. Thus to his Roman Christian audience this
advancement in Paul's discussion is reasonable and
not surprising.

At another thought structure level, a second infor-
mal chiastic pattern is unfolding. With the Jew first and
then the Gentile addendum in vv. 9 and 10, Paul now
develops his amplification treating first the Gentiles (vv.
12-16) and then the Jews (vv. 17-29). Thus vv. 12-16
and then vv. 17-29 represent logical advancements of
Paul’s discussion of eschatological judgment. Thus the
AB//B'A’ sequence unfolds with A being Jews and B
Gentiles.

Literary Structure. The internal arrangement of
ideas is presented clearly in the above block diagram.
The casual conjunction yap presents vv. 12-16 as foun-
dational also the previous discussion in vv. 1-10. What
is implied in the none TTpocwTToANPYia TTapa T Be®w?
One of the underpinnings of it can be seen in how it
plays itself out in the judging of the disobedient and the
obedient individuals, regardless of whether or not they
are Jews.

Verse 12 contains two parallel axioms regarding
sinning and being judged for it (#s 33 & 34):

“Oool yap Avowg Ruoptov,

avouwg Kai aroAodvral,
Kal
W, o

Rom. 2:12-16
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000l £V VoUW AuapTov,
éLd vouou kptdfjoovrait-
For as many as sin lawlessly
lawlessly will also perish,
and
as many as sin in law
through law will be judged.
In v. 13, this pair of axioms in v. 12 is supported via
yap with a pair of axioms affirming the critical role of
doing law over hearing law (#s 35-36). This completes
the sentence in vv. 12-13. This is followed by a second
supporting (via yap) amplification found in a single sen-
tence encompassing vv. 14-16 (# 37). All of this leads
to the climatic declaration of that Day of Judgment in
v. 16. This second supportive declaration in vv. 14-16
stresses the advantage of obedient Gentiles over dis-
obedient Jews with a curious assertion in v. 14b, o0tol
VOUOV WI €XoVTeg £0UTOLG €lolv vOpog, these law not pos-
sessing are for themselves a law. This will be their advan-
tage on judgment as non-Jews.

Axioms, v. 12. “OcolL yap AVOUWC AUAPTOV, AVOUWG
kal dmoAolvrtal, kal 6ool €v VOouw fuaptov, Sl vouou
kptBnoovtat. All who have sinned apart from the law will
also perish apart from the law, and all who have sinned un-
der the law will be judged by the law.

These two axioms are set in contrast to one anoth-
er as parallel declarations of timeless spiritual principle.
The quantitative relative clauses introduced by 6oot
serve as the clause subjects of the main clause verbs
atroAolvTal // kpiBrioovTa. The verbs character divine
action on judgment day as both causing some to perish,
amolodvtal, and putting others through divine scrutiny,
KpiBrioovta. The consistent principle of divine judging
is simple. Sin outside of awareness of divine law and
you will be judged on that basis. But sin in awareness
of divine law and you will be strictly judged by that very
law. But note sinning dvopwg means perishing avopwcg.
Sinning év vouw means being judged di& véuou. What
does that imply? Most importantly it illustrates not only
God’s avoidance of rpoowtoAnuyia (v. 11), but also
God’s judging each kata T& £€pya autol (v. 6). This
in turn affirms dikaloouvn Bg0l (1:17). God is a just
God and will mete out punishment as punishment is
deserved. Sinning brings eternal damnation, but the
severity of that is determined by how the sinning was
done, in or without awareness of divine law.

First supporting axioms, v. 13. o0 yap ol akpoartal
vopou 6&ikalot mopa T® Be®, AAN’ ol mowntal vouou
SwawwBnoovtay, for it is not the hearers of the law who are
righteous in God'’s sight, but the doers of the law who will be
justified.

Again interlocking contrastive principles are put on
the table by Paul:

LAYERS OF MEANING

m 4
Divine Law, Vojiog

entateuch as’lNa

Torah in
Pentateuch

In Rom. 2:12-16, Paul plays of] g'tor Gentiles and the Pentateuch
as Law for Jews. For the obedient Gen tritten in their hearts” stands as the
Torah fn creation with special application and is reflective of the Pentateuch as Law level of
meaning. For the Gentile moral elitist, the Torah in creation means a system of morality de-

rived from philosophical lysis and blished in the collectivism of the city as the key el-
ement of society. The Stoic philosophers of Paul’s time would be examples.

oU oi akpoarai véuou dikaiol Trapd T® Bew,

AGAA’ oi Trointai véuou SikaiwbRoovTal
Even without reading the Greek text, the contrasts
as highlighted above should be clear to every read-
er. The essential contrast is between hearing the law,
ol dkpoartai vopou, and doing the law, ol mowntat vopou.
Here the moral elitist is clearly targeted. Mere aware-
ness of divine law is not enough. It is obedient action
that matters with God. The not this...but that structure
with ov... @A\’ creates a contrastive framework for the
expression. But the main clause expressions are es-
sentially synonymous with dikatol mapd t@ Be®, just with
God, emphasizing status while &walwwBnoovtat, will be
justified, stresses divine action taken. The first is sought
after, but the second is experienced on judgment day.
This slight shift in focus is appropriate to the context of
the moral elitist situation. And it implies none achieve-
ment on his part. The reason is that he stands as one
of the ot axkpoartat voupou, hearers of law, but not as one
of the ot mowntat véuou, doers of law.

The interpretive temptation here is to ‘jewicize’ the
word vépou, law, as used here. But the absence of the
Greek article to0 before vopou raises a red flag against
this. Contextually it’s clear from vv. 14-16 that the Gen-
tile moralist is still in the picture even though the Jewish
moralist is the primary target.®

$The Gentile / Jew defining of the issue here as reflected in the
WBC comments by Dunn below is a woefully inadequate assump-
tion that overlooks most of the signals offered by Paul of what he
actually means by the term vopoc in the passage. See above exe-
gesis for these signals and what they actually point to. This over-
ly simplistic approach ends up distorting the text falsely. And for
Dunn, this distortion screws much of the rest of his commentary on
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A fundamen- Yo
tal question here T pn vopov Exovta
is how the axioms . o o PUoEL
|n V. 13 Oﬁ_-er Sup' \(?gz:veu;ﬂé).«;;[)?eéoU VOUOU TIOLWOLV,
port for those in oUTolL...&8aUuToi¢ gioLlv vépog -

v. 12? The causal 2.15
coordinate con- |
junction yap in v. |
13 unquestion-
ably links them |
to the preceding
statements in v. |
12 in a support-
ive relationship.
Conceptually the |
core idea of “do- 2.1
ing” supplies the

connecting link.

the first eight chap-
ters of Romans.
The thrust of Paul’s argument becomes still more clear in vv

12-16 where the law enters the discussion for the first time, to
dominate the rest of the chapter (vopog—19 times in 16 verses; 9
times in vv 12—16; Avouwg twice), and to serve as the major coun-
terpoint in the argument thereafter (see further Introduction §5.2).
The terms in which it is introduced are significant. For Paul is seeking
to deny any false distinction between Jew and Gentile (vv 9-10), and
the law is introduced as providing just such a distinction—Gentiles
being characterized as those “without the law,” “not having the law”
(vv 12, 14), and Jews as those “within the law,” “hearers of the law”
(vv 12, 13). The point is that there is no advantage in merely having
the law, that is, in belonging to the people who hear the law sabbath
by sabbath (cf. Acts 15:21). The possibility of a “doing” of the law
acceptable to God is not dependent on such an understanding of
covenant status but on an obedience from the heart unrestricted
by ethnic boundaries (vv 13—15). As Snodgrass rightly argues, Paul
does clearly believe here in “Judgment according to works,” and is
expounding an essentially Jewish view of judgment (in which mercy
and judgment were held together without any thought of incongru-
ity), but radicalized to warn against Jewish overconfidence in elec-
tion.

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 94-95.]

For a much better and more honest approach, see Longeneck-
er, Richard N. The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the
Greek Text. Edited by 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner.
New International Greek Testament Commentary. (Grand Rapids,
MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 151-157,
260-283. Prof. Longenecker lays out the issues well and method-
ically works his way through each possibility for interpreting vv.
12-16. His weakness is being too trapped by his evangelical theo-
logical background with its conversionist theology. It is not 'the
beginning' that God is most interested in both now and on Judg-
ment Day. Instead, it is the 'living out in surrendered obedience'
this beginning that ultimately counts for determining eternal des-
tiny. Thus dwkoiwbfcovton is the bottom line, in that God makes
us acceptable to Himself through Christ. Aspiring to being dikatot
mapd t@ 0e® will doom us to eternal damnation.

olTLveg &vdelrvuvtal

v fpépy
O6Te kplvel O BegdC T KPUITA TRV AVOPAIWV

10 é€pyov TOoU voéuou
YOOUIIT OV
€V Talg xapdlalg aUutdv,

OUPUOPTUPOUONG AUT®V TG OUVE LONOEWC
Kol
BETAEU AAANAQV

TOV AOYLOU®V KATNYOPOUVIWV

Kol
ATIOAOYOUHREVWV,

KATX 1O eUayyéALdOV pou

dLd XpLoTtoU TnooT.
In verse 12 the doing is fjpuaptov, sinning, by the indi-
vidual. But in v. 13 doing is obeying law, mowntat vouou.
It is this latter approach that brings justification before
God on judgment day, while Auaptov brings condemna-
tion. And that either avopwg or év vopw. So doing law is
what brings God’s acceptance. Disobeying law brings
God’s wrath. This principle of doing law thus supports
the principle that disobeying law brings God’s wrath,
and not His acceptance.

The subsequent question then is who genuinely
does law? Obviously the pagan does not. But Paul’s
point here is that neither does the moralist either Gen-
tile or Jewish. And vv. 14-16 develop that point dramat-
ically in a way very surprisingly to his Roman readers.

To adequately set this up contextually, some points
in v. 13 need more amplification.

a) Status before God verses divine action of accep-
tance. As already alluded to above, 6ikaiol mopa @
Be®, just before God, pictures the quest of the moralist,
especially the Jewish moralist. Of the 7 uses of the ad-
jective &ikalog, -aia, -ov in Romans, 5 of them -- 1:17;
2:13; 3:10; 5:7; 5:19 -- allude to a posture of being dikaiog
before God in some way, or not. In 7:12, the Law is
Sikatog, and in 3:26 God Himself is dikawog. As a deriv-
ative of dwatoouvn, the core idea is that of being fair
and equitable in the treatment of others. Coming out of
this then is the idea of acceptance by another because
of one’s 6ikalog character. For the Jewish moralist thus
to achieve the status of being 6ikatol mapa @ Be® was

8 And also to modern Protestants, due to our heritage of justi-
fication by faith without works of law from Luther. This heritage,
mostly the twisting of it into a distortion of Paul's teachings, raises
frustrating obstacles against clear and easy understanding of Paul's

ideas here.
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the ultimate goal to be accomplished through one’s
personal adherence to the Mosaic Torah as interpret-
ed by the scribes. But mere possessing access to this
Torah -- ot dkpoartatl vouou -- came to signify virtual ac-
ceptance by God as His special covenant people. The
failure of the moralist to even obey significantly, Paul
has already targeted in 2:1-4.

For the Gentile moral elitist being considered
Sikalog mapa @ Be® was largely to staying on the good
side of the gods in order to avoid their wrath. For most,
however, the aspiration was to be considered a dikatog
man by others in the community. This was essential to
personal success in a collective society.

Forthe apostle Paul, aspiring to being dikatog essen-
tially dooms the individual particularly before God, and
most assuredly on judgment day. The exclusive hope
for all in final judgment is SikawBnoovtat, being made
righteous before God and by God. The verb &walow is
used 15 times in Romans out of the 39 total uses in
the NT. But one must never detach it from the larger
word group &ikn, &ikatog, Sitkatocuvn, Skadw, Sikalwpa,
Swkaiwotg, Sikatokploia.t® Already this entire section has
been placed under the thematic umbrella of wkalocivn
Beol, God’s righteousness, as defined by to ebayyéhiov
(1:16-17). Additionally it stands as a disclosure of opyn
Beol, God wrath, in chapters one through three (1:18).
Thus &wawwBnoovtat, the future passive 3rd plural of
Swadw, alludes to divine action which transforms the
individual into acceptability with God. Therefore God
reflects His 6ikaiog character in transforming the ot
nowntal vopou, doers of law, into an acceptable status
before Himself on judgment day. The aspiration of
seeking it via one’s personal morality dooms. But faith
surrender to obeying what God says opens the door for
the divine action in making one acceptable. Obedience
then becomes not personal achievement morally and
religiously. Instead, it becomes surrender to the pres-
ence and leadership of God working His will inside and
through us.

This is Paul’s point both to his initial readers and to
all who would read this letter subsequently. And upon
this spiritual foundation he will build the ideas of what
Swkatoolvn Beol, God’s righteousness, will ultimately
mean in the remaining chapters of the letter.

Second supporting affirmation, vv. 14-16. 14 6tav yap
£0vn Tt pn vopov €xovta ¢puoel TA tol VOHOU TOLWOLY,
oUTOL VOOV MR EXOVTEC €auTOlq eiow vOpog 15 ofTweg
£vdeikvuvtal 0 £€pyov To0 VOUOU ypamTov v Talg kapdialg
aUTOV, CUPPOpPTUPOUONG aUTWV TAG ouveldNoewg Kol
peTafl AAMNAAWV TV Aoylop@v KoTnyopouviwv f Kal

85Gottlob Schrenk, “Aikmn, Aikoiog, Atkatoovvn, Aoido,
Awaiopa, Awainotg, Awatokpioia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey

W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 2:174.

AroAoyoupéVwy, 16 év Nuépa OTe Kpivel 6 Bedg TA KpUTTA
TOV AvOpWMWV KT TO eVayyEALOV pou SLa Xplotol Incol.
14 When Gentiles, who do not possess the law, do instinc-
tively what the law requires, these, though not having the
law, are a law to themselves. 15 They show that what the
law requires is written on their hearts, to which their own
conscience also bears witness; and their conflicting thoughts
will accuse or perhaps excuse them 16 on the day when, ac-
cording to my gospel, God, through Jesus Christ, will judge
the secret thoughts of all.

This single sentence is complex both in form and in
its nature. Thus careful analysis is mandated.

Literary Context. The use of yap to introduce this
lengthy sentence of vv. 14-16 sets it up as supportive
of the axioms found in v. 12, and additionally as grow-
ing out of the initial supportive declaration in v. 13. The
causal nature of yap establishes this connection clearly.
Thus the scenario depicted in this sentence undergirds
the principles of divine judging on the day of judgment.
But further it illustrates what Paul has in mind with the
phrase oi mowntat vopou, the doers of law, in the first sup-
portive declaration in v. 13. So this sentence is deeply
linked sequentially to both v. 12 and the v. 13.

Literary Structure. The internal arrangement of
ideas inside the sentence is set forth in the above dia-
gram. The core foundational statement (#37) is oUtoL...
£0UTOIG loy vOpoG. these are law within themselves. Ev-
erything else in the sentence builds off this declaration
and defines more precisely the intent of the apostle in
this declaration.

oUrtoL... éautois giow vouog. Several interpretive is-
sues emerge from this core declaration which in part
depend on one or more of the modifying elements for
clarification. For example, who are the oUtoy, these? By
way of the antecedent of this demonstrative pronoun
it refers back to £€0vn in the adverbial temporal clause
that begins the sentence. Interesting the neuter plu-
ral €6vn is now referenced by the masculine plural in
oder to ‘humanize’ the collective reference to Gentiles
with £6vn. The masculine pronoun oUtot will establish a
masculine plural frame of reference for the remainder
of the sentence.

One subsequent issue then is who are these Gen-
tiles? Are they Christians? Or, are they people sensi-
tive to God via creation (cf. 1:19-20) who responded
positively to divine revelation in creation, rather than
rejecting God? Afuller picture emerges in the modifying
elements which then will help answer this question of
identity.

More intriguing is the remainder of this core dec-
laration: £autoig elow vouocg. Is the reflexive pronoun
¢auToic merely referencing the assertion of existence
in the dative of reference function? Or, is something
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OtV €6vn...Td ToU VvoOuou moLB®oLV,

vouov ur éXovIeq

37 oUtoL...8autoilg¢ eioLlv vépog -

more going on here like advantage with the sense of
‘for themselves’ rather than simply ‘in reference to them-
selves’? Given the wide ranging possible functions of
the Greek dative case with verbs of being such as eiow
here, several different possible meanings can be de-
duced from just the syntax. But given a rather exten-
sion use of very similar phraseology in Greek, Latin,
and Aramaic sources in Paul’'s world, the more likely
understanding for ¢autoig is a dative of advantage with
the sense of ‘for themselves.’® That is, their experienc-
ing of divine law comes from God, perhaps via creation,
but reflects the essence of the written Torah of Moses
given to the Israelites through Moses.

Further, what is vopog? The clear backdrop is that
ultimately it is divine law given to people. To the Isra-
elites it came through Moses on Mt. Sinai and formed
the basis of the Jewish Torah. But here in vv. 12-16, the
word vopog shows up nine times in these two sentenc-

8"The statement £00101G gicty vopog (‘they are a law for them-
selves') is a statement that has deep roots in the religious philos-
ophies of Paul’s day. Fitzmyer cites some of the more prominent
Greek, Roman, and Jewish religious philosophers of that day and
their statements:

The Stoic Chrysippus [c. 280-207 BC] in Plutarch, De stoicorum
repugnantiis 9.1035C: “It is not possible to find any other beginning
or source of justice (dikaiosyné) than from Zeus and universal na-
ture (ek tés koinés physeds).” Cicero [106—43 BC], De legibus 1.6.18:
“Law is the highest reason implanted in Nature, which commands
what ought to be done and forbids the contrary. This reason, when
firmly fixed and perfected in the human mind, is Law.” Cf. Philo [c.
30 BC-AD 45], who also attests such philosophical thinking, De Abr.
46.276: nomos autos on kai thesmos agraphos, “[the Sage], being
himself a law and an unwritten statute”; Quod omnis probus liber
7.46: “Right reason is an infallible law engraved not by this mortal or
that, and thus perishable, nor on lifeless scrolls or stelae, and thus
lifeless, but by immortal nature on the immortal mind”; De Josepho
6.29: “This world, the Megalopolis, has one polity and one law, and
this is the word of nature, dictating what must be done and forbid-
ding what must not be done.” Cf. 1 Enoch 2:1-5.122
"The dative plural reflexive pronoun éovtoig in the phrase

€avtoig giow vopog (sthey are a law for themselves;) is not to be
taken as ;to themselves,; as though whatever Gentiles may do be-
comes the norm for their lives. Rather, it should be understood as
;for themselves; in the sense that, as Ernst Kdsemann has expressed
it, Gentiles ;experience the transcendental claim of the divine will,;
which comes to them ;from outside;—and yet, ;paradoxically,;
which they experience ;in their inner beings..">"

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
276.]

es, plus the deriva-
TG un VOEoV €XOVIA tive dAvouwcg is used
pUoE L twice. Unquestion-
ably the concept of
vOpOoG is very cen-
tral to these two
sentences. It is something not just to be heard when
read (ol akpoatai vopou) but to be heard and obeyed (ot
nowntal vopou) [vv. 12-13].

Although Gentiles do not posses the law (£€6vn ta
un vopov éxovta), it is possible for them to obey it (dpUoeL
1 100 vopou mowwow). In so doing they become law for
themselves (oUtol vopov pn éxovieg £aUTOTS ELGLV VOHOG).
Thus they demonstrate 1o €pyov tol vouou ypamtov év
talg kapbialg avt®v, what the law requires written in their
hearts. Thus this written law existing inwardly in the de-
cision making part of the individual (cuppaptupolong
avt®v Tfi¢ ouveldnoewg) provides divine direction for
making correct decisions about obeying God. It sub-
jects the individual’s thinking to critical evaluation as to
each thought being correct or wrong. And this evalua-
tion process comes to fruition on judgment day when
what is truly inside every person will be publicly ex-
posed in divine judgment.

In light of what Paul asserts here about vopog, it be-
comes clear that the written Law of Moses possessed
by the Jews via covental agreement, comes out of a
deep ‘abstract’ law in the mind of God but accessi-
ble to some who have no access to the written codes
in the Pentateuch. Paul is not talking here about the
post-englightenment ‘conscience’ built on modern psy-
chological principles. His use of the very rare and late
Greek word ouveibnoig references not a conscience but
instead the inner mechanism enabling decision making
to be done in the kap&ia.®” The essence of what God
expects of humanity is accessible through this inwardly
written law. When the non-Jew responds positively to
this inwardly written code, God opens doors of oppor-
tunity to such individuals to discover the full code of di-
vine expectation revealed in the Christian Gospel. And
judgment day will bring to full public disclosure how the
individual has handled this inward written code.®®

8The Greek word ovveidnoig is usually translated into En-
glish as 'conscience' but this is because no comparable term relates
directly to Paul's idea of cvveidnoig. For an exhaustive treatment
of this and its background, see my article "The Western Introspec-
tive Conscience: A Biblical Perspective on Decision Making" in vol-
ume 37 of the BIC commentary series at cranfordville.com.

80ne must remember clearly the historical context of these
words of Paul. At his writing of Romans the Gospel was an oral
message, not a written message. The only written message were
the Hebrew scriptures. This oral message labeled Gospel was built
on the orally handed down teachings of Jesus at this point in time.

Bits and small segments of this were circulated in written form but

not in an al gospels do
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So véuog is divine law whether existing in external
written code in the Jewish Torah, or, whether the es-
sence of this code is reflected inwardly as written by
God on the heart of the individual. In either case, what
is important is not possessing this law, but obeying it.
This is Paul’s point in criticism of the moral elitist’s claim
of mere possession.

orav £€9vn ta un vouov éxovra @UoeL Ta Tol VvOuoU
notwotv, whenever Gentiles in spite of not possessing what
the law requires do what the law requires. This adverbial
indefinite temporal clause in the sentence pre-field po-
sition set up a hypothetical scenario to be addressed in
the main clause (see above).

The adverbial dependent conjunction 6tav (121x in NT;
2x in Rom) possesses a contingency aspect as a temporal
conjunction. The use of the present tense subjunctive mood
verb mowwotv with this conjunction conveys two important
ideas. a) the action in the dependent clause takes place at
the same time as the in time frame in the main clause verb
glow. b) Normally this simultaneous action is a repeated ac-
tion, rather than a one time happening. Thus the sense is
that every time Gentiles do what the law requires they are
law for themselves.

The apostle sets up a possible situation that is defined
with intention vagueness. This would argue against the as-
sumption by a few commentators that he has Gentile Chris-
tians in mind as his example. Such a scenario would require
either the first class condition protasis with €l or the definite
temporal dependent clause with 6te. In both instances the
indicative mood verb would also be mandated. What Paul
more likely had in mind are Gentiles such as Cornelius (Acts
10:22) or included in the statement at the end of the first
Christian century in 4 Ezra 3:36, “You may indeed find in-
dividuals who have kept your commandments, but nations
you will not find.” At least realistic candidates in Paul’s
day can be documented to suggest what kind of non-
Jews the apostle may have had in mind here. But his
wording of the scenario strongly implies that no specific
individual or individual group of Gentiles were in mind.

To be certain, the scenario projected here is not
very different from that sometimes advocated in in-
tertestamental Hellenistic Judaism, e.g. Sirach 24:23;
Baruch 4:1.%° That is, the wisdom of God is a univer-
sal wisdom that has been given to covenant Israel in

not come into written form until after Paul's death in AD 68.

So when Paul speaks of a vopog distinct from the written Jew-
ish Torah but reflecting the very essence of it, whatever he concep-
tualized here as vopog would not be very distinct from his orally
preached Gospel message, also oral and not yet in written form.

¥Sirach 24:23 All this is the book of the covenant of the
Most High God, the law that Moses commanded us as an inheri-
tance for the congregations of Jacob.

Baruch 4:1. She is the book of the commandments of God,
the law that endures forever. All who hold her fast will live, and
those who forsake her will die.

the Torah. As an abstract concept it has the possibility
of being understood by non-Jews in some very limited
ways. But what can be known becomes incorporated in
the Jewish Torah and the Torah reflects this universal
wisdom of God.

This is not the same approach as found in the Jew-
ish philosopher Philo who contended a century before
Christ that God’s wisdom was reflected in the writings
of the Greek philosophers beginning with Homer and
extending down to his own time just before the begin-
ning of the Christian era. And that, for example, Plato
and Moses were in full agreement with one another re-
garding God’s will and revelation. To be sure, harmo-
nizing the writings of these two required the massive
use of allegorical interpretation which has evolved into
modern spiritualizing of biblical texts. Thus by hunting
for deeper hidden meanings, the reader can make both
sets of texts -- Moses and Plato -- say essentially the
same thing, or at least complementary things with one
another. Yet in reality, the reader is doing nothing but
injecting his own externally derived biases into both
sets of texts with no textual basis for his interpretation
of either set of texts.

One of the details in Paul’s statement that appears
to often be overlooked is precisely how Paul frames the
issue. What is not possessed but followed by non-Jews
is no vopocg, but ta puA vouov. In this main clause and
temporal dependent clause, Pau moves from the label
“what the law requires” (ta pr vopov) to (a) law (vopog).
Clearly Paul begins with the abstract of what the law
requires to a codified written law or set of laws. What
the Gentiles do not possess is a codified expressed of
what the law requires. Yet some of the Gentiles man-
age to obey this law. And in the process ta 100 vopou
which they do becomes vopog.

Without doubt, this will need some explanation to
Paul’s targeted readers. This he will provide in the sub-
sequent qualitative relative clause in vv. 15-16 which
amplifies the meaning of oUtol, the demonstrative pro-
noun subject of the main clause.

But first let’s be sure we note all of the details in the
adverbial temporal 6tav clause at the beginning of this
lengthy sentence.

First, the projected scenario centers on £6vn, Gen-
tiles (161x NT). Clearly the contrast here is the standard
Jews / Gentiles (lovdaiol / €0vn), rather than the earli-
er’loudaiw /“EAAnvL (1:16), loudaiov /“EAAnvog (2:9); and

loubaiw /“EAAnvL (2:10). This latter set has essentially

the same meaning as the former but is more appro-
priate to a Roman targeted readership. This lou&aiol /
€0vn contrast is more appropriate to a dominantly Jew-
ish scenario that Paul is moving toward at this point in
his narrative.
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Interestingly here Paul is taking serious issue with
the standard Jewish demand of Jewish separation from
Gentiles as advocated for example in Jubilees 22:16-
18.% This rigid Jewish writing, produced in the 2nd cen-
tury B.C., demands no contact of Jews with Gentiles
at all.®" This Jewish writer could not see any possibil-
ity that any Gentile could somehow discover the law
of God and obey it in any way, apart from proselyte
conversion. Yet the nature of this blunt exhortation was
give warning to the ‘sons of Jacob’ in his day who evi-
dently were making extensive contact with non-Jews.

In the 29 uses of £Bvog inside Romans the apos-
tle is very clear about the term referencing non-Jews.
By the time the congregational readers in the house
church groups at Rome got to this point in the letter
Paul already had indicated his divine calling to Gentiles
to lead them to faith obedience by as many as possible
(cf. 1:5, 13). And beyond this point in the letter some
26 times references to Gentiles will surface. Obviously
Paul is alluding in 2:14 to some Gentiles would would
turn this direction in their lives. There is no universal
moral thermostat in every human being. Instead, God
in creation has given all humanity the capiticty for mak-
ing choices, including moral ones. None are inherent-
ly turned toward good choices, as Paul so contends
in 1:18-23. This capability for decision making is what
Paul labels as cuveidnotig.

Second, what is positively experienced by a few
Gentiles is interestingly described in this clause along
with the main clause conclusions. Gentile are people
TA ur vopov €xovta, not possessing what the law requires.
That it, clearly when God gave the Torah to Moses on
Mt. Sinai, the focal group was covenant Israel. Gentiles
were not included. But over time guess what happened

“Jubilees 22:16-18. 16 And you also, my son, Jacob, remem-
ber my words, and keep the commandments of Abraham, your
father. Separate yourself from the gentiles, and do not eat with
them, and do not perform deeds like theirs. And do not become
associates of theirs. Because their deeds are defiled, and all of
their ways are contaminated, and despicable, and abominable.
17 They slaughter their sacrifices to the dead, and to the demons
they bow down. And they eat in tombs. And all their deeds are
worthless and vain. 18 And they have no heart to perceive, and
they have no eyes to see what their deeds are, and where they
wander astray, saying to the tree ‘you are my god,’ and to a stone
‘you are my lord, and you are my savior’; and they have no heart.

[James H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
and the New Testament: Expansions of the “Old Testament” and
Legends, Wisdom, and Philosophical Literature, Prayers, Psalms
and Odes, Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic Works, vol. 2 (New
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1985), 2:98.]

IThe narrational perspective of the writer who pretends to
be Moses is that of Abraham speaking to Jacob -- something that
never happened according to the canonical scriptural record. This
unit of text is a part of the Abraham stories found in chapters 11
through 23:8.

among some Gentiles: ¢Uoel ta 100 vopou mowdoy, in-
stinctively they do what the law requires. Very critical to
Paul’'s idea here is the term @uoel from @uoig. The pre-
vious discussion of @uoIg in 1:27-27 is relevant here. 7
of the 14 uses of this noun are found in Romans: 1:26;
2:14, 27; 11:21, 24 (3x). The label ¢pvoig is not Jewish in
usage but Greek and especially Roman. The core idea
is to designate actions, being etc. that are recogniz-
able via how the living entities are formed and exist.
Trees are trees ¢pvoel. Some people ¢uoeL are proned
to make good choices including moral ones. Although
Paul does overtly assert it, from the context of chapter
one it would seem that this idea of proper choices ¢uoel
has some connection to divine creation. To be sure, in
2:15 the expression 10 £pyov T00 VOUOU yparTov £V Taig
Kapdialg avt®yv, the work of the Law written in their hearts,
implies with the adjective ypantov a divine ‘writing’ ac-
tion placing this mechanism for making good decisions
in the decision making part of human beings.

In chapter eleven, Paul makes multiple use of ¢uoig
that can throw some light on the usage here in chapter
two. Jews ethnically are labeled t&v katd ¢puowv kKAadwv,
the natural branches (v. 21). But in v. 24, Gentiles are
labeled as those who £k tfi¢ katd ¢uUowv &€ekdmng
ayptehaiou, out of a by nature wild olive tree. The meta-
phorical contrast to the wild olive tree is the cultivated
olive tree, i.e., covenant Israel. Gentiles then naturally
as branches of a wild olive tree can be grafted on to the
cultivated olive tree of God’s people. At the end of this
sentence Paul speaks of broken natural branches being
grafted back into this cultivated tree: néow pdiov oltol
ol katd ¢puoLv éykeviplobnoovtal i big éAaia. Clearly in
Romans Paul sees nothing ‘natural’ about the make-
up of Gentiles. They are a wild olive tree by their very
composition (ayptéAatog wv, 11:17). But some branches
can be cut off of the wild tree and then be grafted on to
the ‘natural’ olive tree, i.e., God’s people. This grafting
activity of God depends upon the faith commitment of
both the Gentiles and Jews who have been disobedi-
ent.

When the Gentiles @uoel 1@ 100 vOPou TTOIWCIY,
by nature do what the Law requires, they stand as a
branch broken off the wild olive tree being grafted into
the cultivated tree of God’s people. This divine grafting
of the wild branches into His tree is not natural: mopa
duow evekevipiodng sig kaAAéAatov. But God in His awe-
some power can accomplish such a miracle.

Thus the occasional Gentile in spite of not having
had direct access to the divine Torah of Moses, can do
what the Law requires ¢uoel, instinctively. This English
adverb is probably about as close to Paul’s idea as is
possible in translation.

vouov un éxovteg. This participle phrase also modi-
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fies the verb eiow. Very importantly it shifts the empha-
sis from the specific demands of law to the general idea
of law as a structured set of divine demands. Gentiles
do not possess the Torah, that is, a structured set of
laws.®2 But via obeying what the law requires consti-
tutes the formation of a vouog, which in vv. 15-16 be-
comes a mirror reflection of the written Torah of Moses
to these Gentiles.

The absence of the article tov / 6 with vépov / vouog
casts the noun as either indefinite or qualitative. That
is, not having a law, or more likely not having law. The
sense of the latter is that Gentiles are without the qual-
itative idea of divine law. Basically they are lost regard-
ing the direction and contours of the will of God. Yet, in
spite of this huge gap in their existence, some manage
to overcome this gap in obeying the requirements of
divine law anyway. This they do ¢uoet, according to v.
14a. And in them so obeying, their obedience formu-
lates vopog, divine law, for them, £€autoic. One should not
take this to imply that their obedience creates a divine
law for them to follow. Instead, as becomes clear in v.
15, their obedience opens a path of divine revelatory
action in making His Torah known to them. God thus
influences their decision making apparatus, their tfig
ouvelbnoewg, which is located év talg kapdialg avt®y, in
their hearts.

The depiction by Luke of the Gentile Cornelius in
Acts 10:1-48 seems to characterize what Paul is point-
ing toward, at least to a fairly large degree. In Luke’s
characterization of this Gentile Roman soldier in vv.
1-3, he notes prominently that Cornelius was ebogpng
Kail dpoPoupevog tov Bedv oLV avti T olkw avtol, pious
and fearing God together with all his household (v. 2a).
This was confirmed by the obedient actions of mowwv
é\enuoouvag moAAAg T® Ao kal Ssopevog tol Beol Sl
naviog, giving alms numerous times to the people and
praying to God constantly (v. 2b). This inner reaching out

2If you lived in one of the outlying provinces like Asia or
Macedonia, this would have been very clearly understood. Even
better than for those living in the city of Rome. The Romans pos-
sessed written law codes but without virtually any systematization
or structural organization. And they only applied to those officially
in the status of citizen of Rome. In the provinces a duke's mix-
ture of differing legal codes, not usually in written form, would
be found depending upon the dominating ethnic groups in the dif-
ferent regions. Even more significant the attitude and approach of
the provincial governor in proclaiming laws and then spotty en-
forcement of them usually followed. They often contradicted one
another. But government including the courts centered on the per-
sonality of the government official and not on a written set of legal
codes. Usually he followed traditional patterns as long as it suited
his interests. But he could just as easily proclaim new laws at will.
So when Paul speaks here of Gentiles vopov pn €xovteg, a law not
having, the expression was packed with meaning hard for people
used to constitutional law to grasp.

in obeying God had led Cornelius to the Jewish syna-
gogue where he began discovering the written Torah
that explains God’s requirements. This in turn prompt-
ed Peter to be sent by God to Cornelius in order to
explain the way of Christian conversion in the Gospel.
And this Roman soldier came to Christ in salvation.
One should be cautious about linking these two scrip-
ture texts together, but the Acts narrative does seem to
illustrate at least one possible example of what Paul is
describing here in 2:12-16.

oitwveg évédeikvuvral 1o £pyov Ttol VOUOU ypamTov v
taic kapbiaig avt@wv. This relative clause, through the
qualitative relative pronoun oftweg, who are of such a
kind, reaches back to the demonstrative pronoun o0tot,
these, which itself goes back to €6vn, Gentiles. Promi-
nently antecedents are the clue here. As noted in the
above discussion, oUtol ‘personalizes’ its neuter plural
antecedent €6vn by using the masculine plural spelling.
This masculine plural is then followed by oitweg, which
ties the relative pronoun directly to the demonstrative
pronoun.®

Thus the function of this lengthy relative clause is to
amplify who these particular Gentiles are, as well how
this process is working in anticipation of the coming day
of judgment that Paul defines in v. 16. In this role the
clause is vital for understanding implications present in
the initial depiction in vv. 12-14. And especially the in-
tended meaning of the core clause, oUToL...£QUTOIC €lowv
vopog, of this lengthy sentence in vv. 14-16.

These obeying-the-law Gentiles in becoming a
law thus évéeikvupl to €pyov t0d vopou yparmtov &v talg
kapdialg aut®v, demonstrate the written work of the law in
their hearts. This literalistic translation attempts to high-
light that the adjective ypatrtov, written, belongs with
€pyov and not with véuou. But grammatically the adjec-
tive is a ‘double accusative’ used predicate adjective.
The core sense of the verb and the object is ‘to show
something to be something’ as a quality or characteristic
of the direct object. Thus the work of the law has the
quality of having been written in their hearts.

One of the challenges here is that the adjective
ypPaTITOG, -, -0V is only used here inside the entire NT,
and is not a frequently used term in the Greek litera-

%This particular relative pronoun éotig, fitig, & 11, with 135
NT uses and 10 uses in Romans, is especially challenging to the
English oriented reader. It conveys a qualitative tone which has no
comparative equivalent form in English.

Also the neuter nominative singular 6 Tt is sometimes chal-
lenging to spot. In the printed Greek testament used through the
English speaking world, this spelling was written 6 Tt through the
Westcott-Hort tradition in the early 1900s. But the German tradi-
tion that spells it 611 took over beginning with the UBS editions in
the middle 1900s. The difficulty here is potential confusion with
the subordinate conjunction 6tt meaning either 'that' or 'because.’
Context is the key to proper identification of dtt.
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ture of this era. The literal background in the language
is that ypattdg denotes letters or paintings inscribed
on a surface like a monument etc. At the etymological
level of meaning, the apostle may very well be convey-
ing the metal image of God’s chiselling the Ten Words
on two tablets of stone on Mt. Sinai for Moses to give
to the Israelites. But instead God is now chiselling His
words on the hearts of selected Gentiles. Such an im-
age brings to mind God’s words to the prophet Jere-
miah in 31:31-34.°* To be sure, these words from God

*Jeremiah 38:31-34 (LXX). 311600 npépar E€pyovrad,
dnolv kUplog, kal dtabrnoopal T@ olkw lopanA kal T® olkw louda
Stabnknv kawnyv,t 3200 kata tv Stadnknyv, fv SteBéunv toig
TATPAOLY AUTOV &V AUEPQ EMAOPBOUEVOU HOU TAC XELPOC alT®OV
£€ayayelv altolg €k yfig¢ Alyumtou, OtL auTol oUK EVEUEWVAY €V
T 61aOnkn pou, kal éyw AUéAnca avut®yv, dpnaoiv kuplog-T 330tL
altn n abnkn, fv dtabroopat T olkw lopanA LETA TAG HUEPAG
£Kkelvac, pnotv kUpLog Atbou¢ SWow VOUOUS HoU €i¢ THV Sidvolav
auTav Kai €ni kapdiag avtwv ypaPw autoUg: Kai Eéooual autois
€i¢ Feov, kai avtoi £oovrai pot gig¢ Aaov-t 34kal o0 ur S16afwaolv
£KA0TOG TOV OALTNV a0Tol Kal Ekaotog ToV adeAdov altol Aéywv
T'v@OL TOV KUplov: OTL tavteg eldnoouciv pe amod pkpol avutiv
Kal Ewg peyalou autdv, 6Tt I\ewg Eoopal Talg ddikialg alT®v Kal
TOV ApopTOV alT®V ol pn pvnod® &t t

=Jeremiah 31:31-34 (NRSV). 31 The days are surely com-
ing, says the LORD, when | will make a new covenant with the
house of Israel and the house of Judah. 32 It will not be like the
covenant that | made with their ancestors when | took them by
the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt — a covenant that
they broke, though | was their husband, says the LORD. 33 But
this is the covenant that | will make with the house of Israel after
those days, says the LORD: I will put my law within them, and |
will write it on their hearts; and | will be their God, and they shall
be my people. 34 No longer shall they teach one another, or say to
each other, “Know the LORD,” for they shall all know me, from the
least of them to the greatest, says the LORD; for | will forgive their
iniquity, and remember their sin no more.

through Jeremiah were spoken to “the house of Israel
and the house of Judah” (v. 31). This language is found
also in Isaiah 51:7, akolUoate pou, ot €iboteC Kpiotv, Aadg
HOU, 0U 0 VOuOG pou €V Ti Kapdig Uud@v. Listen to me, you
who know righteousness, you people who have my teach-
ing in your hearts.

So Paul’s idea of the law written in the hearts of
obedient people is not new in Jewish thinking. What
is different is Paul’s focusing of this happening among
Gentiles rather than with covenant Jews. Paul’'s think-
ing comes off the assumption of God’s universal control
of His universe, and thus His insistence upon a pre-
scribed pattern of obedience to Him from the humans
that He has created. This universal law was incorporat-
ed into the written Torah of Moses and presented to His
covenant people Israel. But God has additional ways
of communicating at least essential elements of this
law to non-Jews. Paul sees this option as having come
not necessarily through creation, although creation has
been used as a vehicle to communicate important as-
pects of who God is (cf. 1:19-20). The communication
of what He expects from humanity has come about
differently, through His shaping the decision making
apparatus of humans, their cuveidnaoig located in their
kapdia.

The ancient Israelite prophets envisioned a day
when the communication of God’s Law in a new cov-
enant would be thus communicated to covenant Isra-
el so that full comprehension of the divine demands
would take place. In 2:29, the signal of this is the gift of
the Holy Spirit who does the ‘circumcising’ of the heart.
That is, the Spirit brings the heart, the decision maker,*
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into line with what God requires. Compare 2 Cor. 3:3, 6
and Phil. 3:3 for further details on Paul’s thinking.
Another important interpretive matter in this phrase
is the different wording of the direct object: to £pyov t00
vopou. Later on in chapter three a seemingly similar
expression, €pywv vouou (3:20, 28) is presented as hav-
ing no capacity to make one acceptable before God.%

KapSiog v veUpatt o0 ypAUPOTL 0U 6 EMavoc oUK £€ AvOpuIwY
QAN €k ToU Beol

Rather, a person is a Jew who is one inwardly, and real cir-
cumcision is a matter of the heart—it is spiritual and not literal.
Such a person receives praise not from others but from God.

*For related concepts see:

Rom. 4:2. i yap ABpady € £pywv €81katwOn, €xel kavxnua,
AAN’ oU mpog Bedv. For if Abraham was justified by works, he has
something to boast about, but not before God.

Rom. 4:6. kaBdmep kal Aauld Aéyel TOV HOKAPLOUOV TOD
avBpwrmou M 6 Bedc Aoyiletal Sikatoolvny Xwpls Epywv. So also
David speaks of the blessedness of those to whom God reckons
righteousness apart from works:

Rom. 9:11-12a. 11 pAnw yap yevwnBéviwyv unde mpafaviwv
TL dyabov i padlov, iva 1 kat’ €khoynv poBeotig tol Beol pévn,
12 oUk £€ €pywv GAN" €k toU kaAolvtog, €ppebn alti, 11 Even
before they had been born or had done anything good or bad (so
that God’s purpose of election might continue, 12 not by works
but by his call) she was told,

Rom. 9:31-32. 31 lopan\ 8¢ Swwkwv vopov Slkaloolivng
gl¢ vopov oUk €pBaocev. 32 81 Ti; OTL OUK €K TioTEWG GAN Wwg €€
£pywv- pooékoav @ ABw tol mpookoupatog, 31 but Israel,
who did strive for the righteousness that is based on the law, did
not succeed in fulfilling that law. 32 Why not? Because they did
not strive for it on the basis of faith, but as if it were based on
works. They have stumbled over the stumbling stone,

Rom. 11:6. €l 8¢ xaptti, oUKETL €€ Epywy, EMEL R} XAPLG OUKETL
yivetal xapis. But if it is by grace, it is no longer on the basis of
works, otherwise grace would no longer be grace.

Gal. 2:16. €i60teg 6£ OtL 00 SikaloTUtal avBpwrog € Epywv
vOpoU £av N 81a miotewg Incod Xplotol, kal AUETS gic Xplotov
Incolv €moteloapey, va Sikalwdduey €k miotewg Xplotol Kal
oUK &€ Epywv vopou, OTL £€ Epywv vOpou ol SikalwBroetal mdoa
ocapé. yet we know that a person is justified not by the works of
the law but through faith in Jesus Christ. And we have come to
believe in Christ Jesus, so that we might be justified by faith in
Christ, and not by doing the works of the law, because no one will
be justified by the works of the law.

Gal. 3:2. to0t0 poévov BEAw paBelv ad’ vpdv: €€ Epywv
vopou to nvelpa éAafete R €€ akofi¢ miotewg; The only thing |
want to learn from you is this: Did you receive the Spirit by doing
the works of the law or by believing what you heard?

Gal. 3:5. 6 o0V énopny®v VUV TO Tvedpa Kal EvepyGv
Suvapelg év LT, €€ Epywv vopou A €€ akofig miotewc; Well then,
does Goda supply you with the Spirit and work miracles among
you by your doing the works of the law, or by your believing what
you heard?

Gal. 3:10-12. 10"0cotyap &€ Epywv vopou eloiv, UTO KaTapav
elolv: yéyparmral yap OTL EmKatapatog ndg 6¢ oUK EUUEVEL TTACLY
TOlG yeypaupévolg €v @ BLBAlw tod vopou tol motfjoal altd.
11 Ot 6¢€ év vouw oldelg SikatoUtal mapd 1@ Be® &fjhov, OTL 6
Sikalog €k miotewc {noetat 12 6 &€ vopog oUK 0TIV €K TIOTEWG,
AAN’ 0 mowjoag auta {nostal £v avtoic. 10 For all who rely on

The anarthrous plural spelling €pywv with or without the
preposition £¢ signals an very different concept from
the singular articular 16 €pyov used here. In the English
translation, the difference between ‘work of law’ and
‘works of law’ would seem minimal at best. But concep-
tually the Greek expressions, as Paul employs them,
carry huge differences of idea.

The phrase containing the plural €pywv stands as
a code expression signaling not just the cognitive con-
tent of the phrase but an entire system of religious ap-
proach to life. At its core was the teaching of the Phar-
isees of the first century that through proper Jewish
circumcism and successful obedience to the Jewish
Torah one could earn his way into eternal salvation with
God. The individual’s eternal destiny depended entirely
upon the determination of the individual to follow these
two requirements for salvation. As a former Pharisee,
Paul had placed his hope for eternal salvation in this
system of religious practice. But his encounter with the
risen Christ on the road just outside Damascus com-
pletely changed his understanding. Such a path was
to put oneself in an impossible situation of trying to
achieve something that no mortal is ever capable of
accomplishing. And thus this path dooms one to eternal
damnation. Thus his use of the expression 1a £pya T00
vopou with the variations of it is in the context of assert-
ing that such an approach to finding acceptability with
God is utterly doomed to failure.

On the other hand, his use of the expression 10
Epyov 10U voupou here with the singular €pyov carries
a significantly different idea. All the spellings of &pyov
constitue 167 uses in the NT. It is in conformity to the
singular use of the term throughout the entire NT where
épyov with a qualifier referencing God in some way de-
notes something legitimate and as coming from God.
The plural spelling, however, tends to refer to some-
thing man-made and evil, apart from a few instances
with the plural spelling which are seen positively. John
4:34 captures the heart of the singular €pyov as domi-
nantly used inside the NT:

AéyeLl avtolg O ‘Incolg €uov Bplud éotwv va
TMoow 10 BéANUa to0 MEUPaVTOG Ue Kal TEAELWOW
autol To Epyov.

Jesus said to them, “My food is to do the will of him
who sent me and to complete his work.”

Paul’s phrase 1o £€pyov tol vépou in Rom. 2:15 un-
derscores the same core idea of a divine activity being
reflected in the obedience of the Gentile to God apart
the works of the law are under a curse; for it is written, “Cursed
is everyone who does not observe and obey all the things written
in the book of the law.” 11 Now it is evident that no one is justi-

fied before God by the law; for “The one who is righteous will live
by faith.” 12 But the law does not rest on faith; on the contrary,

“Whoever does the works of the law will live by them.”
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from access to the written Law of Moses.

The predicate adjective expression as the predicate
object of the verb is ypamtov év taig kapdialg avt®v, writ-
ten in their hearts. Paul defines this to €pyov as a define
as a divine action which God has written, ypamtov, in the
interior of some Gentiles at the point of the place where
they make all decisions, including moral and ethical de-
cisions. That is, év taic kapbdiaic avt®v. The use of this
single NT used adjective ypantog, rather than the more
standard perfect passive participle form, yeypauuévov,
gives the idea a heightened level of permanency with
the sense closer to ‘chiseled into their hearts.

Don’t overlook that it is the work of the law that is
chiselled into their hearts by God, not the law itself.
This is important since the law, to0 vépou, alludes back
to that which typifies God Himself in terms of patterns
of character and actions coming out of His being. What
God chisels is not a copy of a book of rules and regula-
tions! Indeed, it is actions and decisions that follow and
reflect His ways and will. These reflect His law, but do
not equal it.

ouppOopTUpOUONG  aUTWV  TAG ouveldnoswg  Kal
pETOEL GAAAAWY TOV Aoylop®dv KatnyopoUvtwv f Kol
arnoloyoupévwy. These two Genitive Absolute con-
structions in Greek attach to the verb évéeikvuvtal as
adverbial modifiers denoting the idea of accompanying
actions produced by a subject different from the verb
subject ottiveg. The producers of the actions are tfig
ouvelbrioewg, conscience, and t&v Aoylop®v, reasonings.
The normally used present tense form of the two par-
ticiples signals actions occurring at the same time as
évdeikvuvtal. The modal function of the adverbial par-
ticiples indicates that the observer of the ‘showing’ ac-
tion senses this demonstration of to £pyov 1ol vopou as
being ypamtov év tailg kapdialg abtwv through what the
conscience and the reasonings do. That is, the Gentile
who decides and then follows the prompting to avoid
bad and to follow good demonstrates that God is ac-
tive inside his life. In the larger context of 2:1-29 Paul’s
point is that such demonstrates God’s presence and
activity in the lives of these Gentiles in contrast to the
disobedient Jews with access to the written Torah of
Moses. This had a stinging bite for such Jewish read-
ers of Paul’s letter.

The action produced by tiig ocuvelbnoswg is
cuppaptupovaong, giving witness. The verb cuppaptupéw
is used only three times in the NT and all three of these
are in Romans: 2:15; 8:16; and 9:1.%” The other two uses

“"To be clear, this verb is a part of a larger word group with
extensive use throughout the NT: pdprtuc, poptropém, poptopia,
HopTOPLOV,  EMUAPTUPE®, GUUUOPTUPE®,  GUVETIUOPTUPE®,
KOTOHOPTUPE®, HOPTOPOLOL, OLOLOPTOPOLLOL, TPOUUPTOPOLLOL,
WELOOLOUPTLG, WYEVSOLAPTVPE®, YELOLLAPTLPTCL.

[Hermann Strathmann, “Médprtvog, Moptopéw, Maptopia,

beyond 2:15 are very instructive. In them Paul makes
it very clear that the cuveibnolig is the tool of the Holy
Spirit to communicate God’s desires to the individual.
As discussed above, the ocuveidnoig, as Paul defines
the concept, is the mechanism given to humanity in
creation to enable people to make decisions of every
kind. Where does this capacity reside inside the indi-
vidual? In ancient Jewish thinking, such was found év
Tfj kapbiq, in the heart. The use of this rare compound
form most likely enabled Paul to indicate that the di-
vine source of this action of decision making came from
God through the Holy Spirit. At least this perspective
is directly asserted in Rom. 9:1, where cuveiénoig and
ouppaptupew are used together, and also in a Genitive
Absolute construction.

The second Genitive Absolute construction is kai
peTagL AAANAWY TOV Aoylou®v KatnyopoUvtwv H Kol
armohoyoupévwy. Here we encounter a more detailed
syntactical grammar construction. The genitive case
‘subject’” v Aoylou@v is in the pre- position before
two contrastive verbal expressions katnyopouUvtwv f
kal amohoyoupévwv with the different perspectives of
accusing and excusing. But the prepositional phrase
petafl aMnAwv stands at the very beginning of the
construction in order to signal the coming contrastive
perspectives to be introduced. That is, between the
differing t@v Aoyopdv, some of the thinking would go
the accusing direction while other parts of the thinking
would go the excusing direction.

In attempting to make detailed sense of this Gen-
itive Absolute construction, the first issue is to clearly
understand what Paul means by t&v Aoylwop®v, and es-
pecially then what the connection of t®v Aoyloudv is to
Tfig ouveldnoewg in the first segment of this larger twin
Genitive Absolute construction. Answering these con-
cerns is more difficult by far than just laying out the
nature of the concern. This is one place where ana-

Moaptoprov, ‘Empoptopéo, Zoppoptopé®, ZUVETIHOPTUPE®,
Katapoptopém, Maptdpopat, Awapaptopopat, TIpopaptdpopot,
Yevdopaptog, Pevdopaptupéom, Pevdopapropio,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 4:474.]

One should note that the compound verb forms émi-, cop-,
GUVETL-, KOTO-, O10-, wpo- largely have the impact of intensifying
the meaning of the root verbs poaptopém and paptopopot. " The
meaning of these compounds is closely related to the popular sense
of paptopeiv.”

[Hermann Strathmann, “Mdptog, Maptopém, Maptopia,
Moaptoprov, ‘Empoptopéom, Zoppoptopé®, ZUVETHOAPTUPE®,
Katapoptopém, Maptdpopat, Awapaptopopar, Ipopaptdpopot,
Yevdopaptog, Pevdopaptupéom, Yevdopapropio,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 4:
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lyzing this as Koine Greek is more challenging than it
would be had the ideas been cast in classical Greek
which is significantly more precise than Koine Greek
tends to be. Adding to the challenge is that the con-
ceptualization of what the mind is and how it functions
in Paul’'s world bears hardly any resemblance at all to
modern psychological based perceptions. Additional-
ly the ancient Jewish perspective here is dramatically
more primitive and fluid than even the Greek and Ro-
man views, as primitive as they themselves are. Fur-
ther challenge surfaces with just two instances of this
noun Aoywouog in the entire NT: Rom. 2:15 and 2 Cor.
10:4. The companion verb AoyiZopat with 40 NT uses is
more common and 34 of those are in Paul’s writings.
But the range of meaning for the verb is substantial as
reflected in the charting of the NRSV translating of it.

Now let’s jump into the pool hoping we don’t drown
in the process. We begin with t@v Aoywopdv. What
are these? While tfi¢ ouveldrioewg is singular and
thus denotes a mechanism for producting things in
év talg kapdialg adtdy, that is common to all humani-
ty, t@v hoyopdv on the other hand, is plural and con-
textually defines the products of the functioning of tfig
ouveldnoewg in the hearts of these Gentiles.%

By definition Aoywouoég is the label for the mental
action of the verb hoyiZecBal.*®® But typically in secular

%Modern western based perspective would never every de-
scribe the functioning of the mind in such ways. Thoughts are
formed and evaluated on occasion either negative or positively in
the mind which is located in the head, not the middle torso of the
body. Conscience would come into play only with moral and ethi-
cal kinds of constructs. All other decisions and perspectives would
be analyzed by the mind itself. But all decisions regardless of their
nature are the composite result of the mind putting them together
using culture, personal history, belief systems et als. Collectively
this process is what the Germans label Weltanschauen or the prod-
uct of Weltanschauung. World view is about as close as one can
come to this in English, and it's not very close. But these modern
conceptualizations are derived largely from post-enlightenment
scientific research and observation -- something not existing in
Paul's world.

*"The noun denotes the actual fulfilment of LoyilecBar, and
it thus has the par. meaning 'reckoning,' 'charging to' (esp. pap.),
'thought,' 'consideration.' But the specific content of the term lies
elsewhere, a. In secular Gk. the idea of counting causes it to be
used even in class. Gk. as a specialised term for arithmetic (Plat.
Prot., 318e). The general logical sense is important in the diatribe.
In Aristot. (Metaph., I, 1, p. 980b, 28) Loywopog is the supreme
activity which constitutes man as such, and in Stoicism there is an
ethical orientation. As the supreme function it controls all others,
including impulses. Cf. in 4 Macc. the sermon wepi avtokpdTopog
Aoylopod: O yap AOYIGUOG TAOV HEV GPETAV £0TV NYEUDOV, TMV
0¢ mabdv avtokpdrwp (1:30). More precisely: Aoylopuog pev om
Toivuv €oTiv volg et 0pbod Adyov mpoTiu®dV 10V coeiog Piov
(1:15). hoywopudg, then, is not just reason in general (the vodg). It is
reason in its concrete form in the consciousness and worked out in
life as action. The norm of Aoyiopdg: — here the preacher seems

understand
counted, counting scorned
imagine
regarded
@) hold
consider, considered ,' accounted

Aoyilopcr — ml

consider; count; credit; reckon -

think, thinks

reckon, reckoned, reckons

Greek and intertestamental Jewish Greek usage, it
designated more than what we would mean by English
words like reasoning, thinking etc. But these English
terms actually are closer to the Greek idea of voig.
The LXX uses Aoylopdg to incorporate beyond mental
processes the emotional and volitional elements into
the producing of something closer to a plan or strategy
which is called Aoywoudc. Here in Romans Paul seems
to be playing off the broader, earlier secular Greek
designations of Aoyioudg rather than the more defined
Jewish Greek perspectives.

The Moywopot then are the thoughts evaluated by fil-
tering them through the cuveidnowg which determines
whether they are correct or incorrect.’® On the one
side, some of these thoughts katnyopoiuvtwv, accuse.
That is, decisions, actions etc. being contemplated are
evaluated as wrong actions that will incur God’s anger
on the day of judgment (év nuépa). Therefore the individ-
to differ from Stoicism — is the Mosaic Law (2:6, 14). But for
him this is identical with the principle of reason, the vodg. b. In the
LXX doywopoc, like hoyilecBan, takes from 2wp, and its derivatives
nawon, Pawn, nwdil, an emotional and volitional emphasis, and it
denotes 'plan' in the neutral sense (y 32:10), good when used of
God's plan to save (Iep. 36:11), but usually bad (Ez. 38:10). In the
same sense we also find dtadoyiopdg in y 39:5, fovAr) in Job 5:12,
and évOounpo in 1 Ch. 28:9. The formula Aoyilecbat Aoyiopov,
which is modelled on the Heb., is not good Gk. (though cf. the
purely logical use in Plat. Tim., 34a b). In Wis. Aoyiopog is the con-
cept of self-glorious reason apart from God: ckoAiol yap Aoyiopol
yopilovow amod Beod (1:3, cf. v. 5; 9:14 etc.).”

[Hans Wolfgang Heidland, “Aoyilopat, Aoywopog,” ed. Ger-
hard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theo-
logical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 1964-), 4:286.]

100t is a serious mistake to drive conceptual distance between
these two Genitive Absolute constructions. The plain sense of the
grammar is that they are profoundly linked to one another with the
second one advancing the thought of the first one. The first one sets
up the decision making function of the cuveidnoig with the joint
action of ocvppoptrupém. Here is the divine link to the inner per-
son of the Gentile. How that then functions inwardly is explained
by the second Genitive Absolute construction. Tdv Aoyiopdv and
g ovveldnoewg are deeply linked together. The divine source of
understanding correct and incorrect actions then plays itself out in
the inner debate that takes place when assessing the correctness or

incorrectness of a possible action labeled Aoyicu@®v.
i glc

Page 53



ual should not engage in such actions etc. But, on the
other side, other thoughts evaluated by the cuveiénoig
provide amoAloyoupévwy, defend. And thus the individual
should avoid these actions etc.

One cannot escape the judicial, court room tone
of these two participles. Clearly they point to that day
in v. 16, but their present tense, linked grammatical-
ly to the present tense core verb évdeikvuvtal, speak
of something taking place now in an ongoing manner.
The accusing / excusing participle actions become the
demonstrating of the impact of divine law among the
Gentiles. But this is no endorsement of any kind of ‘re-
alized eschatology’ as a few have tried to argue.

The explanation actually is rather simple. Escha-
tological judgment day will not scrutinize what is done
merely on that final day. Rather it will gather up a life
time of actions and decisions by the individual over the
duration of his or her life for divine evaluation on that
final day which then determines eternal destiny. What
is happening in the life of some Gentiles is that, in re-
sponding positively to the divine impulses, their deci-
sion evaluator linked to their cuveiénoig is anticipating
the divine evaluation on that coming day in a manner
similar to a genuinely religious Jew responding to the
written Torah. Both individuals have a clear sense that
God approves of certain things but disapproves of oth-
er things. And that moment of divine evaluation of ev-
ery individual is in front of every person. Particularly of
the critical moral elitists who are still the primary target
of Paul’s point.

What is the role of fj kai? Should it be translated “or
even”? Or “or also”? These are the only two legitimate
possibilities.’® The conjunction /i denotes contrasting
opposites. The adverbial function of kai denotes either
addition or ascension, i.e., also or even. In the assump-
tions underlying the translation choice stands the pos-
sible role of the so-called ‘bad conscience’ in some
streams of Greco-Roman philosophy that was per-
ceived to dominate the decision making process. But
such is not clear with Paul. What is clear that the ma-
jority of decisions made by humans generally are bad
choices. The ‘also’ translation pattern simply stresses

WINIV_ and at other times even
NIrV_ At other times ESV_ or even

ASV_ or else BBE_ or even

HSB_ or TEV_ and sometimes
KIV_or else LEB_ or even

LB_or Message_and
NASB_ or else NLT_ or

NRSV_ or perhaps
SE 1569 _ y también
BA_y otras

NTV_ o bien

EB 1905_ oder auch
Ostervald_ou

RSV_ or perhaps
BRV_ y también
BJ2000_ y también
NVI_ vy otras

LB 1912_ oder
Segond 1910_ ou

that good choices are possible which some Gentiles
were making in Paul’s observation.

What is the meaning of petafu aAAnAwv? Here the
meaning is less clear.'? The choices are inward or ex-
ternal perspective. That is, are the conflicts between in-
ner thoughts or among relations with other people? The
masculine gender of aAAnAwv matches the masculine
gender of hoylwopdv, but also the masculine gender of
aut®v as well. The context favors Aoylopv as the link
via antecedency of the reciprocal pronoun. The adver-
bial preposition petafy denotes reciprocal interaction
of entities with differences. The common translation of
petafl aAAnAwv as ‘conflicting’ is reasonably close to the
Greek idea. The contrasting participles katnyopoUvtwv
fi kal droAoyouuévwy points this same direction.

Thus within the thinking of some Gentiles is the
inner struggle with doing what is correct or incorrect.
And some vague sense of this being done before a
God who will hold them accountable for their choices is
present also. Paul sees this as a product of the working
of the Spirit in their lives: ypamtov év taig kapsialg altdv.

€V NUEPQ OTE KPLVEL O BEOC TA KPUTTA TWV AVOpWTTWY
Katd O eVayyEALOV pou Sua Xpiotol Inool. One of the
more vigorously debated issues with this expression
in verse sixteen is the connection of the prepositional
phrase év uépa to some previous expression.'® Yet,

12"A fourth matter to note is that the prepositional phrase
peto&L arAniov (literally 'between one another') is extremely dif-
ficult to interpret. Some have quite literally translated it 'in their
dealings with one another,' and so have understood it as referring
to the criticism or defense of the actions of others.!?” It is probably
best, however, to understand the phrase as referring to the inner
debate that goes on within the conscience of a person — that is,
'within themselves,' especially here within Gentiles — regarding
right and wrong in their own conduct. Also to be noted in 2:14—15
is the fact that the structure, language, and syntax of these two
verses (as pointed out at various places in the discussion above)
seem rather convoluted — and increasingly so as the passage de-
velops — with at least one redundancy, two or three hapax legom-
ena of expression and usage, and rather difficult syntax, especially
in the latter half of 2:15." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to
the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Mar-
shall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 278.]

183" The textual history of 2:16 suggests that this verse is best
viewed as beginning with the words év Nuépa dte, 'in/on the day
when' (see the 'Textual Notes' above). Thus this verse is best un-
derstood as directly connected with what comes before, either (1)
with what has been said in 2:15b, (2) with what has been said in
2:14-15, or, perhaps, reaching even further back, (3) with all that
has been said in 2:12—15. Yet there is a real problem in connecting
2:16 with what is said in the verse or verses before it — a problem
with which every commentator since Origen has struggled. Jou-
ette Bassler states the problem concisely: 'Since the eschatological




the most defendable solution grammatically and theo-
logically is the one reflected in the above diagram, in
which the prepositional phrase év fuépa is attached
naturally to the verb évéeikvuvtal in v. 15a. The core
idea then is that of these Gentiles demonstrating their
work in connection to the coming day of judgment. The
value of what they are doing now is to be measured
against the standard of how God will view it on judg-
ment day. Its true nature will be disclosed in that escha-
tological event. This is consistent with the idea of final

final judgment and the participial phrases of v. 15b, which seem
to describe instead the present ongoing activity of the inner con-
science."?

"A myriad of solutions have been proposed.

One is that God'’s judgment referred to in 2:16 should probably not
be understood as his final, eschatological day of judgment, but
rather as a present, earthly day of encounter with the word of
God129 or as the day of one’s conversion.**°

A second proposal is that the material of 2:14-15 was originally a
marginal gloss in some ancient manuscript that a later scribe
incorporated into the text.*!

A third view is that when Paul addressed Jewish audiences, he likely
used the bulk of the material that now appears in Rom 2—
which original sermonic material probably had his final state-
ment of v. 16 following immediately after his statements of
vv. 12-13—but that when he wrote to the Christians at Rome
and used that earlier material he “inserted verses 14-15 par-
enthetically” in a letter “meant for Gentile as well as Jewish
readers.”!*?

A fourth position is that, while 2:14-15 may be considered too long
for a parenthesis by Paul, 2:15b, which speaks about the hu-
man conscience and conflicting human thoughts, should prob-
ably be seen as parenthetical material inserted by Paul, with
the primary flow of the apostle’s logic moving from 2:15a to
2:16.1%3

A fifth understanding is that 2:16 is a marginal gloss that has some-
how found its way into the text.!**

A sixth proposal is to delete the noun nuépa (“day”) and connect
the phrase év 1 (“in the”) preceding it in 2:16 with the noun
ouveldnolg (“conscience”) in 2:15b, thereby reading “their
consciences bearing witness when God judges everyone’s se-
crets.”1%

A seventh suggestion is that 2:14-16 is best understood as “a po-
lemic against Jewish claims of an eschatological advantage” in
God’s judgment of people, with 2:14-15a speaking about the
impartiality of God’s present judgment and 2:15b—16 speaking
about the impartiality of God’s future judgment.*

And an eighth view is that the third person plural present indicative
active verb év8eikvuvrtal (“they show”) of 2:153, like the third
person singular future indicative active verb kpwel (“he will
judge,” whose final syllable is best accented with a circumflex
accent) of 2:16, should be understood futuristically (“they will
show”), so that both 2:15 and 2:16 refer to a future judgment
of God through Christ Jesus.*’

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
278-280.]

judgment universally in the rest of Romans as well as
the NT itself.

Out of the 11 uses of Nuépa inside Romans, 4 have
to do with eschatological judgment day: 2:5, 16, 13:12,
13. Rom. 13:13a is most helpful to 2:16, wg év Auépa
€UOXNUOVWG TIEPLTTOTHOWHEVY, let us live honorably as in the
day. The sense of a future ‘day’ giving tone and atmo-
sphere for patterns of living in the present is clear in
13:13. And the parallel prepositional phrase construc-
tion év nuépa between the two uses argues for a similar
understanding of both uses.

The adverbial temporal dependent clause intro-
duced by the definite temporal conjunction 6te sets up
the qualification of Auépa: 6te kpivel 6 Bedg TA KPUTTTA
TV AvBpwIwv Katd T e0ayyEALOV pou 8La XpLotol Incod,
when God judges the secrets of people according to my
Gospel through Christ Jesus.

The day is defined as final judgment day. Up to this
point this event has been depicted by Paul as

a) TO kpipa 1ol B=00, God’s judgment (2:2, 3)

b) év nuépa 6pyig kal amokaAUPewg SKalokpLoLag
o0 Be0l, in a day of wrath and disclosure of the
righteous judgments of God (2:5)

c) tolc 6¢& €€ épBeiag kal amelBolow tH AAnbeiq
nielBopévolg 8¢ tfj adikia 6pyr kal Bupde, but for
those out of self-seeking both disobey the Truth but
obey iniquity, there will be wrath and fury (2:8)

d) OAlYLc kal otevoxwpla émi néoav Puxnv dvBpwrmou
100 katepyalopévou To Kakov, loudaiou Te mpltov
Kal"EAAnvog, Affliction and distress will be upon the
very existence of every person doing evil, to the Jew
first and then to the Gentile (2:9)

e) “Ocolydp avouwg fpaptov, Avopwc Kot drnolodvral,
Kal 0ool év vouw fuaptov, S1a vopou kplBroovtal,
for as many as sin apart from law will also perish
apart from law, and as many as sin in law through
law will be condemned (2:12)

Beyond 2:16, the references to judgment day are

more generalized but frequent:

a) Tl épolpev; pn adikog O Bedg O Emudépwv TV
opynv; katd avBpwrmov Aéyw, What shall we say?
God is not unjust to inflict wrath, is He? | speak hu-
manly (3:5b)

b) énel k¢ kpwel 0 BeOC TOV KOGPOV; For then how
will God judge the world? (3:6)

c) O ydp vopog opynv katepyaletal, for Law brings
wrath. (4:15a)

d) TOAG o0v pdAAov SwatwBévteg viv €v T alpatt
avutol ocwbnooueba S avtol amod ThG Opyiig,
much more then having been justified now in His
blood we will be saved through Him from God’s

wrath (5:9)
e) &l 6¢ BéAwv O Bedg évdeifaoBal TNV Opynv Kal
N gfle  Pee



yvwploal to Suvatov altod Hveykev év TOAAR
hHakpoBupia okeln Opyfic katnptlopéva  €ig
anwAelav, But since God wanting to display His
wrath and to make known His power has held back
with much patience on the object of wrath which
are destined for destruction (9:22)

f) un €avutoug £kdikolvteg, dyamntoi, GAAQ Sote
Tomov Tfj 6pyi}, don’t avenge yourselves, but give
place for God’s wrath (12:19a)

g) n vUE mpoékoyey, f 6€ AUEpa fyyikey, the night is
far spent, but that day is near (Rom. 13:12a)

h) wg év NUéEpa eboXNUOVWG TTEPLTTATAOWHEY, let us
live honorably as in the day (Rom. 13:13a)

When seen together contextually, one cannot con-
clude anything but that judgment day as a day of God’s
wrath is a significant theme throughout the letter to
the Romans. Chapters one and two center on the an-
nounced theme in 1:18 of 6pyr) 800, God’s wrath, first
disclosed as temporal judgments imposed in this life
(chapter 1) and then as eschatological judgment day
(chapter 2). Here Paul presents the greatest detail and
then in the remainder of the letter he makes frequent
allusion to God judging, God’s wrath, and the coming
day of judgment.

The temporal clause here in 2:16 provides unique
insight into a few details of that coming day. The tempo-
ral subordinate conjunction ote introduces an adverbial
dependent clause which specifies action taking place
at the same time of what the clause is attached to, here
the noun Auépq, day. This is particularly the case when
the clause verb, here «kpivey, is in the present tense as
is this instance. Thus what happens on the fuépq, day?
The basic answer is clear: kpivel 6 Bg0¢ Ta KpunTA TOV
avBpwnwy, God judges the secrets of people. By what
parameters? katd tO glayyéAOv pou, according to my
Gospel. By who will do the judging? 6w Xpiotol Incod,
by Christ Jesus. These are new insights for the Roman
readers not presented up to this point in the letter.

Now let’s look at the details. First, kpivet 6 9<o¢ ta
Kpunta twv avipwnwv, God judges the secrets of people.

With the indirect agency prepositional phrase &
Xplotol Incol attached to the core verb kpivet, the pre-
cise sense of the verb becomes God does the judging
through Christ Jesus who is the functioning judge on that
day. In the apocalyptic Judaism of Paul’s day, which
was virtually exclusive Hellenistic Diaspora Jewish
thinking, as opposed to Hebraistic Palaestina Jewish
thinking, a common thread regarding final judgment
was that God was the one who judged humanity. A few
alternative claims exist in the literature which speculate
on God’s use of a representative to do the actual judg-
ing of humanity.'® But Paul affirms the uniform early

104" A second matter highlighted in 2:16 is that this final judg-

Christian view that Christ Jesus, as the divine Son of

God, will do the actual judging in representation of Al-

mighty God. In the earlier written letter of Second Cor-

inthians, the apostle had spoken of the judgment seat
of Christ:

ToUG yap mavtag Nudg davepwOijval ST éunpocbev

100 Bruatog tol Xplotod, (va Koplontal EKaotog Ta S

100 owpatog pog & Enpacev, eite ayabov eite padiov.

For all of us must appear before the judgment seat

of Christ, so that each may receive recompense for

what has been done in the body, whether good or evil.

The sense of kpivel is the ancient royal palace in which

the king renders sentences on those against whom

charges have been brought.’ In chapter two Paul

uses kpivw seven times but only three reference the es-

chatological judgment: vv. 12, 16, 27.'% The other four
ment of all people will be carried out not just by God, as was the
standard Jewish understanding, but specifically by Christ Jesus.
Various nonconformist Jews of Paul’s day had speculated about
God’s use of some heavenly representative to serve as the es-
chatological judge of all humanity — as, for example, the 'elect
one,''' Melchizedek,'** or Abel.'** The earliest Jewish believers in
Jesus, however, proclaimed that 'he (‘Jesus of Nazareth’) is the
one ordained by God as judge of the living and the dead."* And
that is what Paul also stated in 2 Cor 5:10 when he spoke of 'the
judgment seat of Christ' — as well as what Jesus taught'* and the
early Jewish Christians affirmed in what they wrote.'*¢ Specifically
Christian language breaks through in this first major section of the
body middle of Romans in 2:16 for the first time since 1:16—17—
though Paul does not elaborate here on his reference to Christ Je-
sus, but reserves all further christological discussion for later in
his letter." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 281-282.]

1%5Note the extensive use of this verb along with its cognates
in the New Testament: kpivo, kpicig, Kpipa, Kpitfg, Kpitnplov,
KPUTIKOG,  AvaKpivem, GVAKPLoLS, OTOKPive, GVTOTOKPIVOLLOL,
ATOKPULN, ATOKPIOLS, SLOKPIve, SLOKPLoLg, AdIKPLTOS, EYKPive,
KOTOUKPIV®, KOTAKPULOL, KATAKPLOLS, AKOTAKPLITOG, AOTOKUTAKPLTOG,
mpoKpipa, cvykpive. [Friedrich Biichsel and Volkmar Herntrich,
“Kpive, Kpiowg, Kpipa, Kpuie, Kpiriprov, Kpirikdg, Avaxpive,
Avdkpiolg, Amokpiveo, Avtomokpivopol, Amokpipa, AmdKpiols,
Awkpivo, Adkpiolg, Adidkprtog, Eykpive, Kotokpive,
Kotdakpyo,  Katdkpiolg,  Akatdkpitog,  AVTOKOTOKPLTOC,
[Ipdxpipa, Xvykpive,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:921.]

196" The word is related in root to the Lat. cerno: 'to sunder." In
the basic sense 'to part,' 'to sift," it occurs in Hom. Il., 5, 500: 8t¢ t¢
EavOm Anpnmp kpivy ... koprdv te kol dyvag (chaff). This leads to
the sense 'to divide out,' 'to select,' I1., 1, 309: &g §° épétag Ekptvev
geikooy, 'to value,' kpivovteg 10V ATOAM® ... Tpod Mapcvov, Plat.
Resp., III, 399¢. The most common meaning is 'to decide,' veikea
kpivewv, Hom. Od., 12, 440; 'to judge,' 'to assess,' and in the mid. 'to
go to law, to dispute with,' Titvesot kpivavto, Hes. Theog., 882;
also 'to seek justice,’ or 'to be accused, Bavérov dikn kpivesHar,
Thuc., 111, 57, 3, also, from the sense 'to assess,' 'to expound,' 0
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instances allude to judging actions by the moral elitist
in the diatribe, which only serves to get him in greater
trouble with God on judgment day. Rom. 3:6 adds one
additional insight with the use of kpivw: émnel T®¢ Kkpvel
0 Bed¢ TOV KOGHOoV; how then will God judge the world? The
judgment of God at the end encompasses the entire
world, i.e., all humanity.

The main target of this divine judgment is ta kpumnta
TV avBpwnwy, people’s secrets. This substantivally used
adjective from kpuntog, -1, -6v is found twice (2:16, 29)
in Romans with seemingly different meanings. Derived
from the verb kpUmtw with the sense of to cover up or
to hide,'"” the adjective denotes either what is covered

vépwv €kpivat’ dveipovg, Hom. 1., 5, 150; ovepokpitng, the in-
terpreter of dreams, and, from the more general sense of 'judge,’
'to believe,' 'to decide,' 'to resolve,' Isoc., 4, 46: ta yop VO’ MUAV
kpBévto tocavtnv AavPdavel 66&av. Hence, though the word is
most commonly found in legal terminology, it does not belong
here either exclusively or by derivation.

"The LXX uses kpivew for predominantly legal words, esp.
oW, more rarely 17 and 2. Hence kpivev means judging, even
when this means deliverance or salvation for the oppressed, v
71:2: kpivey TOV A0OV GOV £V SIKALOGVUVY] KO TOVG TTOYOVG GOV £V
kpioet, Zech. 7:9: xpipa dikatov kpivate kol ELe0g Kol OIKTIPUOV
noteite. In keeping with the sense of vd9¥ — infra kpivew can also
have the more general meaning 'to rule,' Ju. 3:10; 4:4 etc.; 1 Bao.
4:18; 4 Bao. 15:5.2 At this point the LXX goes beyond ordinary
Gk. usage.

"In the NT? kpivewv means esp. 'to judge,' e.g., the judgment
of God, R. 2:16; 3:6, of men, Ac. 23:3; Jn. 18:31 etc. It is used
not merely for official judgment but also for personal judgments
on others, Mt. 7:1, 2; Lk. 6:37; R. 2:1, 3; R. 14:3, 4, 10, 13; Jm.
4:11, 12. The mid. is used for 'to be accused,' Ac. 23:6; 26:6, 'to
seek justice,' 'to be engaged in a legal suit,' Mt. 5:40; 1 C. 6:6. The
sense 'to resolve,' 'to determine,' occurs at Ac. 16:4: o ddypata Td
KeKPLUEVA VIO T@V dmootorwy, 20:16; 25:25; 27:1; 1 C. 2:2; 7:37:
TODTO 08 KEKPIKEY ... TNPEV v Eawtod mapBévov. The sense 'to
value' is found at R. 14:5: 6¢ pév xpiver nuépav mop’ nuépav, 0¢
3¢ kpivel moav Nuépav, 'the one esteems one day higher than an-
other, the other esteems every day.' We also find the meanings 'to
assess,' 'to regard as,' Ac. 13:46; 16:15; 26:8, 'to think,' Ac. 15:19;
2 C. 5:14, in the aor. 'to form an opinion or judgment,' Lk. 7:43;
Ac.4:19; 1 C. 10:15; 11:13. The sense 'to rule' rather than 'to judge’
occurs at Mt. 19:28; Lk. 22:30.4 This usage goes back to the LXX
and ultimately to the Heb. va¥.’ Since it is alien to non-biblical
Gk., we have here another instance of 'biblical' Gk. From the theo-
logical standpoint the most important sense is 'to judge,' esp. of
God."

[Friedrich Biichsel and Volkmar Herntrich, “Kpive, Kpictg,
Kpipo, Kpirig, Kpumpuov, Kputikdég, Avaxpive, Avakpilolg,
Amokpive, Avtoamokpivopar, Amdkpyia, AmoOkpiolg, Atukpivm,

Auikpiolg, Adidkprrog, Eykpive, Kotokpive, Kotakpua,
Katdxpiowg,  Axotdkpirog,  Avtokotdakpirog,  [Ipdkpua,

Yvykpivo,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Ger-
hard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:922-923.]

107Although used 19 times inside the NT, the verb kponto is
not used in Romans and only twice inside the Pauline letters (Col.
3:3; 1 Tim. 5:25).

up or the hidden, secret place where the covering up
is located. In either case, the dominant NT (17x) usage
stresses that God both knows these things/places and
on judgment day will expose them to public knowledge
for everyone to see. First Corinthians 4:5 is one of the
clearest expressions of this:

(WOoTe PN mpo Katpol TLKplveTe Ewg Gv EABN O KUpPLOG,
0¢ Kal pwTtlosl TA KpUTITA ToU OKOTOUG Kal pavepwaoel
TAC BOUAGG TV KapSLWV: Kal TOTE O £MALVOC YEVAOETAL
£KAOTW Ao tod Beod.

Therefore do not pronounce judgment before the
time, before the Lord comes, who will bring to light the
things now hidden in darkness and will disclose the pur-
poses of the heart. Then each one will receive commen-
dation from God.

In the use here in 2:16, ta kpuntd TV AvOpwwy
stresses the things covered up in human life that will be
targeted for divine exposure on judgment day.'® What
is Paul’s point with this emphasis? In line with the em-
phasis in vv. 28-29 where this adjective is also used,
there emerges the point of God’s judgment reaching
down to include those things we have tried to hide from
others and perhaps even from God. We are aware of
them and hope no one else is or will be. But on judg-
ment day all these things will be brought out into the
open by God and their true nature -- whether good or
bad -- will be exposed for all to see.

The translation of ta kpumntd t@v avBpwnwyv as “the
secret thoughts of all” by the NRSV is inadequate. The
neuter plural spelling & kpunta encompasses far more
than our tdv Aoylop®v, thoughts (note the masculine
gender here). This translation falsely contrasts inner
vs. outter with the inner centered on thinking. That’'s a
modern mind-set, and not what Paul had in mind with
ta kpurttd. The Lexham English Bible is more accurate
with “the secret things of people.” The Greek word in-
cludes everything that we have tried to cover up from

1081

T KpUTTA TOV AvOpdT@V, 'the secrets of men' (that is, all
humankind individually). A contrast with what is open, visible is
clearly in view, as usual with kpvrtdg (see, e.g., Mark 4:22; John
7:4; 1 Cor 14:25; and particularly Rom 2:28-29). The thought that
God knows the secrets of men’s hearts would be familiar to an
audience well versed in the scriptures of Judaism (Cranfield cites
1 Sam 16:7; 1 Chron 28:9; Ps 139:1-2, 23; Jer 17:10; see also,
e.g., Pss. Sol. 14:8 and 17:25). Once again then Paul takes up a
familiar scriptural theme as part of his mounting warning against
his own people’s presumption: what the final judgment uncovers
will not necessarily work in favor of the covenant people or against
the Gentiles (vv 28-29). The emphasis on inwardness is clear, but
it should not be taken as a straight inward/outward contrast (they
'demonstrate’ what is 'in their hearts' — v 15), rather it is a remind-
er that inner motives and governing principles are a truer guide
in assessing the (outward) relationships between individuals (and
races). See further on 2:28-29." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,

1998), 102—
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the awareness of others.

Second, katd tO £vayyéAlov pou, according to my
Gospel. This prepositional phrase with the accustive of
reference function of to ebayyéAiov with the preposition
katd. The core sense is that the Gospel provides the
framework for the judging to take place. What does that
mean?

For one thing, judgment day administered within
the framework of Gospel stands in contrast to the Jew-
ish Torah framework, particularly with Torah defined in
the broadest terms to include the scribal interpretations
-- something commonly understood in Jewish circles in
Paul’s time.'® Judgment Day within Torah guidelines
meant eternal damnation to all Gentiles and non-ob-
servant Jews. Circumcism and one’s own obedience
to Torah was the key to succeeding on judgment day.
Differing views as to the exact connection of these two
requirements can be found in the Jewish literature of
the first century world. But both were essential to avoid
Hell.

Judgment Day within the framework of Gospel
stresses Christ as doing the judging as God’s represen-
tative. The anchor point is obedience to God through
the demands of Christ Himself. His ‘law’ is the univer-
sal requirement of God Almighty. Although built off of
and based upon the Law of Moses, it transcends Torah
and goes deeper than Torah in its demands. This Je-
sus makes unquestionably clear in the Sermon on the
Mount (Matt. 5-7). Central is the unwavering require-
ment of unconditional faith surrender to God through
Christ. Out of the consequent life transformation comes
a new life empowered, enabled, guided, and generated
by God through His Spirit working in the life of the be-
liever. The obedience becomes a turning over of one’s
life to all God to totally saturate it with His Presence
and dynamism. Living in obedience becomes letting

1¥"Eusebius of Caesarea (c. A.D. 260-339), who was a prom-
inent Christian theologian and historian of the early fourth century,
believed that Paul’s reference to 'my gospel' at the end of 2:16 and
at the beginning of 16:25 was an allusion to the canonical Gospel
of Luke, which Paul dictated to his friend Luke. But that sugges-
tion is hardly compatible with the nature of the Third Gospel itself.
Almost all commentators today hold 'that by ‘my gospel’ Paul did
not mean a peculiarly Pauline form of the gospel but simply the
gospel which he preached together with other Christian preach-
ers'>— though some would go a bit further to personalize 'my
gospel”™ somewhat more expressly by defining it as 'the gospel,
common to all Christians, which has been entrusted by God to Paul
for his preservation and proclamation.">® Joseph Fitzmyer goes
even further in his brief statement: 'In using ‘my,” he [Paul] refers
to his personal way of announcing the good news.">*" [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), 283.]

God live His life in and through your life, as Matt. 5:16
asserts.

This perspective was utterly alien to the moral elit-
ists in first century Rome. Everything depended upon
their own disciplined achievements of living by a high-
er moral standard than their immoral pagan neighbors.
Whether philosophical moralists or Jewish moralists,
they depended upon an externally established ‘law’
as the foundation for their superiority. And thus the ex-
pectation for exemption from divine judgment for those
believing in an afterlife. This vépog might come through
the philosophical reflects of the local sages of their
noAws. Or especially through the scribal interpretations
of the Law of Moses. But possessing this law as the ba-
sis for their living gave them vast superiority to every-
one around them and this would mean exemption from
divine judgment after death. This sort of non-sense the
apostle shoots down completely here in v. 16.

For another thing, judgment day within the frame-
work of the Gospel means a much more thorough anal-
ysis by God of every individual. The terminology used
by Paul up to this point in chapter two shares much
in common with the Hellenistic apocalyptic Jewish as-
sertions: Auépa 6pyfig, a day of wrath (v. 5); dnokaAUPewg
Swkatokploiog tol Beod, a day of disclosure of the righteous
decrees of God (v. 5); a major focus on disobedience (v.
8); an experience of fury and wrath, épyn kat Bupog (v. 8);
an experience of BAIYLc kal otevoywpia, affliction and dis-
tress (v. 9).

But new insights from Paul come as: o0 yap ol
akpoatal vouou bSikalol mapd T®W Be®, GAN ol mointal
vouou SikawwBnoovtal, For it is not the hearers of the law
who are righteous in God'’s sight, but the doers of the law
who will be justified (v. 13). The mentioning of hearers
versus doers would have had a new wrinkle to the
idea of final judgment. Even more radical and shock-
ing next was in v. 14 the claim that Gentiles outside of
possessing the Torah could keep a divine law that God
approved. This idea being extended in v. 15 asserting a
divine law assessable to some Gentiles continued the
new perspective that for Jewish elitists would have pro-
duced intense negative response. Butin vv. 17-29 Paul
bursts the door off its hinges with his charge against
the elitists of not being authentic Jews. Clearly by this
point the Gentile moral elitist is no longer in the picture
to any appreciable degree, and the apostle’s focus in
centered on the Jewish elitist. This was where the ma-
jor problem was in Rome in connection to the syna-
gogue community and the Christian community.

Then his subsequent claim that the Jewish Torah
brings wrath (4:15a) would not have set well with the
Jewish elitists in the synagogue either. The Law was
life and the path to pleasing God in their view.
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What Paul claims about Judgment Day being car-
ried out within the framework of His Gospel most likely
would thus have seemed rather arrogant to these ar-
rogant elitists. The apostle is motivated to amplify this
point in persuasive ways that would help his Christian
readers at Rome, both Gentile and Jewish, to be con-
vinced of the correctness of this Gospel message. This
amplification could best be made by centering on the
role of Christ in God’s plan for humanity -- an ampli-
fication developed in the remainder of the letter body
of Romans in several ways. But he felt first the need
to raise the ire of the Jewish elitists further in 2:17-3:8.
Then beginning in 3:9 he picks up more directly this
point of the framing role of the Gospel in understanding
God’s wrath (cf. 1:18).

Third, 6i1& Xptotod Inood, by Christ Jesus. This final
modifier of the verb kpivey, will judge, speaks of the sec-
ondary agent of judging via the preposition 6wa and the
ablative of agency function of Xpioto0 Incod.

As earlier alluded to, this Christian view of Judg-
ment Day puts Christ in the role as the representative of
God who will do the actual judging of humanity. Some
contemporary Jewish speculation about Judgment Day
had seen some representative of God in this role. The
range of candidates for this job are fascinating to ex-
amine.

1 Enoch 45:1-6.1%° 1 This is the second parable con-
cerning those who deny the name of the dwelling of the
holy ones and of the Lord of Spirits. 2 To heaven they
will not ascend, and on earth they will not come. Thus
will be the lot of the sinners who have denied the name

9A Hellenistic Jewish apocalypse document, or more pre-
cisely, composite document, with a patch work quilt history. Never
considered to be a part of inspired scriptures in both the Hebrew
scriptures and the LXX traditions, the set of documents enjoyed
some popularity in limited circles of Hellenistic Judaism. Five dis-
tinct sections make up the work labeled as First Enoch:

* The Book of the Watchers (1 Enoch 1-36)

* The Book of Parables of Enoch (1 Enoch 37-71) (also called the
Similitudes of Enoch)

* The Astronomical Book (1 Enoch 72-82) (also called the Book of
the Heavenly Luminaries or Book of Luminaries)

* The Book of Dream Visions (1 Enoch 83-90) (also called the Book
of Dreams)

* The Epistle of Enoch (1 Enoch 91-108)

The book of parables (chaps. 37-71), i.e., the Similitudes of
Enoch, most likely dates back to the first century BCE while the
other four originally independently composed documents reach
back earlier. The only surviving complete texts of Enoch (from
4th century AD) are found in the Ethiopian language of Ge'ez, al-
though originally the document most likely was composed in ei-
ther Hebrew or Aramaic in the different parts of the independent
composition. The document itself claims falsely that the pre-bib-
lical flood character of Enoch is the author. The NT writer Jude
reflects awareness of the document in Jude 1:14-15. Whether Paul
was aware of it cannot be determined.

of the Lord of Spirits, who will be kept thus for the day of
affliction and tribulation. 3 On that day, my Chosen One
will sit on the throne of glory and he will <test> their
works, and their dwelling place(s) will be immeasur-
able. And their souls will be <distressed> within them,
when they see my chosen ones, and those who appeal
to my glorious name. 4 On that day, | shall make my
Chosen One dwell among them, and | shall transform
heaven and make it a blessing and a light forever; 5 and
| shall transform the earth and make it a blessing. And
my chosen ones | shall make to dwell on it, but those
who commit sin and error will not set foot on it. 6 For
| have seen and satisfied my righteous ones with peace
and have made them to dwell in my presence, But the
judgment of the sinners has drawn near to me, that |
may destroy them from the face of the earth.'!!

1 Enoch 61:8-9. 8 And the Lord of Spirits seated
the Chosen One upon the throne of glory; and he will
judge all the works of the holy ones in the heights of
heaven, and in the balance he will weigh their deeds. 9
And when he lifts up his face to judge their secret ways
according to the word of the name of the Lord of Spirits,
and their paths according to the way of the righteous
judgment of the Lord of Spirits, they will all speak with
one voice, and bless and glorify and exalt and sanctify
the name of the Lord of Spirits.!?

1 Enoch 62:2. 2 And the Lord of Spirits <seated
him> upon the throne of his glory; and the spirit of righ-
teousness was poured upon him. And the word of his
mouth will slay all the sinners, and all the unrighteous
will perish from his presence.

The anonymous author of these texts envisions
Judgment Day being presided over by my Chosen One
(based on mss m,t2P3). This person clearly is distinct from
God but otherwise unidentified. He presides over judg-
ment on that Day and destroys the ‘sinners’ from the
face of the earth, which is to be the renewed living place
of the righteous ones for eternity. This Chosen One is
both judge and executioner of the ‘sinners.” Most of the
depictions of the fate of ‘sinners’ is cast in terms of the
‘righteous ones’ as victors over the ‘sinners’ and bask-
ing in taking revenge upon the ‘sinners’ along with ‘an-

gels of punishment’ inflicting eternal torment on them
MGeorge W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam, /

Enoch 2: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 37-82,
ed. Klaus Baltzer, Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commen-
tary on the Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2012), 148.
"2George W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam, /
Enoch 2: A Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 37-82,
ed. Klaus Baltzer, Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commen-
tary on the Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2012), 247.
"3George W. E. Nickelsburg and James C. VanderKam, /
Enoch 2: 4 Commentary on the Book of 1 Enoch, Chapters 37-82,
ed. Klaus Baltzer, Hermeneia—A Critical and Historical Commen-

tary on the 2012?5 25459
age

glc



(cf. 62:10-12). Clearly the role of ‘the Chosen One’ on
judgment day in Enoch is of the commanding gener-
al taking out vengeance on ‘sinners’ for their abuse of
the ‘righteous ones.’ Justice is twisted into petty ven-
geance unleashed on the sinners.

11Q13 text from Qumran."* In this Dead Sea
scroll fragment, Melchizedek stands as the divine rep-
resentative inflicting God’s judgement upon the wicked.

Col. 2 2[...] And concerning what Scripture says,
“In [this] year of jubilee [you shall return, every one
of you, to your property” (Lev. 25:13) and what is also
written, “And this] 3is the [ma]nner of [the remission:]
every creditor shall remit the claim that is held [against
a neighbor, not exacting it of a neighbor who is a mem-
ber of the community, because God’s] remission [has
been proclaimed” (Deut. 15:2):] *[the interpretation] is
that it applies [to the L]ast Days and concerns the cap-
tives, just as [Isaiah said: “To proclaim the jubilee to the
captives” (Isa. 61:1)....] and *whose teachers have been
hidden and kept secr[et], even from the inheritance of
Melchizedek, flor ...] and they are the inherit[ance of
Melchize]dek, who éwill return them to what is rightful-
ly theirs. He will proclaim to them the jubilee, thereby
releasing th[em from the debt of a]ll their sins.

This word [will thus co]me ’in the first week of the
jubilee period that follows ni[ne jJubilee periods. Then
the “D[ay of Atone]ment” shall follow at the e[nd of]
the tenth [ju]bilee period, ®when he shall atone for all
the Sons of [Light] and the peopl[e who are pre]des-
tined to Mel[chi]zedek. [...] upo[n the]m [...] For °this is
the time decreed for “the year of Melchiz[edek]’s favor”
(Isa. 61:2, modified) and for [his] hos[ts, together] with
the holy ones of God, for a kingdom of judgment, just
as it is written °concerning him in the Songs of David,
“A godlike being has taken his place in the coun/[cil of
God;] in the midst of the divine beings he holds judg-
ment” (Ps. 82:1). Scripture also s[ays] about him, “Over
[it] *take your seat in the highest heaven; A divine being
will judge the peoples” (Ps. 7:7-8).

Concerning what scripture s[ays, “How long will y]
ou judge unjustly, and sh[ow] partiality to the wick[e]
d? [Slel[ah” (Ps. 82:2),] *the interpretation applies to
Belial and the spirits predestined to him, becau[se all
of them have rebe]lled, turn[ing] from God’s precepts
[and so becoming utterly wicked.] *Therefore Melchize-

4The label 11Q13 specifies cave 11 Qumran fragment 13.
Cave 11 was the last cave to yield up manuscripts and fragement.
It was discovered in 1956 And so far 21 lengthy manuscripts have
been retrieved and studied. The 11Q13 Melchizedek fragment is
one of the miscellaneous texts to emerge out of cave 11. This is
an apocalyptic commentary on the Jubilee year concepts found in
Leviticus 25.

More important is a complete Aramaic text of the book of
Enoch that has been uncovered in the cave.

dek will thoroughly prosecute the vengeance required
by Go[d’s] statutes. [In that day he will de]liv[er them
from the power] of Belial, and from the power of all the
sp[irits predestined to him.] *Allied with him will be all
the [“righteous] divine beings” (Isa. 61:3). [Th]is is that
whlich ... al]l the divine beings.'*®
Again, this Melchizedek figure who dispenses
God’s judgment on that day is a similar figure to the one
in Enoch. He is to meet out vengeance upon the sons
of Belial for their abuse of the people of God. Again the
idea of justice is perverted into petty vengeance again
covenant Israel. The portrait here stands in sharp con-
trast to that of Christ Jesus.
Testament of Abraham 13:5."1¢
XIll. And Abraham said, My lord chief-captain, who
is this most wondrous judge? and who are the angels
that write down? and who is the angel like the sun,
holding the balance? and who is the fiery angel holding
the fire? The chief-captain said, “Seest thou, most holy
Abraham, the terrible man sitting upon the throne? This
is the son of the first created Adam, who is called Abel,
whom the wicked Cain killed, and he sits thus to judge all
creation, and examines righteous men and sinners. For
God has said, | shall not judge you, but every man born
of man shall be judged. Therefore he has given to him
judgment, to judge the world until his great and glorious
coming, and then, O righteous Abraham, is the perfect
judgment and recompense, eternal and unchangeable,
which no one can alter. For every man has come from
the first-created, and therefore they are first judged
here by his son, and at the second coming they shall be
judged by the twelve tribes of Israel, every breath and
every creature. But the third time they shall be judged
by the Lord God of all, and then, indeed, the end of that
judgment is near, and the sentence terrible, and there
is none to deliver. And now by three tribunals the judg-
ment of the world and the recompense is made, and for
this reason a matter is not finally confirmed by one or

5SMichael O. Wise, Martin G. Abegg Jr., and Edward M.
Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls: A New Translation (New York: Harp-
erOne, 2005), 591-592.

6This document's origin is less well established than the oth-
er two mentioned here. It comes as a Jewish writing in the first or
second Christian century. It found favor only with Ethiopian Jews
but not with any Christian group or other Jewish group.

Two versions, i.e., recensions, of this document have been
preserved, one long and the other short. The original text of the
long recension was written in Greek, most likely around Alexan-
dria Egypt. The origin of the short recension is not established.
Chapter 13 cited here comes from the long recension. But a short
recension version adds Enoch as Abel's helper in dispensing out
God's wrath in final judgment. Yet in the shorter recension, after
Abel is finished judging, then two other groups -- the twelve tribes
of Israel and God Himself -- dispense out judgment before the sin-

ners receive their damnation.
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two witnesses, but by three witnesses shall everything
be established. The two angels on the right hand and on
the left, these are they that write down the sins and the
righteousness, the one on the right hand writes down
the righteousness, and the one on the left the sins. The
angel like the sun, holding the balance in his hand, is
the archangel, Dokiel the just weigher, and he weighs
the righteousnesses and sins with the righteousness of
God. The fiery and pitiless angel, holding the fire in his
hand, is the archangel Puruel, who has power over fire,
and tries the works of men through fire, and if the fire
consume the work of any man, the angel of judgment
immediately seizes him, and carries him away to the
place of sinners, a most bitter place of punishment. But
if the fire approves the work of anyone, and does not
seize upon it, that man is justified, and the angel of righ-
teousness takes him and carries him up to be saved in
the lot of the just. And thus, most righteous Abraham,
all things in all men are tried by fire and the balance.”*’

In this very fanciful myth, Abel, the brother wrongly
murdered by his brother Cain, is elevated to the sta-
tus of the divinely appointed judge of humanity in final
judgment. The picture painted by the author is more
interesting and depends upon the ancient commercial
patterns of using balance scales for measuring. The
scene is narrated as though the arch angel Michael
take Abraham in a chariot to this future time and shows
him how final judgment will take place. It is a com-
plex process of measuring the sins of humanity on the
scales against the righteousness of Aimighty God. The
pre-determined outcome then means the sinners are
passed on to the Twelve Tribes of Israel to be evaluat-
ed against, and then finally by God Himself, before they
are handed over to eternal damnation.

Apostolic Christianity asserted that Christ is the
One authorized by God to dispense His final judgments
upon humanity. Note Peter’s words in Acts 10:42, “He
commanded us to preach to the people and to testify
that he is the one ordained by God as judge of the living
and the dead.” (kal mapnyyetlev AUV kKnpLEal TG Aa® Kol
Slapaptupacdal Tt oUTOC 0TV O WPLoHEVOC UTd Tol Beol
Kptc {wvtwy kal vekp®v). This is consistent with Jesus’
own words in Matt. 16:27, “For the Son of Man is to come

Allan Menzies, ed., “The Testament of Abraham,” in
The Gospel of Peter, the Diatessaron of Tatian, the Apoca-
lypse of Peter, the Visio Pauli, the Apocalypses of the Virgil
and Sedrach, the Testament of Abraham, the Acts of Xan-
thippe and Polyxena, the Narrative of Zosimus, the Apology
of Aristides, the Epistles of Clement (Complete Text), Ori-
gen’s Commentary on John, Books I-X, and Commentary
on Matthew, Books I, I, and X-XIV, trans. W. A. Craigie, vol.
9, The Ante-Nicene Fathers (New York: Christian Literature
Company, 1897), 194-195.

with his angels in the glory of his Father, and then he will
repay everyone for what has been done” (uéA\eL yap 6 uidg
to0 avBpwrou &pxeoBal év tij 66&n tol matpog altol petd
TV ayyéAdwv altol, Kal T0Te AModwWoeL EKAOTW KATA THV
npd&wv autol.). The apostle John also echoes this same
view in John 5:27; Rev 2:23; 22:12.

So Paul’s assertion here with 61 XpiotoInood, to-
gether with the earlier fully claim in 2 Cor. 5:10, is entire-
ly consistent with early Christian teachings generally.
The apostle proposes no deviation from this Christian
tradition in his letter to the Romans. But this Christian
view sharply contradicts the alternative Jewish views in
circulation during the first Christian century.

10.3.3.2.3 Denunciation of Jewish Hypocrisy, 2:17-
29

17 Ei 8¢ o0 lovdaiog émovoudln kat émovamavn vopw
Kal kauvxdool év Be® 18 kal YWWoKelg T0 BEAnua kal
Sokipalelc ta Sladépovia Katnyxoupevog €k tol vopou,
19 MEMOBAE Te GEQUTOV O8NYOV elvatl TUPADV, GRC TGV
év okotel, 20 madeuthv adpoévwy, Stdackalov vnmiwy,
£xovta TNV HOPPWOLV TR YVWOoeWS Kal TH¢ AAnBeiag év T®
VOpW: 21 6 00V S18A0KWY ETEPOV CEAUTOV OU SIEACKELS; O
KNPUOOWV UN KAEMTELWV KAETTELG; 22 O AEYWV U LOLXEVELY
poLxeVeLG; 6 BSeAucodpevog T e{6wAa tepocUAETS; 23 6¢ év
VoUW Kauyxdoatl, 8Ld thg mapapfdcews tol vouou tov Bedv
ATLHalelg: 24 o yap 6vopa tol B0l U Oudg PAacdnuettal
v tol¢ £Bveoly, kaBwg yéyparral.

25 Meputopn pEvV yap woheAel édv vopov mpaoonc:
gav 8¢ mapaBAETNG VOUOU AC, N TIEPLTOMN GOU AKpoPUOTia
yEyovev. 26 £av o0V fj AkpoPuOTIO TA SIKALWUOTA TOU
vOopou ¢uAdoon, ol) N dkpofuotia altol €ig mepLtounv
AoywoBnoetay; 27 kai Kpwel | ék dpLoswg AkpoPuotia
TOV vopov tedoloa o€ TOV SLA YpAUMATOC KOl TIEPLTOURG
napaBatnv vopou. 28 ol yap 0 &v @ dpavep®d loudalog
€0TLvV 00GE N €v TQ davep® &v oapkl mepttopn, 29 aAN’ 0 év
O KpuTT® loudalog, kal mepttoun kapdiag év mvevupartt ol
YPAUpATL 00 O Ematvoc oUk £€ AvBpwnwy AN £k Tod Bol.

17 But if you call yourself a Jew and rely on the law and
boast of your relation to God 18 and know his will and de-
termine what is best because you are instructed in the law,
19 and if you are sure that you are a guide to the blind, a
light to those who are in darkness, 20 a corrector of the fool-
ish, a teacher of children, having in the law the embodiment
of knowledge and truth, 21 you, then, that teach others, will
you not teach yourself? While you preach against stealing,
do you steal? 22 You that forbid adultery, do you commit
adultery? You that abhor idols, do you rob temples? 23 You
that boast in the law, do you dishonor God by breaking the
law? 24 For, as it is written, “The name of God is blasphemed
among the Gentiles because of you.”

25 Circumcision indeed is of value if you obey the law;
but if you break the law, your circumcision has become un-
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circumcision. 26 So, if those who are uncircumcised keep
the requirements of the law, will not their uncircumcision
be regarded as circumcision? 27 Then those who are physi-
cally uncircumcised but keep the law will condemn you that
have the written code and circumcision but break the law.
28 For a person is not a Jew who is one outwardly, nor is true
circumcision something external and physical. 29 Rather, a
person is a Jew who is one inwardly, and real circumcision is
a matter of the heart — it is spiritual and not literal. Such a
person receives praise not from others but from God.

By this point, Paul's primary target has become the
Jewish moral elitist. This person has been in the picture
since the beginning of the diatribe in verse one. But

now the language of the apostle unquestionably tar-
gets the Jewish elitist. Thus contextually vv. 17-29 con-
tinues the discussion of the wrath of God but with sharp
criticism of the false elitist thinking often found among
Diaspora Jews about being superior to everyone one
simply because of having been given the divine Torah
of Moses. Paul’s depiction of these elitist Jews is blunt
and powerful at the point of their hypocrisy. It is some-
what reminiscent of Jesus’ extremely blunt criticism of
the Pharisees in Matthew 23. Note the summary intro-
duction in v. 3, mavta olv doa £av einwotv VYTV TToLcoTE
Kal Tnpelte, katd &8¢ ta €pya alT@V UN ToLETte: AéyouoLy
yap kal oU mololioty, therefore, do whatever they teach you
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tice what they teach. The foundational reason for this
sharp criticism, Aéyouowv yap kat o0 owolouy, is echoed
by Paul here in vv. 17-29. His scriptural basis (Isa. 52:5
& Ezek. 36:20) for his criticisms given in v. 24 is even
stronger than that which Jesus gave.

Paul points out two essential faults by these Jewish
elitists: their disobedience to the Law of Moses (vv. 17-
24) and their dependence upon physical circumcism
(vv. 25-29). The earlier theme of the obedience to the
inner law of God by some Gentiles as more acceptable
to God is continued here as the frame of reference. All
of this is set against the backdrop of the eschatological
day of wrath on Judgment Day.

10.3.3.2.3.1 Jewish failure to obey God’s Law, 2:17-24

17 El 6¢ o0 loudalog £movopadln Kat émavanain Vouw
Kal kouybGool év Be® 18 kal yWWOKeELG TO BEAnua Kal
Sokwualelc ta SladEpovia KatnyoUpevog €k tol vouou,
19 MEMOBAC Te OEAUTOV O8NYOV glval TUPAGDV, BGIC TMOV
€v okotel, 20 maldeuthv adpovwy, Stbackalov vnriwy,
£xovta TNV LOPdWOLY TAG YVWOEWS Kal Tf¢ GAnBeiag év @
VOpW: 21 6 00V S18AcKwY ETEPOV GEAUTOV 0 SIEACKELS; O
KNPUOOWV pr) KAEMTEWV KAETTELG; 22 O AéYWV N HOLXEVELY
poLxeVeLg; 0 BdeAuoaoduevog Ta el6wAa lepooUAElc; 23 6¢
év VoUW kauyxboal, S ti¢ mapafdcswg ToU VOpoUu
TOV Be0V AtIpalelg: 24 10 yap 6vopa tol B0l 6 LUAG
BAaodnuettal v Toig £Bveaty, kaBwg yEyparmtal.

17 But if you call yourself a Jew and rely on the law
and boast of your relation to God 18 and know his will and
determine what is best because you are instructed in the
law, 19 and if you are sure that you are a guide to the blind,
a light to those who are in darkness, 20 a corrector of the
foolish, a teacher of children, having in the law the embodi-
ment of knowledge and truth, 21 you, then, that teach oth-
ers, will you not teach yourself? While you preach against
stealing, do you steal? 22 You that forbid adultery, do you
commit adultery? You that abhor idols, do you rob tem-
ples? 23 You that boast in the law, do you dishonor God by
breaking the law? 24 For, as it is written, “The name of God
is blasphemed among the Gentiles because of you.”

Literary Context. The literary setting of verses 17-
24 is clear. The literary diatribe begun with the sec-
ond singular references to a fictional opponent who
symbolizes real flesh and blood individuals in Rome is
continued. The difference between 2:1-10 and 2:17-24
is that the earlier generalized depiction targeting both
Gentile and Jewish moral elitists now is zeroing in on
the Jewish elitist for the bluntest and most severe crit-
icism. The general theme of hypocrisy, i.e., non-obe-
dience to the moral codes they possess, is continued
but with the Jewish condemnation of their disobedi-
ence to the Torah of Moses (vv. 17-24) and false depen-
dence upon physical circumcism (vv. 25-29). Verses 11-

16 represent a transition from the broad to the more
specific target in the lengthy diatribe of chapter two.

Literary Structure. The internal arrangement of
ideas is dramatically clear from the block diagram be-
low. It entails grammatical / syntactical patterns in an-
cient Koine Greek completely impossible to reproduce
in translation into any of the modern western languag-
es, and particularly into modern English.

An exceptionally long first class conditional prota-
sis is set up covering vv. 17-20."8 This provides the
detailed scenario to be addressed by the series of rhe-
torical questions in vv. 21-22. Then the convulsionary
summary is set up using a Greek relative clause sub-
stantivally (# 42) which is followed by the justifying dec-
laration in # 43 taken as a scripture quote.

The scenario, vv. 17-20. The post-positive conjunc-
tion &¢ is the most likely original reading, although a
secondary level alternative stream of manuscript tra-
dition uses 8¢, behold, and is followed by the KJV and
other English translations.”® The conjunction denotes
a slight contrast of what follows to what preceded. But
it also ties the two sections together as being connect-
ed.

The scenario envisioned by Paul in the lengthy
protasis structure, introduced by the subordinate con-
junction Ei, sets up an assumed situation among many
Jews of Paul's day. He is dealing with a real life prob-
lem rather than a remote problem. The next level of as-
sertion would have been to name individuals guilty of
what he depicts. But the first class conditional protasis

18Some commentators fail to see how the syntax is arranged
in this long conditional sentence, which has no modern western
language equivalent possible. The presence of the inferential coor-
dinate conjunction odv coupled with the incorrect editorial inser-
tion of a Greek semicolon after T® vou is the problem. Both the
punctuation and the use of ovv seems to imply the absence of the
apodosis main clause of the conditional sentence. But as the above
diagram clearly illustrates the apodosis is the first of several rhetor-
ical questions beginning in v. 21a: 6 0OV S1346K®V ETEPOV GEAVTOV
ov 8186ckelg; The conjunction ovv very likely goes back to pick up
a perceived implication of vv. 12-16. The one question mark about
this understanding is the presence of 8¢ in v. 17. But the quality of
the grammar in Romans is too high for a bungling grammar error
like what is postulated by modern commentators.

"The Textus Receptus, following the later text (Dc L most
minuscules syrh), reads e (whence the AV rendering, 'Behold").
This reading arose cither as an itacism (et and 1 were pronounced
alike) or as a deliberate amelioration of an otherwise extremely
long and drawn out sentence (with the apodosis in ver. 21). In any
case &i 0¢ is strongly supported by the best representatives of the
Alexandrian and the Western types of text (X A B D* K it*¢ vg syrP
cop*®® arm eth)." [Bruce Manning Metzger, United Bible Societ-
ies, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament, Second
Edition a Companion Volume to the United Bible Societies’ Greek
New Testament (4th Rev. Ed.) (London; New York: United Bible

Societies, 199.4?‘ 448.
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in ancient Greek allowed a writer to make accusations
that were broad and inclusive. The use of the singular
reference instead of the plural allows Paul to connect
into the second singular diatribe figure first introduced
in v. 1. This fictious person represents a group of indi-
viduals guilty of the failures leveled at them.

Six second singular verbs, most likely grouped in
pairs, creates three essential points about this diatribe
Jewish elitist. The final set is expanded substantially
for the sake of clarity in the portrait.

oU Toubaioc émovoualn kai émavamnavn vouw. Al-
though the spelling émovopdln could be passive voice
with the sense of you are being called a Jew, the more like-
ly meaning contextually is of the middle voice, you call
yourself a Jew."® The tone of accusation is higher with
the middle voice and this fits the blunt context better.
But with double accusative type verbs like énovopaiw,
the middle voice use would require grammatically that
the predicate accusative adjective loudaiog be spelled
in the accusative case ‘louddiov in order to match the
implicit reflexive pronoun ceautév of the direct mid-
dle voice usage. The use of the nominative in order
to match the implicit second singular subject ou pretty
much locks the expression into the passive voice sense
of “you are being called a Jew.” This is the only NT use
of the compound verb énovoudiw (£mt + ovoudlw). The
passive voice understanding actually intensifies the
severe tone of the accusation in that this Jewish elitist
has promoted such an image among others about him-
self. More than just considering himself as Jewish.

The word group 6vopa, oOvoudlw, €movopdiw,
Yevdwvupog covers the idea of attaching an identifying
label to something or someone. But one must not for-
get the ancient close association of the name of an in-
dividual with the person himself. This had implications
not just for the 6voua npoonyoptkoév (or mpoonyoplia, No-
men appellativum), which we label as proper name but
also for the évoua kUplov (nomen proprium) which we
call label or group designation -- to use the widely ad-

120The uncertainty with érovopdln is that the idea of naming
requires these kinds of verbs to function as 'double accusatives.'
That is, they have a direct object and a predicate object. In English
for example, "I call you a boy" means that "you" is the direct object
and "a boy" is a predicate object. With no middle voice existing
in modern Western languages apart from modern Greek, does the
direct object imply the Koine Greek accusative case in the middle
voice? In which instance the predicate object would be expected
to follow suit and appear in the accusative case spelling. It is well
established that the ancient Greek passive voice usage of double
accusative verbs means that when the direct object of the active
voice verb is switched over to the subject of the passive voice, this
subject then is spelled in the nominative case. And also, the pred-
icate object is likewise recast with a nominative case spelling, in
order to retain its predicate nature in modifying the former direct
object.

opted categories of the Stoic philosopher Chrysippus
from Tarsus (c. 279-c.206 BCE). The latter category is
what is designated by louéaiog, Jew, here.

The ancient attitudes toward the power of a name
often bordered on the superstitious and played well
with magicians who claimed supernatural powers via
knowing the secret names and labels of the gods and
goddesses. In the NT this surfaces dramatically in the
tendency of demons in the synoptic gospels accounts
to call Jesus the Son of God in the mistaken notion that
knowing and using this special name gave them power
to block Jesus’ exorcizing of them. Thus for this Jew in
Paul’'s example here to label himself a loudadiog gave
him the sense of special privilege with God. Embedded
in this use is something far deeper than someone in
our culture attaching some label to himself, even for
bragging purposes. In vv. 28-29, the use of the label
‘louddiog is treated by Paul in terms of legitimate and il-
legitimate usage. The illegitimate use of the label easily
implied the danger of a curse from the deity connected
to the label.

The termloudaiog from the adjective loubalog, -aia,
-alov, evolved from an outsider label of a person con-
nected to Judea to a self-designation for connoting su-
periority to all other groups of people.™! Interestingly
Paul never calls himself a Jew, but rather he uses the

2" Already for some centuries Tovdaiog had been the name
used by foreigners for a person belonging to Judea. But increasing-
ly from the time of the Maccabean period it was also accepted and
used by the Jews themselves as a self-designation in place of the
older designations, 'Israelite’ or 'Hebrew' (TDNT 3:369-75; but see
further on 9:4). As such the function of the name was to distinguish
Jew from Gentile, or simply from non-Jew — so almost always in
Paul (1:16; 2:9-10; 3:9, 29; 9:24; 10:12; 1 Cor 1:22-24; 9:20-21;
10:32; 12:13; Gal 2:14-15; 3:28; Col 3:11); as also in rabbinic
teaching (Str-B, 3:96-97). Its emergence as an accepted self-desig-
nation was probably tied into the emergence also of Tovdaiocpog in
the same period (first in 2 Macc 2:21; 8:1; 14:38) as a designation
for the national religion of the Jews in its self-conscious distinc-
tiveness and fierce loyalty to the law and the traditional customs
(see also Amir). Tovdaiog therefore would be a name accepted with
pride by Paul’s contemporaries (cf. 4 Ezra 6:55-59). In addressing
a single Jew Paul has in mind no particular Jew, of course, but the
typical Jew (TDNT 3:380-81), that is, the Jew per se, conscious
of his Jewishness, of his distinctiveness from the nations (see also
on 3:1). Subsequently, in Acts and John oi Tovdaiot became estab-
lished as a designation for the opponents of Christianity. But here
the distinction is still simply that between Jew and Gentile, and
what is at stake is the status of the new movement in relation to
that distinction. For Paul himself it is still a debate between Jews
(though noticeably for his own self-designation he uses the old-
er name 'Israelite' — 11:1; 2 Cor 11:22), and the issue is the real
meaning of 'Jew' or what being a 'Jew' involves (2:28-29; against
Watson, Paul, 113—15, who argues that Paul is attacking primarily
the leaders of the Jewish community)." [James D. G. Dunn, Ro-
mans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998 .
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older, less biased term lopanAitng, Israelite (11:1; 2 Cor.
11:22). Thus the label loudaiog clearly suggests an at-
titude of superiority and elitism.

Closely connected to trying to wear the label
loudalog is kal émavanavn vouw, and finding support in
Law. Paul carefully avoids the idea of obeying or fol-
lowing the Law. Rather, this individual takes comfort in
possessing the Law. This is Paul’'s only use of the verb
énavanavouat, along with Lk. 10:6 as the other NT use.
The sense of the verb is to give support, enjoy support,
discover support. To discover etc. rest is included also.
This individual is taking comfort from merely possess-
ing the Law. Such is a dangerous posture!

The two expressions assume a posture of special
privilege and benefit by this individual. Of course in the
use in the protasis, such an individual is setting himself
up for the wrath of God on judgment day.

Kai kauxdoat év 9@ Kai yivwokels 10 9éAnua. These
two expressions continue to paint a graphic picture
of falsely assumed privilege with God. The first verb
kavxdooat from kauyxdouat connotes the idea of taking
pride in something or someone. It also includes verbal
espression of this pride.'?> The word group kauyxdopat

12" Again, to boast or glory in God is a thoroughly good
thing, if it is the sort of boasting in Him which truly gives Him
the glory, a truly humble boasting in His goodness and mercy;
but it is an altogether different matter, if it is the sort which is
a self-centred boasting in Him as a basis for one’s own self-im-
portance. This is the first occurrence in Romans of a word of the
word-group kovydohat, Kavynue, kedynots, which has consider-
able importance in Paul’s epistles (in Romans see also v. 23; 3:27,;
4:2;5:2, 3, 11; 15:17; and the two occurrences of the compound
katakovydoOot in 11:18). These words are used in the LXX pejo-
ratively to denote boastful self-glorification on the level of human
relations (its connotation in classical Greek) and also the pride and
self-confidence in relation to God which are the mark of the nabal
or ‘fool’; they are also used favorably of boasting in God and in
His saving deeds, a boasting which is not self-centred but means
a looking away from one’s self to God. This latter kind of boast-
ing, glorying, exultation, had its place in worship and would be
consummated in the coming salvation-time. The use of this word-
group in the NT is almost exclusively Pauline.! For Paul there is
a right boasting in God (5:11: it is here also through Christ); in
Christ (Phil 3:3); in the hope of the glory of God (5:2); in the
cross of Christ (Gal 6:14); in tribulations (5:3) — not as something
meritorious on the part of those who suffer them but as part of the
discipline by which God teaches them to wait patiently for His
deliverance; in weaknesses (2 Cor 12:5, 9: cf. 11:30) — because
it is in the context of His servants’ weakness that Christ’s power
is manifested; and in the faith of one’s fellow Christians and the
success of the apostolic mission seen as resulting from the work of
Christ or of God (15:17f; 2 Cor 7:4, 14; 8:24; 9:2f). But all boast-
ing which is essentially a boasting in man, in flesh, is illegitimate
(1 Cor 1:29; 3:21; 4:7; 2 Cor 5:12b). Specially to be noted is the
use of kavynoic in 3:27 of the act of asserting a claim on God on
the ground of one’s works, of claiming to have put God in one’s
debt, and of kavynuo in 4:2 to denote such a claim upon God. See
further R. Bultmann, in TWNT 3, pp. 646-54.2"

(5x Rom), KAUXNHOA (1x Rom), KAUXNOLG (2x Rom), €yKAUXAOAL
(0x Rom), KOTAKOWUXAOMAL (2x Rom) represents an important
concept in the book of Romans.'?? Pride in the sense of
well being can be either positive or negative, although
mostly negative. In 5:11, Paul says kauxwpevol év 1@
Be@® 61 o0 kuplou AUGV Incol Xplotol, boasting in God
through our Lord Jesus Christ. Clearly boasting in God
can be either good (5:11) or bad (2:17).

What's the difference? The elitist is claiming special
privilege with God through possessing the Law. See
3:27-29 for elaboration. Paul in 5:11 is praising God
for the reconciliation with God achieved through Jesus
Christ. Is the pride centered in our assumed status be-
fore God or in the working of God upon our life? The
firstis bad and encores God’s anger. The latter is good
and redounds to God'’s glory, not ours.'* Even pagan
Greeks shied away from bragging about themselves
and their successes.'® So the Jewish bragging about

[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), 164—165.]

ZRudolf Bultmann, “Kavydopor, Kodymupa, Kavyno,
‘Eyxavydopat, Kataxavydopat,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:645.]

24Meai kavydoot &v 0ed, 'and boast in God.' kowydopot was
not a widely used word, but was well enough known in Greek us-
age (including the LXX). As in the modern equivalent, the sense
of 'boast' could have a negative force (boast without due cause,
boast in an unworthy object); but it could also signify a justifiable
boast (cf., e.g., Ps 49:6 [LXX 48:7] with 149:5 and Sir 11:4 with
30:2). In the NT it is an almost exclusively Pauline word (35 out
of 37 occurrences are in the Pauline corpus). For this particular
boast of the typical Jew see Deut 10:21; Pss 5:11 [LXX 12]; §9:17
[LXX 88:18]; Jer 9:23-24; Sir 50:20; Pss. Sol. 17:1. Paul of course
makes no (implied) criticism of boasting in God. On the contrary,
he makes such boasts himself (5:11; 1 Cor 1:31 and 2 Cor 10:17
both citing Jer 9:23). From the context, however, the implication
is that such Jewish boasting tends to be nationalistically exclusive:
Jewish boasting in God as theirs alone (cf. 3:27-29). Hence it gath-
ers (by implication) the more negative force which Paul uses in
criticizing a boasting based on outward evaluation and physical re-
lationship (2 Cor 5:12; 11:18; Gal 6:13; Phil 3:3). Bultmann’s un-
derstanding of this boasting as 'self-confidence' (TDNT 3:648—49;
also NT Theology 1:243) over individualizes the concept and fails
to appreciate the nationalistic character of the 'boasting' envisaged
here." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 110—111.]

123"The sense of kavydobat is 'to boast,' usually in a bad sense,
which also attaches to kadynuo and kadynotc. If there are occasions
for the expression of legitimate pride, to Greek sensibility too loud
a trumpeting of one’s own renown is a violation of — aidmdg and
the sign of an dvelevBepoc.’ Warning against self-glory, and the
ridiculing of it, are common themes in popular philosophers and
satirists, though we usually find érawveiv €éavtov or dAalovevesOot
rather than kavydcOat. Theophr. Char., 23 describes the draldv,
who is typified in the miles gloriosus of Plautus.* Plut. wrote a
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being superior with their claim to know God would not
have been acceptable even to the pagans in Rome
who knew Christians in the house church groups.

Closely related to boasting is the claim kat ywvwokelg
10 B€Anua, and know His will. The pivotal importance of
knowing God’s will is asserted by Paul in 1:10 and
15:32, along with 12:1-2. His entire life was guided and
framed by his perception of God’s will as the source of
direction and ministry.

What the apostle has in mind here in 2:18 is more
clearly seen in:

Baruch 4:4, Happy are we, O Israel, for we know what
is pleasing to God.

Wisdom of Solomon 15:2-3, 2 For even if we sin we are
yours, knowing your power; but we will not sin, be-
cause we know that you acknowledge us as yours.
3 For to know you is complete righteousness, and
to know your power is the root of immortality.

The frequent Jewish arrogant claim was to know God’s
will fully through mere possession of the Law of God.'?

The key question then is grasping the will of God.
As Rom. 1:10-15 makes very clear, understanding
God’s will is not simple nor easily achieved. Coming
to such an understanding of God’s leading begins with
prayer as Rom. 15:30-32 makes clear. Critical to its
discovery is unconditional surrender to God’s leader-
ship, as Rom. 12:1-2 makes clear. Also in the same
text, discovery of God’s leadership is a continuing dis-
covery contingent upon transformation of our thinking
and understanding of life.

Paul's Jewish elitist being condemned here in
2:18 is typical of many who superficially and falsely

assumed that having access to the Law provided one
with all that was required for knowing God’s will. The
apostle knocks that down bluntly.

Kol SoKLUAELS TA SLaPEPOVT KATHXOUUEVOG €K TOU
vouou, ménotddc Te oEQUTOV 68NYoV lval TUPAGDVY, Q¢
TV €V OKOTEL, MALSEUTAV dQPOVwY, SibdokaAov vamiwy,
Exovta TNV UoPQ WOV Ti¢ yvwoew¢ Kai ti¢ aAndeiag év ta
vouw. This final pair of accusations provides the clear-
est picture of where the apostle has been headed in
this string of accusations that flesh out the scenario of
the Jewish elitist being targeted. They provide import-
ant backdrop for proper understanding of the first four
accusations in vv. 17-18a.

First, kai dokiuddei ta SLaépovra KatnYoUUEVOS €K TOU
vouou, and you test out the things that matter by being instruct-
ed out of the Law. The exact expression is used by Paul
in Phil. 1:10-11 in a positive sense: ei¢ 10 dokiualev
Opac ta dtadépovra, in order for you to test out the things
that matter. This is part of the apostle’s intercessory
prayer for the Philippians as they anticipate Judg-
ment Day. Determining what matters enables them
iva Nte eilkpuvelc kal dmpookomot ei¢ nuépav Xplotod,
TEeMANPWHEVOL Kapmov Stkatoolvng Tov 81d Incol Xplotol
eig 66&av kal Emalvov Beol, so that you may be pure and
blameless on the Day of Christ, filled with the fruit of righ-
teousness through Jesus Christ to the glory and praise of
God.

The expression is very Jewish and denotes import-
ant insight into discovering God’s leadership from the
ancient Jewish perspective. The verb dokipalw denotes
both a critical examination for determining genuineness
along with drawing a conclusion of genuineness.'?” We

ratione se ipsa sine invidia laudet, 11, 539 ff.).5 Warning ri poun
un kowy® is among the vwobijkon of the sage, Sosiades (Stob. Ecl.,
I, 127, 9), and it occurs among other hortatory sayings in the
Delphicorum praeceptorum titulus Miletopolitanus (Ditt. Syll.3,
1268, 23)." [Rudolf Bultmann, “Koavydopor, Kavynuoe, Kadynot,
‘Eykavydopot, Kataxavydopar,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:646.]

126"cai yivdokelg 1o 06Anpa, 'and you know the will (of God),
or his will.' The absolute use of 'the will' = God’s will reflects Jew-
ish usage (Michel). Knowing what God wanted of his people was
naturally a matter of concern in Jewish piety, though not so fre-
quently expressed in just these terms (cf. Pss 40:8; 143:10; T. Iss.
4:3). The attitude Paul has in mind is most clearly expressed in
2 Macc 1:3—4. Again Paul makes no criticism of the desire to do
God’s will; on the contrary, that is fundamental for him too (cf.
1:10 and 15:32). What he sets his sights on is rather the too easy
assumption of a privileged knowledge by virtue of being instruct-
ed in the law (v 18c; cf. Bar 4:4—'"Happy are we, Israel, because
we know what is pleasing to God'; Wisd Sol 15:2-3; 4 Ezra 8:12,
whereas for Paul such knowledge is possible only at a deeper level,
through a transformed mind (12:2)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans
1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incor-
porated, 1998), 111.]

127"a, In the NT the verb dwpépwm is used lit. for 'to carry
through' ... v tig devéykn okedog 61 Tob iepod, Mk. 11:16:
'to drift hither and thither' Sapepopévov Hudv &v 1@ Adpiq, Ac.
27:27, and in the pass. intr. for the 'spreading' of the Adyog kvpiov,
Ac. 13:49. The transf. sense 'to differentiate oneself occurs in 1 C.
15:41 and as 'to be better than, superior' in dominical sayings from
Q: parov dwapépete avT®V, Mt. 6:26 and par., ToOAGV 6Tpovbimv
Srapépete Vueic Mt. 10:31 and par., and the argument oo odvV
Swpépetl dvBpmmog mpoPdtov, which is found only in Mt. 12:12.
The impers. o0d€v pot dtapépt 'it is of no account to me' is used by
Paul in Gl. 2:6 with ref. to the doxodvteg in Jerusalem (— 1II, 233,
24 f1.) in order to stress that the authority of his apostolic commis-
sion and work does not derive from them.

"b. The part as noun is used by Paul at R. 2:18 and Phil. 1:10
in the expression dokiudlw (— 11, 260, 1 [f.) to dapépovia and
denotes the ascertaining of what is essential for the Jew and the
Christian,’ whether in the Law and in conduct faithful thereto on
the one side, or for walking in the love of Christ on the other. As
R. 2:18 suggests, this term, which was current in ordinary Hell.
speech,7 had already found its way into the Hell. synagogue, and
meant there much the same as what the vouixog (Mt. 22:36) had in
view in his question about the great commandment.

c. When Paul tells the Roman community (R. 12:6) that the

xopioporo it possesses are 51dgopa., the sense he has in mind is
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have no English verb with both these senses, thus you
will see “test” and “prove” used for emphasizing one or
the other of these two aspects. What is being sought
in the testing process is ta Sladépovta, what matters. Its
opposite ta adiadopa functioned as a technical code
term in both the philosophies of the Cynics and Stoics
of Paul’s time.'? These items lay somewhere in the ter-

ritory between good and bad with the philosopher only
able to reference them but not evaluate them. Often
they pertained to issues, actions etc. having no ethical
or moral nature.

The discovery of God’s will for ancient Jews, in-
cluding Paul, was not a cerebral matter but a functional
matter of action.'® And in this expression &okipdleic ta

simply that of 'manifold' and not of 'outstanding' or 'superior,' for,
as the preceding verses show, his concern here as in 1 C. 12 is to
check any disparagement of members of the community endowed
with less prominent charismata. The word has a distinctly pejora-
tive sense in the expression didpopot Banticpoi (Hb. 9:10); this is
used to describe the practices of the Levitical cult, which are inef-
fectual in all their multiplicity. But the very same book can use the
rare comparative of the word to express the superiority of Christ,
to whom is ascribed an dvopa drapopmdtepov map’ dyyérovg (1:4)
and who in contrast to the ministry of the Levitical priesthood
Sapopatépag TETVYEV Aettovpyiog (8:6).

[Konrad Weiss, “@épw, Avaeépm, Alapépm, Ta Atapépovta,
Awdgpopog  (adipopov), Eiceépm, Ilpoceépw, IIpoocpopd,
Soueépw, Zopeopog, Dopoc, DPopém, Doprtiov, Doptilm,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:63-64.]

1283, Of the many meanings the verb dopépm can have when
taken lit., only the following need be noted in relation to the NT:
'to transmit,' 'to carry through,' Thuc., VIII, 8, 3, 'to spread' news
knpoyuara, Eur. Suppl., 382, dyyeAiag, Luc. Dial. deorum, 24, 1,
and later 'to drive a ship back and forth,' Philo Migr. Abr., 148;
Luc. Hermot., 28. Intr. dta@épm has the transf. sense 'to differenti-
ate oneself,' Eur. Or., 251; Thuc., V, 86 etc. The difference may be
either positive or negative, i.e., 'to excel,' 'to stand out,' 'to be more,'
Thuc., 11, 39, 1; Plat. Ap., 35a b or 'to be less,' 'to fall behind,' Xe-
noph. Vect., 4, 25. Similarly the impers. di0@épet means 'it makes
a difference,' 'it matters,' Hippocr. Aphorismi, 5, 22 (Littre, IV, 538)
etc. and 'it is important,” Gal. Comm. on Hippocr. Acut., I, 2. 7
(CMG, V, 9, 1, p. 118, 12; 122, 15), both also with ref. to a specific
person: 'it matters (or does not matter) to me,' Plat. Prot., 316b;
La., 187d, 'it is of interest to me,' Eur. Tro., 1248; Thuc., 111, 42, 2.

"b. The part. as noun can also mean 'difference,’ 'mark of dif-
ference,’ Thuc., I, 70, 1; Plat. Phileb., 45d, and then 'what is use-
ful,' Antiph. Fr., 31, 'interests,' Thuc., VI, 92, 5,1 'what is important
or significant' cpodpo. dropépovta, Plut. Adulat., 35 (11, 73a); cf. ©0
owapépov uépog P. Oxy., 1204, 11 (299 A.D.).

"c. The same applies to the adj. didpopog. It means 'different,’
'unlike," Hdt., 11, 83; 1V, 81, 1; Plat. Leg., XII, 964a etc. and later
'varied,' 'manifold,” but also negatively 'unwelcome,' 'displeasing,’
Plat. Leg., VIII, 843c, and more often positively 'outstanding,' 'dis-
tinguished,' Antiph. Fr., 175, 3 and 'useful,' 'advantageous,’ with
paArrov in Thuc., IV, 3, 3; npog cotpiav didpopog, Plat. Leg., VI,
779b. 10 dbdpopov means “interest” in P. Oxy., VII, 1040, 10 (225
A.D.); 1041, 9 (381 A.D.); 1042, 28 (578 A.D.) etc.

"d. The negated form of the adj. is of special significance in
Aristotelian logic and Cynic-Stoic ethics. By adidgopov Aristot.
means the unity and integrity of a substance as this may be seen
in the outward form of a thing &v Aéyetot t@® 10 vmokeipevov T®
idet elvon ad1apopov. adidpopa & GV adoipetov TO £160¢ KOTA
v aicOnow, Metaph., 5, 6, p. 1016a, 17 ff. and also the similarity
of individuals belonging to a species (— 11, 373, 28 ff.): (tadtoV)
£ide1 800 mhelw dvia aSidpopo KoTh TO €160¢ &oTi, Kaddmep

GvBpmmog avOpmdng kai innog innw, Top., I, 7, p. 103a, 10 £; cf. IV,
L, p. 121b, 15 ff. The Cynics and Stoics call ddigpopov the middle
sphere between virtue and vice and the related goods and evils.
It is that which the philosopher cannot call good or bad but on-
ly ethically indifferent. Thus the Cynics: 10 8¢ peta&d dpetiig kol
Kakiog adidpopa Aéyovoty opoing Apiotovi @ Xiw, Diog. L., VL.
9, 105, of whom we read: TéLog Epnoev eival 0 ad10POPOS Exovia
Cifv mpog ta petald apetig kol Kakiog und’ Nvtvodv &v avtolg
mapaAloynyv amoleimovta, GALN’ €niong €ni maviov &ovta, VII, 2,
160, and Zeno: ayoda pev ... mav & éoTv ApeTn 1| LETEXOV APETTIC
Kaka 08 ... mov O €ott Kakio | petéyov kakiag, addeopa. 08 Ta
towdta: {onv Bdavatov, 66&uv adoiav, Hdoviv TOVOV, TAODTOV
meviav, vyiglav vocov kal ta tovtolg dpota, Stob. Ecl., I, 57, 20
ff.; Zeno censuit voluptatem esse indifferens, id est neutrum, neque
bonum neque mature, quod ipse Graeco vocabulo 4d1G¢popov ap-
pellavit, Gellius Noctes Atticae, 9, 5. 5.3"

[Konrad Weiss, “@épw, Avapépm, Atapépo, Ta Atapépovta,
Adpopog  (adidpopov), Eicepépw, ITlpooepépw, ITIpoopopd,
Sopeépm, Xopgopoc, DPopog, Popém, Doptiov, Doptilew,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:62. Italics mine.]

129"The life of the Christian is set under the searching eyes of
God, and ethics is determined by the concept of accreditation. In this
connexion the NT introduces a special use of the verb doxipdlew.
Christians are summoned to a twofold testing, a. They are to test
or prove what is the will of God. If they are to be approved, they
must do the will of God. But to do it, they must know it by test-
ing. In the new positing of human existence in faith, Christians are
enabled to know the will of God: petapopeodcbe 7 dvakavdoet
0D VoG, €ig T0 dokuale Hudg ti o BéAnua tod Bgod ..., R.
12:2." They thus have a duty to do so. Hence the prayer of Paul:
gic 10 Sokudley dudic To Srpépovta, va fTE sidcpveic kol
anpdokomot gig Nuépav Xptotod, Phil. 1:10. ta dapépovra is that
which is fitting in a given situation. The rule of the Christian life is:
MG TEKVO, PMTOG TEPUTATEITE ..., doKdlovTtes Ti €TV €0GpEGTOV
@ Kvpi®, Eph. 5:9 f. Or again, there is the general rule: wévta 8¢
doxpdlete, T0 KoAov Kotéyete, 1 Th. 5:21. This preserves their ac-
tions from meaningless caprice and brings them under the serious-
ness of the will of God. John demands that Christians should test
the different phenomena of religious life: doxyélete ta Tvedpara,
1 Jn. 4:1. b. At the same time, however, Christians are summoned
to a test of their own accreditation: £éavtovg dokualete, 2 C. 13:5;
cf. Gl. 6:4. In virtue of the immediate presence of Christ in the
Lord’s Supper, the Corinthians who celebrate it in an undisciplined
and unworthy manner are challenged: doxialét® 0& GvOpwmog
€aVTOV, Kol 00T®G €K ToD ApTov €001€T® Kol €K TOD TOTNPIov
mwvéto, 1 C. 11:28. Christ cannot be approached in a careless and
disorderly way.?® c. In addition, Jesus demands that we should test
the times, and He reproaches the Pharisees for not paying regard
to the progress of history under the divine direction: 10 Tpdcwmov
TG YT kai Tod ovpavod oidate SoKIUALEY, TOV KOpOV O& TOVTOV
DG 0O SOKILE ; :
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Sladpépovta the apostle alludes to determining the es-
sentials of God’s will verses those things largely irrele-
vant to God’s will.

Crucial is how this testing is done. For the Jewish
elitist it is by katnxoupevog €k T00 vopou, being instructed
out of the Law.™° This stands over against being taught
the Gospel, i.e., the Word: Kowwveitw 8¢ 6 katnyoUusvog
0V Adyov @ Kkatnyodvtt év mdow Aayabolg, Let the one
being taught the Word share with the teacher in all good
things (Gal. 6:6). The elitist appealed to possessing the
Torah of God and having learned its meaning, as the
last trait in vv. 19-20 (below) amplify. He could debate
with anyone his superior knowledge of the Torah, and
thus of the will of God."3" Whether he lived by what he

"4. One passage claims special attention. At the conclusion
of the parable of the wicked husbandmen, Jesus quotes y 117:22
f.: MOov dv dmsdokipacoy oi oikodopodvteg, ovTOC £yeviOn €ig
KEPAANV Yoviag, Mt. 21:42 and par.?! Jesus applies this to Himself.
He is the corner-stone which the builders have rejected but which
has become the key-stone, cf. Mk. 8:31; Lk. 9:22; 17:25. These
sayings are taken up again in 1 Pt. 2:4, 7. The Christian elected by
God is subjected to the testing wisdom and insight of men. This
is what exposes the final basis of the Corinthian error. This is the
basis of the situation of Christians in OAty1g and of the manner of
their attestation. This is what makes it clear that the attestation of
Christians is taken out of all the categories of human judgment and
is a matter for God alone."

[Walter Grundmann, “Aodxiog, AdoKiog, Aokiun, Aokipov,
Aoxpdlom, Amodokidlom, Aokipacia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geof-
frey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
2:260.]

B0"catnyodpevog €k tod vopov, 'being instructed from the
law.' The phrase probably goes with both preceding phrases (Cran-
field). kamyéw had not long become current (BGD), but its sense
is already clearly established as 'instruct, teach.' Paul uses it in this
sense, particularly for religious instruction, in 1 Cor 14:19 and Gal
6:6 (cf. Acts 18:25), from which comes the English transliteration
'catechesis' (Késemann is confident that the verb denoted 'the fixed
catechetical traditions of Judaism'). The phrase characterizes well
the Jewish sense of dependence for their knowledge of God’s will
and conduct of life both on their instruction in the law as children
and in the weekly reading from the law in the synagogue (cf. Jose-
phus, Ap. 2:183). The €k 100 vopov probably has something of the
same force which we find in 4:14, 16; it is precisely the complete-
ness of the identification between law and people which Paul has
reacted against." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word
Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 111.]

BlJewish pedagogy of young boys was centered on instructing
them on Torah. The teacher read or cited from memory a portion
and asked the boys, What does this mean? Each boy would adopt
an opinion on its meaning and vocalize it back to the teacher. Then
the teacher would vigorously challenge each opinion to which each
boy would have to respond by vigorously defending his viewpoint.
This might be done by analyzing the Hebrew text with a verbal
explanation in the Aramaic used by the group. More often the stu-
dent's defense would rest on citation of the interpretation given
by a well known Jewish scribe. Usually a defense pointed out the
deficiencies of the views of his class mates. Also numerous oth-

knew is another issue. Paul will accuse him of not prac-
ticing what he claims to know in the rhetorical ques-
tions coming out of this portrait (cf. vv. 21-24).

If this elitist had properly approached the Law of
Moses, he could have learned how to obey God gen-
uinely. But such was not the case. Instead the skills
in understanding God’s law turned into arrogance and
elitism for this fellow. He miserably failed to learn ta
Swadépovta, even though he claimed to have.

Second, mémoiddc te oEAUTOV 08NYOV Elvat TUPAGV, PG
TV £V OKOTEL, MALSEUTAV APPOovwY, SLbaockaAov vnriwv, Exovra
TNV UOPQWOLV THG YVWOEWS Kai TA¢ dAndeiag év T@ vouw- and
you convince yourself that you are a leader of blind folks, a
light to those in darkness, an instructor of the foolish, a teach-
er of children since you have a form of knowledge and truth in
the Law. Here the double accusative objects of certain
verbs in ancient Greek play a critical role in Paul’s elab-
oration of his point.

néno10ag ceAUTOV

68nyov eivat TupAdv,

pd¢ TV év OKOTEL,

notSevuTnv Qppovev,

di1daokaAov vomiwv,

éxovia TV pépPwoLv

| 1fi¢ yvdoeng
| Ral
| 1fi¢ &Anbeiag
&v 1d vénpe:

The direct object is ogautov, yourself, that is followed
by four predicate objects. The sense then is ‘you have
convinced yourself to be a guide..., a light..., an instructor...,
and a teacher.... Note the inner connectedness of these
four predicate objects. The elitist wasn’t interested in
becoming an ‘obeyer’ of Law. Rather, he put himself in
front of and above others in matters of the Law. This
final trait identifies the motivation behind the Jewish
elitist’'s handling of the Law of Moses.

The common assumption underneath all four pred-
icate objects is that of a superior knowledge of the Law
that enables him to inform others about what it says.
The participle phrase at the end (v. 20b) introduced with
éxovta asserts this false elitist assumption but from a
negative critique of what the elitist actually possesses.

er argumentative strategies could be employed. Usually the boys
who made the best and most persuasive case for their views were
given affirmation by the teacher.

To be sure, such methodology promoted arrogance and pride
among the boys who best developed their skills. This essential
teaching method prevailed through all four educational levels of
ancient Judaism with the last two leading to becoming a scribe
among one of the many associations of the Pharisees. In these two

final level i ssed.
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He isn’'t nearly as smart as he thinks he is.

nénotdac te osautov. The core verb with the reflexive
pronoun direct object continue the second person des-
ignation of the Jewish elitist.

The fascinating Greek verb neibw is frequent in the
NT with 51 uses, but not so much with Paul in Romans
with only 4 of these uses: 2:19; 8:38; 14:14; 15:14. Inter-
estingly the NRSV uses a completely different English
word for each of these uses of 1Teibw. It has one broad
track of meaning in all tenses but the Perfect and Plu-
perfect tense which follow a different track of meaning.
The active voice with the present (neibw) et als tenses
connotes the idea of persuading someone to adopt a
specific viewpoint. But the perfect (néno®a) and plu-
perfect tense usage denotes the idea of being so per-
suaded that one puts high confidence in a viewpoint
or person. This plays off well when the verb is flipped
over to the passive voice. In the present mreiBoual et
als tenses the passive voice signals being won over
by being persuaded. Commitment becomes dominant.
But the perfect passive voice émeiopail indicates huge
certainty in reference to something.

Paul’s use of the perfect tense active voice némnolddg
signals that the elitist is fully convinced of his superiori-
ty.’¥2 He has sold himself a bill of goods lock, stock, and
barrel! Most likely some satire stands behinds Paul’s
depiction here. As a Pharisee in his pre-Christian days,
the apostle himself would have claimed what the elitist
claims here. Humility and submissiveness to God were
not highly prized traits for these kinds of Jews.

68nyov eivar tupA@v. The elitist is completely con-
vinced that he is qualified to be a leader of the blind.
The satire emerges here with the noun 6dnyéc being
one of the stinging criticisms of the Pharisees by Je-
sus (cf. Mt. 15:14; 23:16, 24) out of a total of 5 NT uses.
Note tudlol elov 68nyol tudAdv, they are blind guides
of the blind (Mt. 15:14); 6ényol TudAol, blind guides (Mt.
23:16, 24). These Pharisee elitists were fully convinced
of their superior knowledge of the Torah which enabled
them supposedly to guide the Jews blind in regard to
the Law into correct understanding of it. The six woes
pronounced by Jesus upon them (Ovat Uulv) invokes
the wrath of God in eternal damnation upon these elit-
ists (Mt. 23). No stronger and blunter denunciation of
any group of people than here exists anywhere in the
remainder of the Christian Bible.

A certain level of code phrase exists both with
0dnyov tudpAdv, and &g tiv év okotel. In Isa. 42:6-7 the
Servant of the Lord is commissioned by God:

1%2His use of the active voice verb with the reflexive pronoun
nénodc oeavtov, rather than the middle voice verb spelling, not
only is clearer but allows for the four double accusative predi-

cate objects to more easily be attached to the stated direct object
GEAVTOV.

6 |am the LORD, | have called you in righteousness,
| have taken you by the hand and kept you;
| have given you as a covenant to the people,
a light to the nations,
7 to open the eyes that are blind,
to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon,
from the prison those who sit in darkness.
6 &yw KUPLOG O BeOC ékaleaa o v Sikaltoouvn
Kal Kpatnow ThG XeLpOC oou Kkal évioxlow o€
kal £6wka og gic dLaBrnknv yévoug,
elc pag éSvavt
7 avoiéat 6@daAuols Tu@Aav,
€€ayayelv €k Seopiv dedepévoug
Kol €€ olkou PpUAAKIC
KaBnuévoug év okotel.t
This background injects a national mission of the Jew-
ish people to the rest of the world, i.e., the Gentiles.
They were to be a light and a guide.'? But elitism pre-
vented them from fulfilling this divine mandate. To be
sure, the apostle saw Jesus as the culmination of that
mission and his own apostolic ministry to Gentiles as
helping fulfill that divine mandate given by Isaiah cen-
turies before.

But the Jewish elitist here was only interested in
superior status, not in any obligation to the non-dewish
world. One would need to acknowledge, however, that
Diaspora Judaism was substantially more mission ori-
ented than the Hebraistic Jews back home in Judea.
The presence of non-Jewish worshippers in the Dias-
pora synagogues in contrast to those in Judea, attests
to this interest. But as Paul’s experience in the synago-
ges of Galatia, Asia, Macedonia, and Achaia suggests
in Luke’s narrative in Acts, the Jewish interest in non-
Jews was both economically and politically motivated
much more than religiously motivated. When Paul’s
preaching of the Gospel in those assemblies signaled
full status and blessing from God by following Christ,
Gentiles enthusiastically shifted away from Torah fo-
cus to Christian focus. The very hostile Jewish reaction
to loosing the inflexional non-Jewish locals signaled
hugely threatening loses for them both politically and
economically.

@a¢ tdv év okoter. The image of being a light here

13" And such a Jewish self-consciousness appears in a number
of writings of Second Temple Judaism — as, for example, in 1 En
105:1: “In those days, he says, ‘The Lord will be patient and cause
the children of the earth to hear. Reveal it to them with your wis-
dom, for you are their guides.” 2 It is also echoed, though in quite
an adverse manner, in the characterization of Jews in Matt 15:14;
23:16, 24." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,

2016), 30
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stresses being a source for understanding God to
those who do not know Him. Not only is this emphasis
for the Jewish people found in Isa. 42:6-7 but numer-
ous other OT passages stress the critical role of be-
ing a light to others.™* To be sure, most of the Jews in
Paul's day saw in the image of being a light to the world
the privilege of having been given the Torah for their
own enlightenment, as read from Psalm 119:105 (LXX
118:105), Auxvog toig moaciv pou 6 Adyog cou kal dG¢ Tal
tiBolg pou.T Your word is a lamp to my feet and a light to
my path. The paganism of the Gentile world meant that
God withheld His light from the Gentiles, as is reflected
in Wisdom of Solomon 18:4,

Aaflol pév yap €kelvol otepnbfval ¢wtog Kol
duhakloBijval okotel ol katakAeiotoug GUAAEavTEG
T0U¢ violc cou, 8U WV Apelev TO &dBaptov VOpoU
oG T® aidve 6idocbal. T

For their enemies deserved to be deprived of light
and imprisoned in darkness, those who had kept your
children imprisoned, through whom the imperishable
light of the law was to be given to the world.

This view stands behind the Jewish elitist whom Paul
criticizes in Rom. 2:17-29. The Torah was God’s light
primarily for Israel. If some isolated Gentile came to
his senses and turned toward Torah obedience, then
he would be accepted into a secondary status among
the Jews. But the illuminating aspect of light was for
instruction of Jews by Jews who possessed superior
knowledge of the light, i.e., the Torah.

Although existing in darkness, TV év okdTel, would
logically reference the Gentiles cut off from God’s rev-
elation given to Israel, at least the Pharisees turned the
image of darkness toward Jews living in ignorance of
the Law. Gentiles were in darkness to be sure, but they
were beyond the interest of the Pharisees for recruit-
ing followers and supporters, as Jesus’ denunciation of
them makes so clear in Matthew 23. Instruction in Law
by the Pharisees targeted only the Jews. Paul’s critique
of the Jewish elitist in Rome makes the same assump-
tion about the elitist’s interest as well. If any interest in

B4o@dg v év okoOtel, 'a light to those in darkness.' cf. Isa

42:6-7: pic €OvaV ... &v okote; 49:6. The light which Israel had
been given is characteristically and quite naturally thought of as
the law: Ps 119:105—'a light to my path'; Wisd Sol 18:4—'your
sons ... through whom the imperishable light of the law is given to
the world'; Sir 24:27—the law 'makes instruction shine forth like
light'; 45:17—'to enlighten Israel with his law'; T. Lev. 14.4—'the
light of the Law'; 1QSb 4.27; Ps-Philo, Lib. Ant. 23.10; see fur-
ther Wilckens 1:148-49 and n. 382; and on 13:12. None of these
phrases necessarily implies an actively outgoing missionary con-
cern (despite e.g., Bassler, Divine Impartiality, 150), more a sense
of superior privilege (see Introduction §5.3.2) and readiness to ac-
cept those who acknowledge their blindness and come for light
and teaching." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans [-8, vol. 38A, Word
Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 112.]

Gentiles would be manifested by Jews, it would come
only at the end of time, according to 1 Enoch 105.1.

naubevtiv appévwv. Quite obviously this trait and
the next one are closely linked with the instruction
motif connecting them.* The difference between a
nawdeutrc'® and a 8i6dokalog™® would be slight yet im-
portant. The nawdeutric emphasized forced obedience
to a code of conduct whereas the &i6daokahog taught
a wide variety of topics beyond just conduct. Note the
emphasis of Psalms of Solomon 8:29 on the disciplin-
ing quality of God as Israel’s natdeutng:

Kal NUETG €okAnpUvapev Tov tpdxnAov AUGV, kal ou

noubeutic nu@v €i. And (though) we have stiffened our

neck, yet You are our chastener.

The noun adpdévwy, from ddpwv,® denotes those

133" These phrases are less easy to parallel from contemporary
Jewish literature (though cf. Hos 5:2; Sir 37:19; Pss. Sol. 8:29; 4
Macc 5:34). But the conviction of having received insight into the
divine mysteries and responsibility for giving instruction in them
is clearly evident in the Qumran scrolls (1QS 3.13; 8.11-12; 9.12—
21; 1QH 2.13; 4.27-29; 1QpHab 7.4-5; see also on 11.25), and in
the wisdom tradition there is something of a similar distinction be-
tween the self-consciously wise and the viimot (Prov 1:22; 16:22;
Wisd Sol 10:21; 12:24; 15:14; 1QH 2:9; cf. Matt 11:25 // Luke
10:21 where Jesus is remembered as countering a similar attitude).
The two phrases are almost synonymous, the structural pairing (see
Form and Structure) here producing a degree of redundancy. But
modevtng may also have the overtone of 'corrector,' as in its on-
ly other NT use (Heb 12:9)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), 112—-113.]

B3%Note the related words: modedo, T moudeia, T moudevtg,
T anaidevtoc, T modaywyog [Georg Bertram, “ITaidevwm, TTodeia,
[Mondevtng, Anaidevtog, [oudaymydg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geof-
frey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
5:596.]

B7Also related: &18dok®, O16G0KAAOG, VOUOIIBAGKOAOG,

KOOSO AGKAAOG, YEVd0d10aGKAAOGC, dwackoria,
£1€p0d100CKOAED, oy, Obaktog, owaktkdg [Karl Hein-
rich Rengstorf, “Awddokw, Awdokaroc, Nopodddokorog,
KoAodddokarog, Yevd0d1846KaA0C, AdookoAia,

‘Etepodidackorém, Awdayn, Adaktoc, Awaktikog,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 2:135.]

Baepov, ov, gen. ovog (s. ppnv; Hom.+; PFay 124, 12; LXX;
En; TestJob 26:6; JosAs 6:6f; GrBar 13:3; Philo; Jos., Bell. 1, 630;
2, 303; Ar. 12, 1) pert. to lack of prudence or good judgment,
foolish, ignorant (opp. ppovipog as Dio Chrys. 73 [23], 3; Pr
11:29; En 98:1, 9; PsSol 16:7; Philo, Poster. Cai. 32) 2 Cor 11:19; 1
ClI 3:3; (w. avonrog) 21:5; (w. dobdverog as Ps 91:7) 39:1; voc. Hm
12, 4, 2—Lk 11:40; 12:20; Ro 2:20; 1 Cor 15:36; 2 Cor 11:16;
12:6, 11; Eph 5:17; 1 Pt 2:15; 1 C139:7f (Job 5:2, 3); ITr 8:2; Hm
4,2,1;5,2,2;4;6,2,4;,11:4; Hs 1:3;6,4,3;6,5,2;9, 14, 4, 9,
22,2 —DELG s.v. ppiv. EDNT. M-M. TW.

[William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, et al., A Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Litera-
ture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 159.]

227 BIG Page 70




who lack good judgment or prudence. Its opposite in
ancient Greek was @poviyog. The core idea is similar
to the modern English idiom of “having / not having
one’s act together.” Is this a pejorative reference to
Gentiles here? Many commentators take it as such,
but the NT use of ddpwv elsewhere in the 11 uses
does not reflect such ethnic bias. Elsewhere it main-
ly denotes ignorance of God’s will that leads to bad
judgment.

The elitist considering himself to be a mabeutiv
adpévwy simply sees himself as superior in his
knowledge of the Torah so that he can correct those
who don’t understand it and thus don’t make good
decisions about living it. Any tones of ethnic prejudice
against Gentiles in either noun would be hard to justi-
fy here.

&i6aokarov vnriwv. The figurative image of a child
inside the NT can go either positive or negative. For
Jesus, the vnmuog, -la, -lov represents innocent trust
which God honors in the life of His people: Mt. 11:25;
21:16; Lk. 10:21. Paul, on the other hand, uses the im-
age negatively to specify lack of knowledge of God’s
will long after one should have matured into spiritual
adulthood: 1 Cor. 3:1; 13:11 (4x); Eph. 4:14; Gal. 4:1, 3.

The negative implication of vnniwv here in regard
to the Jewish elitist would consistently go with Paul’'s
other usage to imply lack of understanding long after
it should have been acquired. But for the elitist his
role as &wdokahov vnriwv is to inform ignorant Jews
of the will of God as found in his superior interpreta-
tion of Torah. Yet, contextually he is not necessary
doing any teaching, just qualified to do so due to his
superior knowledge of Torah.

Exyovta TNV UOPPWOLY Ti¢ YVWOoew Kai th¢ aAndeiag év
@ vouw. This participle phrase is linked to the accusa-
tive of predicate objects 06nyov, ¢dg, matdeutrv, and
Sduddokahov via the accusative masculine ending at-
tached to &xovta. This connection ultimately reaches
back to the direct object ceautov. The elitist’s arrogant
superiority grows out of what he possesses, which is
spelled out in the direct object of the participle: v
nopodwoty T yvwoewg kal Tfig aAnBeiag. The language
of Paul here has satire in it since what he actually
possesses wouldn’t qualify him to do any of the four
things he thinks he can do. This statement is the acid
test of the hypocrisy of the elitist.

What the elitist actually possesses is tv popdpwowv
T yvwoewg kal tfig aAnBeiag. The precise intention of
uopdwolg is difficult to determine with clear certainty.
Its other NT use in 2 Tim. 3:5is clear: £yovtec uopdpwaotv
gvoeBelag v 6& Suvaulv alThg Apvnuévol, holding to a
form of piety but denying its power. False Christians will
possess a mask of Christianity that gives appearance

of Christian commitment, but the reality is that inwardly
it is empty and void of God’s enabling presence.

The sense of popowoig here in 2:19 probably
should be taken along similar lines as well. In secular
Greek popowoig could designate the outward shape or
form of things such as trees for example. This could be
understood either as the process of establishing the
shape (the forming of a tree) or the result of the pro-
cess (the form of a tree). It is closely related to popdn
which is used twice in Phil. 2:6-7 to reference Christ as
being in the form of God but who took on the form of
a slave in the incarnation. Here the inner reality is re-
flected in the outward appearance. Although similar to
uopdwotg, the noun popor has a slightly different thrust
in its NT use.

In the Greek philosophical shaping of the meaning
of the word group,™® the term popdn at its core mean-
ing was very similar to 1606, 16¢a, and oyijpua, which
also stressed outward appearance, just from differ-
ing vantage points. For example, eisog could desig-
nate a human form as a man (category), while popon
would designate this same form as a distinct individual
(unique person). Also, the similarity is evident in the
similarity between a living person and a corpse (popon
to0 oxnuatog). The popodn is the connecting link be-
tween the two. The Jewish philosopher Philo spoke of
Adam’s body formed from dust as avBpwneia popdn, in
which popon signifies the body as human in form and
distinct from dust (Migr. Abr., 3; Op. Mund., 135).

In the philosophical literature popdn and popdwoig
are often pretty much interchangeable with a single
meaning of specifying outward form or shape. But dis-
tinct angles are maintained between the two words.

Thus Paul's use of popowoig here in 2:19 with
the two genitive (of place) case modifying nouns tfig
yvwoewg kal tiig dAnBeiag generate the sense of a shape
or form connoting knowledge and truth. With the adver-
bial modifying role of év t® vouw specifying the place of
this possession of pépdwolg as being in the Law, what
the elitist assumed he possessed was knowledge and
truth that took on concrete form or expression in the
Torah of God. Taking hold of the book of the law of God
meant that he held in his hands God’s knowledge and
truth. This was the ultimate source of pride for such a
Jew.

Interestingly, Paul’s assessment of the Law of God
is very different as is reflected in 7:7ff.; 3:31; 9:4; 13:8, et
als. It was an important path to discovering God’s will,

but itself was not that divine will per se. To so elevate it

FLopen, LOPPO®, HOPPOGIS, HETAHOPEO® — GOULOPPOG,
SLppHopeilm, cuppopeoém [Johannes Behm, “Mopoen, Moppdm,
Moépowaic, Metapopeom,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bro-
miley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:742.]
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as had the Jewish elitist, representing a common Jew-
ish attitude, bordered on blasphemy of God. Christ Je-
sus and the Gospel message about Him stood central
to discovering both God and His will. The Law of God
given to Moses on Sinai had to be properly understood
as pointing to Christ for the discovery of the knowledge
and truth of God (cf. 3:21-31). The Jewish elitist com-
pletely missed the mark by elevating Law as knowl-
edge and truth itself.

Implications, vv. 21-22.

One of the interpretative issues emerging here
is the presence of the inferential coordinate conjunc-
tion o0v attached to the first rhetorical question in the
series of four such questions. The conjunction is very
common with 373 NT uses and 44 uses in Romans
alone. The core meaning denotes stating something
overtly that is implied in what was previously said. But
beyond this core meaning a wide range of alternative
meanings are possible as well. It is clear from the con-
text that its use here is not in the normal pattern. The
inferential nature of the word is clear. But is it drawing
an inference from 2:12-16 or from 2:17-207 If the latter,
as seems likely, then the first rhetorical question in v.
21a becomes the stated apodosis with the lengthy if
clause in vv. 17-20 standing as the protasis. This would
stand as a first class conditional sentence making an
assumption of the existence of Jewish elitists in Paul’s
world among the Roman Jews. The sense of the con-
struction becomes Since (Ei) there are elitist Jews, then
(o0v) what can be observed about them? This grammar
assessment stands under the NRSV translation of vv.
17-21a.1%0

The exceptionally long protasis developed by the
apostle in vv. 17-20 clearly would carry significant
implications for Paul’'s argument in chapter two. The
series of rhetorical questions press these implications
upon the readers of this letter quite forcibly. And they
make the point of severe hypocrisy by the Jewish elit-
ists who claim one thing while something quite different
is actually true about them.

The sequencing of the four questions is quite in-
tentional and builds to a climax that is somewhat unex-
pected.

0 bbaokwv £repov osautov ou Sibdokewg; This first
question reaches back to the last trait in the protasis,
d1ddokalov vntriwyv. You who teach others, you are not

40T he postulation of a missing apodosis with the protasis fol-
lowed by anacoluthon that is given in Richard N. Longenecker,
The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text. Ed-
ited by I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner. New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary. (Grand Rapids, MI: William
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 303, is unnecessary and
incorrect.

teaching yourself are you? The structuring of the inter-
rogative clause with the negative o0 assumes the elit-
ist will agree with Paul that he isn’t. A sarcastic bite
is injected with the use of £€repov rather than &AAov.
Those he is teaching are considered clearly inferior
and different from him. As already signaled in the pro-
tasis (v. 20a), the elitist considers them to be ddpovwv
and vnriwv. Probably also TupAQ@v and T@v év oKOTEl
should be included as well (v. 19). After all, the elitist
says he relies on Law, boasts about God, knows God’s
will, and has established what really matters out of the
Law (vv. 17-18).

In spite of all these claims that supposedly qualify
the elitist to teach others about God from the Law, he
fails to teach himself anything from the Law of Moses.
The clear implication is that the elitist is not on the stilt-
ed platform of teacher but among the fools and igno-
rant children that he looks down upon with contempt.

Such an accusation against the elitist as this would
have had biting, insulting tones of huge proportions.
The apostle’s words have a very sharp rebuke of this
fellow. Paul would not have gotten any Amens from
saying this in any of the Jewish synagogues in Rome.
But his sharp criticism of elitism would have caught the
attention of Gentile worshippers in the synagogues by
raising doubts about the legitimacy of what they were
being taught from synagogue leaders.

6 knpuoowv un kAéntew kAénrewg; But the first criticism
is only the starter. Three more are yet to come. When
choosing accusations to level against the elitist, one
aspect becomes clear. Paul goes to the heart of the
Mosaic Law for his examples. These three charges
are taken directly from the Decalogue, the foundation-
al summary of God’s principles upon which the entire
sets of codes rest. He doesn’t choose code regulations
on the periphery of the Law, but major elements from
its very foundation: Exod 20:15, 14, 4-5; Deut 5:19, 18,
8-9. These set forth the moral basis for all of the codes,
and the apostle goes after the elitist at this central point
of hypocrisy.

You who preach not to steal, do you steal? The ques-

tion here is more open ended. The widespread practice
of thievery™' in the world of Paul evidently caught up

M dénto. a. 'To steal,' 'secretly and craftily to embezzle and
appropriate,' Hom. I, 5, 268; 24, 24. No blame is attached in these
passages; indeed, the cunning and skill displayed are recognised,
hence gods, demi-gods and heroes steal (Epict. [Diss., III, 7, 13]
deduces from Epicurean ethics that stealing is justifiable for this
philosophy so long as it takes place Kopy®g Kol TEPIECTUAUEVMG,
'with craft and secrecy'). Later it is condemned as no less wrong
than robbery, murder and other serious offences. kKAéntm denotes
the secret and cunning act as compared with apralo, which is char-
acterised by violence (Biq), Soph. Phil., 644; Aristoph. PL., 372;
Xenoph. Oec., 20, 15 (KAént@v §j aprdlov §| TpocaT®V dtavoeital
Brotedewv). The objects may be articles of value, Aesch. Prom,, 8
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the Jews as well, since abundant Jewish literature of
this time admonish even rabbis to stop stealing from
others.’ The verb kAémtw typically denoted taking
things secretly while apnaZw could reference open rob-
bery usually with violence involved. Thus in English to
steal verses to rob. The Decalogue commandment o0
kAéYeLg is taken with great seriousness in early Chris-
tian teaching.’? In First Cor. 6:10, thieves, kAémtay, are

(t0 wop); Eur. Rhes., 502 (Gyaipa); Hdt., V, 84; Xen. An., VII, 6,
41 (yprpara), animals, P. Oxy., I, 139, 19, or men (in the sense “to
abduct”), Pind. Pyth., 4, 445 (Mndctav). The ref. might also be to
places, Xen. An., IV, 6, 11 ('to seize with cunning, unnoticed") or
to circumstances, Aristot. Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, 36, p. 1440b,
21 ('to provide for oneself surreptitiously'), b. More generally the
word can mean 'to deceive,' 'to cheat,' 'to bewitch (by flattery)”:
Hom. 11, 1, 132 (vow); Hes. Theog., 613; Aesch. Choeph., 854
(obtot epév’ av kKAéyetey ...); Soph. Ant., 681; 1218; Aeschin. Or.,
3, 35 (kKAémtovteg TV akpoactv); Sext. Emp. Math., ed. Bekker,
39 (oG @V Bswpévov dyelg, of conjurers), c. A further meaning is
'to hold secretly,' 'to put away,' 'to conceal,' 'to hide'": Pind. Olymp.,
6, 60 (Beoio yovov); Aeschin. Or., 3, 142 (toig ovouacy KAETTMV
Kol petagépav ta mpayuata). d. 'To do something in a secret
or furtive manner: Soph. Ai., 189 (Vmofoirdpevol KAERTOLGL
wobovg); Plato contrasts this secret action with [BidlecOau: Leg.,
X1, 933¢ (kAéntov 7 Praldpevog); Resp., 111, 413b." [Herbert Pre-
isker, “KAémto, KAéntng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bro-
miley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:754.]

142'Paul Billerbeck brought together a considerable amount of
material from the Talmud in demonstration of the fact that Jewish
leaders during the first five centuries A.D. were often extremely
concerned about Jewish rabbis who (1) proclaimed "You shall not
steal' yet stole from others and (2) affirmed the commandment
"You shall not commit adultery' yet were sexual offenders them-
selves.** And Anton Fridrichsen has called attention to denunci-
ations by Epictetus, the Stoic philosopher of Hierapolis who was
active sometime around A.D. 100, against those who called them-
selves Stoics and espoused high morals but stole from others and
committed various sexual offenses.® But the exposure of such
actions vis-a-vis such lofty teachings can hardly be reserved for
Jewish teachers or Greek philosophers. Sadly, disparities between
principles and practice are all too common in the lives of all too
many people, both historically and today — whatever their status
or situations in life, whatever their lofty affirmations, and whatev-
er their self-justifying defenses." [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), 305-306.]

3"The NT knows of a new being of the Christian in the Spirit
which works itself out in love. This new being embraces the whole
man with his whole duty and capacity, with everyday obligations
and the most self-evident moral demands. All the commandments
are summed up and fulfilled in love. This means that the require-
ments of the Decalogue are taken with unconditional seriousness,
and the validity of the ov kKAéyeig as God’s will is thus posited
also? (Mk. 10:19; Mt. 19:18; Lk. 18:20; R. 13:9; cf. R. 2:21). What
the proclamation of the Law could not do, i.e., overcome inor-
dinate greed, should now be self-evident for believers in virtue
of their possession of the Spirit. Hence the thief should not steal

one of those groups of people excluded from inheriting
the Kingdom of God.

The probing question of Paul to the elitist challeng-
es him to seriously examine his actions. Not only is it
wrong to steal, but to do so while teaching other not to
is doubly wrong.

6 Aéywv un poyevew potyeveg; The same kind of open
ended question is raised here in regard to another
widely practiced sin even among Jews.'#

any more, but work with his hands, so that he will be in a position
to give to those in need and to help them (Eph. 4:28). k\éntew is
condemned as a selfish and loveless breaking of fellowship. It is
to be replaced by work and service in the new disposition of love.?
Jn. 12:6 characterises the kKAémtng as a betrayer of fellowship. 1 Pt.
4:15 groups him with murderers, receivers and criminals. A similar
judgment is found in 1 C. 6:10. In Mt. 27:64 the Jews fear that
there might be a kKAéntewv of the body of Jesus by the disciples,
and in 28:13 they maintain that this has in fact taken place." [Her-
bert Preisker, “KAénto, KAéntng,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:755.]

4" noyyed. The Attic uses the act. of the man in the abs. 'T act
as an adulterer,' and with the acc. 'to commit adultery with a wom-
an,' Aristoph. Av., 558; Lys., 1, 4, then gen. 'to seduce or violate a
woman,' Luc. Dial. Mar., 12, 1, fig. 'to adulterate,’ Achill. Tat., IV,
8, p. 117 (Hercher). Pass. and med. 'to be, or to allow oneself to be,
seduced,' of the woman 'to commit adultery,' fig. of the intermin-
gling of animals and men or of different races, Aristot. Hist. An.,
32, p. 619a, 10 f.: & yap dAla yévn pépikton kol pepoiyevtol O’
aAMAwv. The LXX uses potyevetv and derivates for the root AX1
and derivates, abs. Ex. 20:14 (13); Dt. 5:18 (17); Ez. 23:43; Hos.
4:14; 7:4; cf. Test. Jos. 4:6; 5:1; with acc. Jer. 3:9 (fig. énoiygvoev
[sc. ToponA] T0 EOGhov kol tov Aibov), also med. with acc. of the
man, pass. of the woman, Lv. 20:10: évBpomog 6¢ div potyevonto
yovaika avopog fj 6¢g v porygdontal yovaike tod tAnciov, Oavatm
Bavatovcbwoav, 0 potedy Kol 1 potxevouény, Sir. 23:23 of the
woman: &v Topveig Eotyevon.

"Cf. also the NT quoting the 7th commandment, Mt. 5:27;
19:18; Mk. 10:19; Lk. 18:20; R. 13:9; Jm. 2:11; in Lk. 16:18 and
R. 2:22 the man is evidently meant; with acc. of adultery against
a woman, Mt. 5:28, and pass. of the woman with whom it is
committed, Mt. 5:32. Jn. 8:4 (] yovn xateidnmrol €0’ oOTOPDOP®
potxevopévn); Rev. 2:22 (tovg poyedovtog pet’ avtig). V 4, p
730

"norydm, a subsidiary Doric form,1 'to commit adultery,' fig.
'to adulterate,' Ael Nat. An., 7, 39 (10 AgyxBév); Xenoph. Hist. Graec.,
I, 6, 15 v Bdrattav (to bring cunningly and illegally into one’s
power). In the LXX (for X1 only Jer. and Ez.) and the NT only in
the pres. stem of the med. and pass., 'to commit adultery,' 'to be led
into adultery,' of the man in Jer. 5:7; 9:1; 23:14 (poyyopévovg); Mt.
5:32; 19:9; Mk. 10:11, the woman in Jer. 3:8; 29:23 (Iep. 36:23);
Ez. 16:32; 23:37; Mk. 10:12 (éav odthy dmoldcaco tov Gvdpa
aOTHG Yoo GAAoV potydtat).

"novyeia, 'adultery,' 'illicit intercourse,' Lys., 1, 36; Plat. Re-
sp., 1V, 443a; Leg., VIII, 839a; astrologically. P. Tebt., II, 276,
16 (2nd/3rd. cent. A.D.): | A@podit]n mapatvyydvovsa 0, T0D
[Apewc mop]viag <kai> poryeiog katig[tInotv, Venus in conjunc-
tion with Mars causes fornication and adultery. In the LXX for AX1
(Hos. 4:2), 0X1 (Jer. 13 27) and D’D'IDNJ (Hos 2:4); also Wis.

opvswu) Mk
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This verb powyeltw is a part of a larger word group
dealing with the action labeled adultery.'® The exact
meaning as well as stances regarding it depended
heavily in Paul's world on the particular culture being
addressed. The non-Jewish Greco-Roman world of the
city of Rome possessed one definition and attitude to-
ward adultery, which was very different from the Jew-
ish world in Hebraistic Judaism in Judea and again in
Hellenistic Judaism in the Diaspora outside Palestine.
Clearly Paul is approaching the issue from within the
Hellenistic Jewish perspective while speaking to Chris-
tians in the imperial city of Rome.

What was the attitude within first century Roman so-
ciety?'® In the Greek culture of that day, adultery was

7:22; Jn. 8:3 (€ml poyeig katenuuévny).

"nowyog, 'adulterer,’ 'lover,' Aristoph. Pl., 168; Lys., 1, 30;
Soph. Fr., 1026, 6 (Nock); Plat. Symp., 191d; P. Oxy., VIII, 1160,
26 f. (3rd/4th cent.). In the LXX for X3, Job 24:15; Prv. 6:32;
ARIND, v 49:18; Is. 57:3; Jer. 23:10; Sir. 25:2. In the NT Lk. 18:11;
1 C. 6:9; Hb. 13:4.

"powyoiic, first adj. 'adulterous,' Plut. Plac. Philos., I, 7 (1L,
881d), then subst. 'adulteress,' 'mistress,' 'harlot,’ P. Masp., 94, 11,
42 (6th cent.). In the LXX and NT lit., Prv. 30:20; Hos. 3:1 (both
times for NORIN); R. 7:3; 2 Pt. 2:14; also fig. for the unfaithfulness
of Israel to its Husband, Yahweh: Ez. 16:38; 23:45 (N9R1); Mal.
3:5 (ARIA) Mt. 12:39; 16:4; Mk. 8:38; Im. 4:4 (— 734, 41 f1.)."

[Friedrich Hauck, “Moygdm, Moydw, Moyeio, Moiyoc,
Mouyaic,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 729—730.]

poyedw, T poydo, T poyeio, T poiyog, T poryokic [Frie-
drich Hauck, “Moyebm, Moydw, Motyeia, Moiyog, Motyahic,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:729.]

146" A mark of the ancient view of marriage is that uncondition-
al fidelity is demanded of the wife alone. The married man is not
forbidden to have intercourse with an unmarried woman.!® In Gk.
law poyela is simply 'secret sexual intercourse with a free wom-
an without the consent of her k0proc.'"! In face of such violation
(VBp1c) the husband or family (father, brother, son) has the right of
private revenge (by killing,'” maltreatment'® or fine'*). In practice
the laws were extended to cover a girl of good repute or a widow.'
The open harlot was not covered by the law of revenge.'® Public
law limited the right of revenge (seizure in the act).'” Attic law al-
lows a complaint to be lodged (ypapn powyeiag) if private revenge
is waived.' If the wounded husband is not himself to fall victim
to dtipior he must put away the guilty wife. The adulteress is not
allowed to visit the public temple.!” The best men judged adultery
sharply.?® Plato warns against intercourse with the étaipa, though
his words show that this was more or less taken for granted on the
common view.?!

"In Roman law up to the time of the Republic the husband
has, in a case of adulterium,”* the one-sided right of private re-
venge against the guilty wife even to putting to death, whereas the
wife must accept the adultery of her husband,” The father can also
put the adulterer to death if he at once strikes down his daughter
t00.2* The punishment of adultery is thus a family affair (iudici-
um domesticurn).” Only the increasing moral disintegration of

overwhelmingly an issue pertaining to wives, and
not husbands. Husbands came into this temptation
by sleeping with other men’s wives without the hus-
band’s consent. All other women were ‘open season’
for married men with the consent of her master, being
it father, husband etc. Guilt (UBpig) for adultery put the
individual under the ‘right of revenge’ which provided
for execution of the woman, maltreatment of her, or
assessing fines (which her father would have to pay).
The prostitute (¢Taipa) was exempt from such legal lia-
bility. If the violated husband chose not to bring public
charges against his adulterous wife, he could submit a
ypaon poixeiag to the magistrate but must then divorce
his wife in order to avoid official anpia, dishonor, by
the community. Thus from our view, marital infidelity
among Greeks in Paul’s world was rampant, with most
of it being committed by husbands.

The Roman cultural pattern was not much, if any, better
than that of the Greeks in the first century world. In the
case of adulterium, the husband had the legal right of
execution of his unfaithful wife, but she had no alterna-
tive other than to accept his adulterous behavior. The
right of revenge by the husband against his wife did not
mandate execution but extended up to this extent. A fa-
ther could execute any man who violated his daughter,
provided he execute his daughter also. At the begin-
ning of the empire, Augustus Caesar passed the Lex Ju-
lia de Adulteriis [Girard, 175, 185; Bruns, 112; Suet. Caes. (Aug.),
34; Dio C., 54, 30, 4] which imposed limits on penalties
for offending individuals, but also forbid adultery being
covered up from public exposure.'” The husband also

the imperial period led to legal measures by the state. Augustus
passed the Lex Julia de Adulteriis.* This declares adultery a penal
offence, punishes offenders by banishment and forbids the hus-
band to pardon or to quash the matter. He may be punished himself
if he continues the marriage.”” The law was not followed by an
improvement of the situation. This was poor. Divorces were very
common.?® Plays,?” banquets (— doéAysin)*® and slavery®! contrib-
uted to moral deterioration. The infidelity of wives was almost an
accepted fact.?"

[Friedrich Hauck, “Moygbm, Moydwm, Moyeio, Moiyoc,
MouyaAig,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:732-733.]

147"Some laws he abrogated, and he made some new ones; such
as the sumptuary law, that relating to adultery and the violation of
chastity, the law against bribery in elections, and likewise that for
the encouragement of marriage. Having been more severe in his
reform of this law than the rest, he found the people utterly averse
to submit to it, unless the penalties were abolished or mitigated,
besides allowing an interval of three years after a wife’s death,
and increasing the premiums on marriage. The equestrian order
clamored loudly, at a spectacle in the theatre, for its total repeal;
whereupon he sent for the children of Germanicus, and shewed
them partly sitting upon his own lap, and partly on their father’s;

intimating not to think it
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could be severely punished for continuing the marriage
after discovering adultery by his wife. Consequently, di-
vorce was very common among Romans of this era.
Another issue, which the Roman historian Suetonius
indicates, is the difficulty of enforcing these decrees.
What was the typical Jewish attitude in the first century
world? The Jewish world, especially in Palestine, repre-
sented some sharp contrasts to the Greek and Roman
worlds, although many similarities also existed.'*® Most

a grievance to follow the example of that young man. But finding
that the force of the law was eluded, by marrying girls under the
age of puberty, and by frequent change of wives, he limited the
time for consummation after espousals, and imposed restrictions
on divorce."

[C. Suetonius Tranquillus, Suetonius: The Lives of the Twelve
Caesars; An English Translation, Augmented with the Biographies
of Contemporary Statesmen, Orators, Poets, and Other Associates,
ed. Alexander Thomson (Medford, MA: Gebbie & Co., 1889) ]

1481, The Decalogue numbers the inviolability of marriage
among the fundamental commandments for the community life of
the people of Israel, Ex. 20:14 (13); Dt. 5:18 (17).2 But adultery
is possible only if there is carnal intercourse between a married
man and a married or betrothed Israelitess, Dt. 22:22 ff.; Lv. 20:10.
Adultery is the violation of the marriage of another, Gn. 39:10 ff.
Hence a man is not under obligation to avoid all non-marital inter-
course (— mopveian). Unconditional fidelity is demanded only of
the woman, who in marriage becomes the possession of her hus-
band. The adulterer and the guilty woman, if caught in the act, are
to be punished by death (Dt. 22:22), since the covenant with the
holy God demands the rooting out of everything evil from within
Israel. The punishment is usually stoning (Dt. 22:22; Ez. 16:40;
cf. In. 8:5).3 If there is suspicion against a wife, the husband can
demand that she be purified from it by the ceremony of bitter water,
Nu. 5:16 ff.* But the husband is not forced to take steps against her,
cf. Mt. 1:19.

"2. Hosea, who depicts the relation of Yahweh to His people
in terms of his own experience, views this relation as a marriage
(2:21f.) and thereby emphasises the exclusive loyalty which Israel
owes its God, to whom it belongs as does the wife to her husband.
By its apostasy to alien cults Israel is guilty of adultery against
God. The religious unfaithfulness of Israel is thereby stigmatised
as the most serious conceivable offence (3:1f.; 2:4ff.). The worship
of high places is religious adultery (4:12ff.).° Jeremiah, engaged
in serious conflict with the admixture of worship of Yahweh with
alien elements (Baal, star worship), makes further use of the met-
aphor of Hosea in 2:1; 5:7; 9:1. Israel breaks the marriage bond,
by which it belongs to God alone, to flirt with wood and stone
(3:8f.). Faithless Jerusalem will bear the punishment of an adul-
teress (13:22, 26f.). In exile Ez. applies Hosea’s figure of speech
to the religious history of Israel (c. 16; 23). By apostasy to alien
cults Israel both past and present has soiled itself with whoring and
adultery (16:32, 37; 23:37, 43, 45).5

3. The many warnings against fornication (- mopveia) and
adultery in the Wisdom literature show that marital infidelity was
common. The adulterer violates the law of God and also attacks the

rights of God, before whom his marriage was concluded (Prv. 2:16

ff., cf. Mal. 2:14). He will undoubtedly suffer punishment (Prv. 6:26

ff.). He is a fool who brings ruin on himself (v. 32). He brings down on

himself suffering and shame (v. 32f.). The anger of the jealous hus-
band will not spare him (v. 34f.). One should be on guard against the

distinctive is that adultery was an offense committed
against God as well as against one’s husband. Again,
the Israelite woman bears most of the brunt in regard
to adultery. Her husband does not have to be faithful
to her, even though his choices of women outside of
his wife are more restrictive than those of the Greek
or Roman husband. During Paul’s time, the adultress

smooth enticement of the strange woman (7:5ff.), who after the act
treats it with frivolity (30:20). One should also be on guard against
wine, which kindles adulterous desire (23:31ff.) and robs a man of
prudence (v. 34ff.). Sir. depicts the serious sin of the adulteress. She
does threefold wrong by disobeying the command of God, sinning
against her husband and bearing to another the children of adultery.
She will be put out of the congregation and her children must expi-
ate her sin. Particularly offensive is the adulterous old man (25:2). In
Test. Xll Joseph is a model of chastity who resists the temptation to
adultery as something which is against God (Test. Jos. 4:6; 5:1) and
who overcomes unlawful sexual desire by prayer and fasting (4:8).

Philo describes adultery as péylotov adiknuatwv (Decal., 121);
it is otuynTov Kal Beopiontov mpdypa (131). The adulterer fills three
families with OBpig and dtiuia (126, 129). The source of adultery is
dWndovia (122). Not merely the body, but esp. the soul is corrupted
by it (124). By his transgression the adulterer sows a blameworthy
seed (129), though procreation as such is sacred to the Jew.

4. The Mishnah (esp. tractate Sota) and Talmud give more pre-
cise legal definitions of the act and the punishment. So far as pos-
sible they seek to evade the death penalty. Only adultery with an
Israelitess is to be punished. There is no penalty for intercourse with
the wife of a non-Israelite. Adultery can only be by adults. There is
no penalty if there is no preceding warning and no witness.” Only
the wife, who is set apart for her husband alone by the ceremony
of gidduin (= pvnotebw), and not the husband, who has behind
him the ancient right of polygamy, is exposed to the full threat of
the penalties. In the Roman period the death penalty drops away.®
The husband is simply forced to divorce an adulterous wife, who
forfeits the money assigned her under the marriage contract (Sota,
IV, 3), and is not permitted to marry her lover (Sota, 5, 1). Divorce is
sufficient protection against an adulterous wife. In Rabb. exposition
the ceremony of bitter water acquires an essentially moral sense.
The wife must be forced to confess her fault. It is effective only if the
husband is free from guilt (b. Sota, 47b). Hence the ceremony grad-
ually disappears. The child of incest or adultery is called mamzer,
and cannot be a member of the community (Dt. 23:3) or marry an
Israelite (Qid., 3, 12).

Along with these legal definitions there are in the Haggadic
parts of the Talmud and Midrash many warnings against adultery
which oppose this as a serious sin from the moral standpoint, and
which warn against any yielding to sensual desire. In contrast to the
legal judgment, the sinful thought is repeatedly equated with the
act, e.g., Pesikt. r., 24 (124b): “We find that even he who commits
adultery with the eyes is called an adulterer, v. Job 24:15.” “He who
regards a woman with lustful intention is as one who cohabits with
her ...” “He who touches the little finger of a woman is as one who

touches a certain spot.” Tract. Kalla, 1.9 Cf. jChalla, 58c, 48 f. (Str.-B.,

I, 301). The adulterer is deeply despised. No virtues can save him

from hell-fire (Sota, 4b).

[Friedrich Hauck, “Mowygdbm, Motydm, Motyeio, Moiyoc,
Moryohic,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
4:730-732.

Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—
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did not risk execution to the extent that her Greek and
Roman counterpart did. Behind adultery, according to
Philo in the first century BCE, lies ¢ptAnbovia, the love of
pleasure, which must be resisted at all costs.

Largely, in contrast to the Jewish, Roman, and
Greek views about adultery, early apostolic teaching
is substantially more radical and demanding.’® The

149", In the Literal Sense. A mark of the NT is the sharp in-
tensifying of the concept of adultery. The right of a man to sexual
freedom is denied. Like the wife, the husband is under an obli-
gation of fidelity. The wife is exalted to the same dignity as the
husband. Marriage (— youéo, I, 648 ff.) is a life-long fellowship
of the partners. Only thus does it actualise the ideal intended in
creation (Mt. 5:32; 19:8). On this ground Jesus rejects the provi-
sions of the Law and the scribes concerning divorce of the wife
under the legal form of a bill of divorcement (Dt. 24:1 — dmoAvw,
amootdotov). This is in conflict with the will of God (Mt. 19:6 ff.).
For this reason the remarriage of a man after divorcing his wife,
or the remarrying of the divorced woman, is tantamount to adul-
tery (Mt. 5:32; 19:9; Mk. 10:11 f.; Lk. 16:18; cf. 1 C. 7:10 £.).33
From the religious standpoint adultery does not consist merely in
physical intercourse with a strange woman; it is present already in
the desire which negates fidelity (Mt. 5:28). In distinction from the
scribes, who as lawyers give definitions and relativise the divine
commandment by assimilating it to the actualities of life, Jesus as
a religious teacher tries to make men realise how absolute is the
divine requirement. The great seriousness of Jesus in face of the
sin of adultery goes hand in hand with His mercy for the sinner
and His resolute rejection of hypocritical self-righteousness, as is
shown by the story of the woman taken in adultery (Jn. 8:1 ff.)
which, even if it does not belong originally to Jn., rests on an au-
thentic tradition.’* Against a purely legal view, on which a woman
taken in the act (8:4) undoubtedly came under the death penalty,
He maintains a moral and religious position. He disarms the hu-
man desire to punish — the witness had to cast the first stone —
by appealing to the judgment of conscience. He grants the guilty
woman a pardon which does not sap the moral demand because
it presupposes repentance (cf. Mt. 21:31 f.). He preserves the un-
conditional validity of the sacred command of God by adding the
warning to sin no more (Jn. 8:11).

"The apostolic preaching presupposes the holy seriousness of
Jesus in the assessment of adultery. Christian determination was
the more significant at this point in view of the degeneration of
sexual morality in the Hellenistic world, which regarded offences
in this sphere as quite natural (1 C. 5:2) and accepted quasi-mar-
ital relations as no less ethically possible than marriage (— 732).
By contrast, it was most significant, both religiously and cultural-
ly, that the apostolic message from the very outset made it clear
to the churches that the full marital fidelity of both spouses is an
unconditional divine command (1 C. 5:1 ff.; 6:9). Adultery is not
just a matter of civil law (R. 7:3). It is to be judged in accordance
with the holy will of God (1 Th. 4:3; 1 C. 6:18 f.). Women are
fellow-heirs of the kingdom of God and are thus worthy of the
same honour as men (1 Pt. 3:7). According to the absolute judg-
ment of Paul, adultery excludes from God’s kingdom (1 C. 6:9).
Marital fidelity is to be maintained intact (1] koitn dpiovtog, Hb.
13:4), even though there are no human witnesses. The omniscient
God is the Judge of the adulterer (loc. cit.). The OT prohibition
of adultery is not confined to the negative avoidance of the sinful
act. It finds its true fulfilment only in the love of spouses who are

stance taken by Paul here in 2:22 is consistent with the
views of apostolic Christianity, and here plays off the
Jewish perspective of his elitist opponent.

0 BéeAuooouevog ta eibwAa iepooulei; The precise
meaning of this accusation by Paul is challenging to
determine in Paul’s world. The subject functioning par-
ticiple phrase ¢ Bdéshuoodpuevog ta €ldwAa is relatively
easy to grasp, given the well established first century
Jewish abhorrence of idols. The verb BésAbcoopat is
only used here and in Rev. 21:8, where its meaning
is not as clear as here in Romans.'® Here in 2:22, the
direct object ta ei6wAa, idols, makes the meaning of the
participle clear: the one abhorring idols. The Jewish ex-
ile in Babylon marks the decisive turning point among
Jews in regard to worshipping other deities beyond
God. From that event forward the Jewish people over-
whelmingly focused on monotheistic belief exclusively.
This is reflected in the claim of post-exilic Jewish writ-
ing (probably 1st cent. BCE) Judith 8:18, “For never in our
generation, nor in these present days, has there been any
tribe or family or people or town of ours that worships gods
made with hands, as was done in days gone by.”

What is problematic in Paul’s statement is the pre-
cise meaning of iepooulelg, are you robbing temples?

joined together by God (R. 13:9).%° Impulsive and uncontrolled de-
sire is sinful even in the lustful glance (2 Pt. 2:14). It is a mark of
the inwardly impious and licentious nature of bold heretics, who
in doubting the parousia (3:3f.) also undermine belief in the divine
judgment (3:5fT.).

"2. In the Figurative Sense. The NT, too, uses poygvev fig.
for religious unfaithfulness to God. Thus Jesus calls the evil gen-
eration of His time yeved movnpd kai povyaiic (Mt. 12:39; 16:4;
Mk. 8:38 alongside auaptmAdc). Like the people in the days of
the prophets, it shows itself to be unfaithful to God by its rejection
of Jesus. In Jm. 4:4, too, the sharp term potyorideg refers to the
religious unfaithfulness to God implied in @tAio T0d k6oL, The
feminine seems to be chosen because God is seen as the Husband
(— 731).36 The adultery with the prophetess mentioned in Rev.
2:2 is also a figure for acceptance of her false teaching and the
implied infidelity to God. The téxva of this adulterous relation are
the followers of the prophetess."

[Friedrich Hauck, “Moygdm, Moydw, Moyeio, Moiyoc,
Mouyoic,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard
Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 4:733-735.]

130Reyv. 21:8 101 6£ Selloic Kal amiotolg kal £€86eAvyuévorg
kal povelow kal mopvolg kal papudakolg kat eilbwAoAdtpalg katl
AoV Tolg PeUSEDLY TO PEPOG AUTAV €V Tfj Alpvn T Kalopévn Tupl
kal Belw, 0 éotv 6 Bavartog 6 devtepo.

But as for the cowardly, the faithless, the polluted, the mur-
derers, the fornicators, the sorcerers, the idolaters, and all liars,
their place will be in the lake that burns with fire and sulfur, which
is the second death.

The perfect passive participle éB&eAuypévolg, abhorred ones,
is roughly equivalent to the adjective B&eAuktog which carries with
it the sense of being detestable because of polytheistic worship,
e.g., LXX Lev. 18:30; Prov. 8:7; Job 15:16 and 3 Macc. 6:9.
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This exclusive NT use of the verb iepoguAéw can move
either literal or figurative in its thrust here.'® Either
meaning can have application to the Diaspora Jewish
elitist that Paul is targeting at Rome. Either meaning
implies a seriously wrong action against the Law of Mo-
ses. If taken literally, the verb then references violation
of sacred objects in the pagan temples in the city.'?
This was for non-Jews among the most serious crimes
possible in that world. Even among the Hebrews in the
OT, Deut. 7:25-26 strictly prohibits saving any object
found the the Canaanite temples during the conquest.
They were to be totally destroyed by fire, and not pre-
cious stone or gold / silver overlay was to be kept back.
But by the first century AD a very lax interpretation of
Deut. 7:25-26 came into existence that claimed it to
be possible to keep the gold / silver/ precious jewels
from statues of idols taken from pagan temples IF the
statues had first been ‘de-consecrated.’'%® Later, some

51The adjective, built off the same root, iepdoulog, -ov, found
only in Acts 19:37, carries the same ambiguity of meaning as does
the verb. But the use of the adjective in the charges brought against
associates of Paul by Demetrius and his fellow artisans that are
repeated by the city clerk of Ephesus suggest clearly that robbing
pagan temples is what the adjective alludes to in Acts 19:37,

Acts 19:37. Aydyete yap tol¢ avépag tolutoug oUte
lepooUAoug olte BAacdnuodvrag thv BOV AUQV.

You have brought these men here who are neither temple
robbers nor blasphemers of our goddess.

152"The robbery of temples,' originally the removal of sacred
property from a sacred site, is a. in Greek, Roman and Egyptian
eyes” one of the most serious of offences. At times of amnesty, mur-
derers and robbers of temples are often excluded. Temple robbery
is generally classified with treason and murder. Those convicted
are denied burial in consecrated ground. In Plat. Phaed., 113e crim-
inals of these categories are regarded as dvidtwg and are plunged
into Tartarus. Philo in Spec. Leg., III, 83 describes avdpopovia
as iepoovMdv 1 peyiot. Cf. Decal., 133, where the murderer is
guilty of robbing the temple, since he has plundered the most sa-
cred possession of God. This mode of expression reflects Philo’s
view of the nobility of man. But it also testifies to the broader use
of iepoculia. The term sacrilegium, which originally meant temple
robbery and then any sacral offence, is now used of religious trans-
gression generally.® It is impossible to think of anything more hei-
nous." [Gottlob Schrenk, “Tepdg, To Tepdv, Tepwodvn, Tepatedo,
Tepatevpa, Tepoateia, (1o, Tepovpyém, Tepobutoc, Tepompentg,
‘Tepocviém, Tepocurog, Tepevg, Apyepevg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
3:255.]

153" ¢, Of particular interest is the treatment of this subject in
Josephus. In Ant., 4, 207 he does not scruple to find in the Torah
the new law that we are not to scorn the gods of other nations. He
adopts a free translation to bring Dt. 7:25 f. under this rule of toler-
ance, suppressing the true argument of the passage. His purpose is
to show to the cultured reader that the Jewish people are tolerant.
In Ap., 1, 249, 310 and 318 he is also meeting the slanders of a
Manetho and Lysimachus, who accuse the Jews of robbing temples
in Egypt, and who allow themselves the witticism that Jerusalem

Jewish sources go so far as to justify Jewish sales of
confiscated idols to Gentiles in order to make a profit
off the sale.

The question comes around to how relevant this
would have been to a first century Jewish Christian and
Jewish setting in Rome. Unquestionably the verb in the
literature outside this one NT use is mostly in the liter-
al sense of robbing temples.™* The figurative meaning
of defamation of the sacred in a generalized meaning
does exist in ancient literature, but is exceedingly rare.
If this is what Paul referenced here, then he accuses
the Jewish elitist of defaming something sacred inside
Judaism. Most likely this would mean a Diaspora Jew-
ish refusal to pay the annual temple tax.

arose out of Tepdovha, i.e., that it took its name originally from
temple robbery.

"d. The attitude of the Rabbis is much laxer than one would
expect from Dt. 7. They have no legal term [or intentional tem-
ple robbery. Whipping is an adequate punishment. According to b.
Sanh., 84a it is only the violation of a prohibition. It is thus judged
more leniently than murder. Capital punishment by God, but not
by human courts, may also be the punishment. The softening of Dt.
7:25 f. is astonishing. Thus we read in AZ 53b, Bar. that “taking”
is if an Israelite comes into possession of an idol, and since it is
valuable, he sells it to a Gentile, who will worship it. This is a ref.
to Dt. 7. R. Samuel says in 52a that an idol may be accepted if it is
deconsecrated. But the Mishnah AZ, 4,4 V 3, p 256 has the qual-
ification that only a Gentile and not a Jew may deconsecrate it. In
4, 2 the gold, clothing or vessels found on the head of an idol may
be put to positive use. 4, 5 mentions the case of a Gentile selling or
pledging his idol.*"

[Gottlob Schrenk, “Iepog, To Tepov, Tepwoidvn, Tepoatevm,
‘Tepatevpa, Tepateia, (<Ia), Tepovpyém, Tepobutoc, Tepompentg,
‘Tepocvrém, Tepdovrog, Tepedc, Apyiepevg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
3:255-256.]

154" The usage, iepocvAf®, deriving from — igpdGVAOG, means
'to commit temple robbery.' It occurs also as cvAdw Ta igpd, TO
iepdv; Jos. Ant., 4, 207; 8, 258; Ap., 1, 310. It is mostly used a.
in the literal sense.5 Aristoph. Vesp., 845; Polyb., 30, 26, 9 (with
iepd); Ditt. Syll.3, 417, 8 and 10 (3rd cent. B.C.); 2 Macc. 9:2
(Antiochus in Persepolis). Jos. Ant., 17, 163, where Herod uses
this word for the alienation of consecrated gifts from the temple
on the part of the Jews. b. Figuratively, it occurs in Jos. Ant., 16,
45 for Nicolaus’ complaint before Agrippa, in which the taking of
temple gold from the Jews is called igpocuAgiv. c. Note should be
taken of the usual lists in which igpocvlely is one of the offences:
Plat. Resp., IX, 575b, with stealing, breaking in, picking pockets,
stealing clothes, kidnapping, cf. Xenoph. Mem., 1, 2, 62; Ps.-Her-
acl. Ep., 7 (J. Bernays, Die Heraklitischen Briefe [1869], p. 64)
with poisoning. Philo Conf. Ling., 163, with stealing, committing
adultery, and murder, cf. Leg. All., III, 241. Ceb. Tab., IX, 4 with
robbery, perjury etc. Cf. the lists under — igpécvrog infra." [Got-
tlob Schrenk, “Tepog, To Tepov, Tepmoivvn, Tepatevm, Tepdtevpa,
Tepateia, (<o), Tepovpyém, TepdButoc, Tepompennic, Tepocviéwm,
‘Tepdovrog, Tepevg, Apylepevg,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Frledrlch Theologlcal Dictionary of the

New Testa 4-), 3:256.]
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The historical and contextual arguments in favor of
the literal sense of icpoouAéw here are substantial and
convincing.'® His elitist opponent, while professing ha-
tred of pagan idols, does not hesitate to make money
off sales of confiscated, stolen objects out of the pagan
temples.

Summary, vv. 23-24.

Although the accusation in v. 23 continues to
level charges against his elitist opponent, the apostle
switches from the substantival participle phrase sub-
ject of the second singular verbs, ... o0 818dokelg, ...
KAEMTELG, ... HolXeVELg, and ... lepooUAelg (vv. 21-22), the
switch over to the substantival relative clause subject
of atadleg provides oral reading signals of a shift in
emphasis. It gathers the four previous accusations into
a summary basket with the central accusation of such
actions dishonoring God Himself. In the hugely honor/
shame oriented communal society of both the Romans
and especially of the Diaspora Jews of that time, to
dishonor anyone was previously offensive. But for a
Jew to dishonor God was serious beyond calculation.
Yet this is Paul’s charge against his elitist opponent,
and further, Paul (v. 24) bases this charge on sacred
scripture, as found in Isa. 52:5 and Ezek. 36:22.

Additionally the theoretical point of boasting in
Law reaches back to gather up the accusations in the
protasis scenario if clause in vv. 17-20. One should
also note grammatically that the structuring of the four
rhetorical questions (vv. 21-22) with the substantial par-
ticiple clause as the subject of the main clause verb
functions conceptually very similar to the if-clause ac-
cusations in vv. 17-20. The appositional role of the par-
ticiple phrases to the implicit singular you in the second

155"[n R. 2:22 Paul accuses the Jews of despising idolaters and
yet of robbing temples themselves. That he is using igpocvAglv
in the strict sense may be concluded from his association of vari-
ous sins in a kind of catalogue (cf. especially stealing, committing
adultery and robbing temples, — supra). Any contemporary reader
would take such a list literally. Moreover, all the other terms have
their exact antithesis, so that we have full correspondence only if
those who despise the €idmAa of the Gentiles are not ashamed to
lay violent hands on the same objects. This probably means mak-
ing profit out of such costly articles, e.g., votive offerings. The
pregnant expression iepocLAElV is probably used because the stern
warning of the Law (Dt. 7:25f.) stands in the background. Chrys.,
Theophylact. and Oecumen take the word literally for the robbing
of pagan temples. In view of the technical term, it is unlikely that
there is reference to the Jerusalem temple. The weak suggestion
that what is meant is refusal to pay the temple tax, which cuts
down the lawful revenues of the temple,6 is ruled out by the an-
tithesis: 0 fdeAvocduevog ta eidwia." [Gottlob Schrenk, “Tepag,
To ‘Tepov, Tepmovvn, ‘lepatevw, Tepdtevpa, Tepoteia, (-la),
Tepovpyém, ‘TepdButog, ‘lepompenng, Tepocviém, ‘Tepdovrog,
‘Tepevg, Apytepete,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:256.]

person singular verb endings -ei.g comes very close to
the accusatory tone of the oU with 2nd singular verbs
in the protasis (vv. 17-20). The same thing is also true
in v. 23 with the shift to the substantival relative clause
also in an appositional relation to the 2nd singular main
clause verb atuatelg.

Conceptually the accusations in the protasis (vv. 17-
20) center on a phony profession of devotion to God’s
Law. The four rhetorical questions as the apodosis of
the lengthy expression bolster that charge by probing
four important areas of obeying the Law, which the
elitist is not doing. Now the relative clause 6¢ év vopw
kauxdoat reaches back to the charges in the protasis
with some of the same language and makes the strong
accusation of dishonoring God through the phony
claims of the Jewish elitist in the protasis.

This summary charge is structure twofold: the
charge (v. 23) and the scripture proof (v. 24)."% The caus-
al conjunction yap at the beginning of v. 24 connects
the scripture citation in v. 24 back to the accusation in
v. 23 as evidence of the validity of the charge that Paul
makes.

0¢ v vouw kauydoat, Sia ti¢ napaBacsws To vouou tov
dedv driualeig: The one in Law boasting through transgres-
sion of this Law God dishonors. This very literal translation
highlights in poor English some points in the Greek text
that are important to recognize. The action of boasting
in Law as transgression of this very Law is stressed.
This very serious transgression equals dishonoring the
God who gave this Law. The sequencing elevates this
emphasis beyond what can be preserved in transla-
tion.

Three segments of this accusation frame the ex-
egesis: a) the relative clause standing as apposition
to the implicit oU as subject of the 2nd singular verb
amuadeig; b) the prepositional phrase containing the
specific charge leveled against the Jewish elitist; c)
and the main clause verb / direct object specifying the
impact of the elitist’'s breaking the divine Law.

a) 6¢ év vouw kauxdoar. This accusation builds off
the kauvxdoat év Be® accusation in v. 17 but with the
summarizing effect of gathering up the heart of vv. 17-
20 with its central focus on divine Law. It picks up the
emphasis in Wisdom of Solomon 39:8,

aUTog ékdavel adeiav StdaokaAiog adtol

Kol év vouw 61a0nkng Kuplou Kauynoetat

He will show the wisdom of what he has learned,

3L ongenecker fails to correctly understand the syntax of
vv. 23-24 by listing only v. 24 as a conclusion. Cf. Longeneck-
er, Richard N. The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the
Greek Text. Edited by 1. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner.
New International Greek Testament Commentary. (Grand Rapids,
MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 308. Dunn

(WBC, 11
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and will glory in the law of the Lord’s covenant
In the context of Wisdom 39 along with chap. 24, these
emerging Jewish picture is of boasting in Jewish pos-
session of divine Torah to the exclusion of others hav-
ing access to it. This is then deeply linked to kauvxaoat
év Be® (v. 17) as the exclusive Jewish possession via
the covenant connection. Even though Jews tolerated
non-Jews even in proselyte conversion, the non-Jews
never could gain equal status with Jews either in the
synagogues or especially in the temple at Jerusalem.
They were forever second-class members of the Jewish
community. The Jews occupied the exclusively unique
relationship with God -- in their thinking and boasting.
This is the larger context of Paul’'s accusation here 0¢
év VoUW kauxaoal. Jewish elitism elevated itself to this
special place of assumed honor and privilege.

b) éa tic napaBdosws toi véuou. With its elevated
posture of special privilege came the attitude that such
a special person need not worry about obeying what
the Law demands. What Paul accuses his elitist op-
ponent is not merely neglecting the Law nor even just
sinning in violation of Law. The two nouns napdaBaotg
(7x NT; 3x Rom), transgression, and mapafdtng (5x NT),
transgressor, both originate out of the verb napaBaivw
(3x NT), | go beyond. These carry the idea of intentional
stepping outside the path marked by God’s Law. This
is a very severe charge against the elitist.

Paul’'s case for violation of Law put the issue in the
four rhetorical questions in vv. 21-22 directly on spe-
cific acts of violation of divine Law. This prepositional
phrase now summarizes these into the singular charge
of intentional, deliberate stepping beyond the boundar-
ies of divine Law in misbehavior.

C) tov deov ariudieis. The ultimate impact of such in-
tentional violation is to dishonor God."s” Modern Asian
readers can more easily grasp the profound implica-
tions of such an accusation than can contemporary

S""The culture of the first-century world was built on the foun-
dational social values of honor and dishonor. Seneca, a first-centu-
ry Roman statesman and philosopher, wrote: 'The one firm convic-
tion from which we move to the proof of other points is this: that
which is honorable is held dear for no other reason than because
it is honorable' (Ben. 4.16.2). Seneca claims that his peers regard
honor as desirable in and of itself, and dishonor as undesirable in
and of itself. Moreover, he understands that the concept of 'hon-
or' is fundamental and foundational to his contemporaries’ think-
ing. That is, he expects them to choose one course of action over
another, or to approve one kind of person over another, and, in
short, to organize their system of values, all on the basis of what is
'honorable.' From the wealth of literature left to us from the Greek
and Roman periods, including the New Testament, it appears that
Seneca’s analysis of the people of his time was correct.!" [David
Arthur deSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship & Purity: Unlocking
New Testament Culture (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press,
2000), 22-23.]

western readers.'®® In cultures where one’s very exis-
tence and sense of worth depends overwhelmingly on
gaining honor and avoiding shame in one’s society, to
be charged with bringing dishonor is a hugely serious
charge.™®

In the 7 NT uses of this verb atiuaZw, one can begin
to sense the seriousness of such a charge: Mk. 12:4;
Lk. 20:11; Jn. 8:49; Acts 5:41; Rom. 1:24; 2:23; Jas. 2:6. But
here the dishonoring is not of the elitist but of God Him-
self. And suddenly the ante level shoots through the
ceiling! This is profoundly more serious.’® Some push

18" Those living or reared in Asiatic, Latin American, Medi-
terranean or Islamic countries have considerable advantage in their
reading of the New Testament in this regard, since many of those
cultures place a prominent emphasis on honor and shame. Readers
living in the United States or Western Europe may recognize im-
mediately that we live at some distance from the honor culture of
the first-century Greco-Roman world (including the Semitic peo-
ples in the East). In our culture the bottom line for decision-making
is not always (indeed, perhaps rarely) identifying the honorable
thing to do. In the corporate world, for example, the 'profitable’ fre-
quently acts as the central value. Considerations of right and wrong
are also prominent, but these are based on internalized values or
norms rather than values enforced by overt approval or disapprov-
al by the larger society. Typically we do not talk about honor and
shame much (the one place where I’ve recently observed honor as
an openly discussed, coordinating value was at a service honoring
a newly inducted Eagle Scout), but we do wrestle with 'worth,'
with 'self-esteem,’ with the push and pull of 'what other people
will think.' The vocabulary has greatly receded, but the dynamics
are very much still present. We want to know that we are valu-
able, worthwhile people, and we want to give the impression of
being such.?" [David Arthur deSilva, Honor, Patronage, Kinship
& Purity: Unlocking New Testament Culture (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2000), 25-26.]

9T well remember an earlier encounter with this kind of
thinking. In the early 80s I was preparing to go to the university of
Bonn for the sabbatical year. The summer and early fall were spent
in southeastern Germany at the Goethe Institut getting my skills
with German up to a level so as to function at the university. After
the major exams at the end of the first of two terms of study, one of
the Asian students in the class did not do well at all on the exams.
His Asian classmates and the administration of the language school
became fearful of him committing suicide because of the perceived
dishonor he had brought on his family by failing this exam.

At first it was hard to grasp. After all, it was just an exam. But
not to the Asian students. It was infinitely more than just an exam.
Failure meant shame not just for the individual but for his entire
family back home. Fortunately the young man was talked out of
committing suicide, but there was deep concern at first.

19]nteresting the later Christian leader, John Chrysostom has a
different way of calculating the severity of Paul's charge:

There are two accusations which he makes, or rather
three. Both that they dishonor, and dishonor that whereby
they were honored; and that they dishonor Him that honored
them, which was the utmost extreme of unfeelingness. And
then, not to seem to be accusing them of his own mind, he
brings in the Prophet as their accuser, here briefly and con-

cisely as it were in a summar but afterwards more in detail,
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back from the elitist would be inevitable. Should this
text have ever been read in the Jewish synagogues of
Rome, the Jewish anger against Paul would have hit
the boiling point. And indeed, some three or four years
later after arriving in Rome, something like this may
have been behind the hostility against Paul from within
the Christian community at Rome which Paul alludes
to in Phil. 1:15-18a.

T0 yap 6voua tod 9s0l 86U vudc BAaopnueital év toic
£9veow, kaduwg yéypantar. The grounds for the accusa-
tion now extend to include the prophet Isaiah in Jewish
history. His critique of the hypocrisy of the Israelites
and its impact on Gentiles in the eight century BCE is
seen as being mirrored by the Jewish elitists of Paul’s
day. Interestingly Isa. 52:5 from which this statement
is derived serves Paul’s purpose more sharply in the
Greek LXX translation, than in the original Hebrew.

Hebrew: YNIN 'nY 01N T'an)

NRSV: and continually, all day long, my name is despised

LXX. 86U Upag 61 mavtog 1o dvoud pou BAaohnuettal

£v toi¢ £Bveotv

LES: Because of you my name is always blasphemed

among the nations

Paul: 16 yap 6vopa tol Beol 6" LudG BAaohnueltal év

Tol¢ €Bveov

LLC: for the name of God because of you is being blas-

phemed among the nations.

Quite clearly the apostle is following the interpre-
tive paraphrase approach of the LXX, which correctly
interprets contextual implications of the original He-
brew text. Some re sequencing takes place in order
to elevate the emphasis upon God’s name being slan-
dered. An even sharper denunciation of the Israelites
at this same point is made in the much more detailed
passage of Ezekiel 36:17-23.

Interestingly the normal pre-field formulaic intro-
duction to a scripture citation is placed at the end rath-
er than at the beginning of the OT reference: kaBwg
yéyparttay, as it stands written. This is unique among the
apostle’s many scripture citations across all his let-
ters.’® He uses this perfect tense passive voice 3rd

and here lIsaiah, and after that David, when he had shown

the grounds of reproof to be more than one. For to show,
he means, that it is not | who speak these things to your re-
proach, hear what Isaiah saith.

[John Chrysostom, “Homilies of St. John Chrysostom, Arch-
bishop of Constantinople, on the Epistle of St. Paul to the Ro-
mans,” in Saint Chrysostom: Homilies on the Acts of the Apostles
and the Epistle to the Romans, ed. Philip Schaff, trans. J. B. Morris,
W. H. Simcox, and George B. Stevens, vol. 11, A Select Library of
the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, First
Series (New York: Christian Literature Company, 1889), 369.]

161"'While xabmg yéypomton does not appear prior to the quo-
tation by way of introducing it, the phrase does appear at the end
of the quotation in appended fashion, which it never does with any

singular spelling yéypatrrar some 41 times and 18
times in Romans itself. Although stylistically very un-
usual to place this at the end, the orally communication
impact of this position is very strong in that it leaves in
the minds of the reader and listener the lingering re-
minder of this principle being sacred scripture, and not
just Paul's words. To the Jewish elitist is thunderingly
says, God says this! And you are guilty!

The causal conjunction yap establishes the con-
nection of this OT text back to the preceding rhetorical
question which summarizes the accountability of the
elitist to God. The nature of the connection is to assert
that the elitist’'s hypocrisy and disobedience not only
shames the Jewish people but brings slander upon
God Himself. His covenant people were called to be
beacons of enlightenment to the rest of the world about
who God is and what He expects from his creation.
But they have shamed (4miuddeig) God before the en-
tire world. Thus this world continues to not understand
God and His message of hope for the world. But all
the while, the elitist has deluded himself into thinking
that his skills in the Torah have made him a beacon of
light to that darkened world. To bring shame on God is
indeed serious business with eternal consequences.

10.3.3.2.3.2 Real circumcism verses physical circumcism,
2:25-29

25 Mepltopn Hév yap woelel £éav vopov mpaconc:
gav 8¢ mapaBATng vOpou AC, 1 MepTop oou dkpopuotia
yEyovev. 26 €av olv f akpoPuotia Td Sikawpata Tod
vouou ¢uhdacaon, olx 1 dkpoPfuotia avtol eig mepltopnv
AoyloBnostat, 27 kol Kpwel N €k puoswg akpoBuoTtia
TOV vOpov Teholoa o€ TOV Sl YPAUUOTOG KOl TIEPLTOURC
napafatnv vopou. 28 ol yap 0 év @ ¢pavep® loudalog
£€0TLV 00GE N &V IO davep® v capkl mepttopn, 29 AAN 06 év
™ KpuTT® loubalog, kal epttopn kapdiag év mveu ATl oU
YPAUUOTL, 0V 6 Emavog oUK € avBpwmwy AAN £k 1ol Og0d.

25 Circumcision indeed is of value if you obey the law;
but if you break the law, your circumcision has become un-
circumcision. 26 So, if those who are uncircumcised keep
the requirements of the law, will not their uncircumcision
be regarded as circumcision? 27 Then those who are physi-
cally uncircumcised but keep the law will condemn you that
have the written code and circumcision but break the law.
28 For a person is not a Jew who is one outwardly, nor is true
circumcision something external and physical. 29 Rather, a
person is a Jew who is one inwardly, and real circumcision is
a matter of the heart — it is spiritual and not literal. Such a
person receives praise not from others but from God.
of Paul’s other quotations of Scripture." [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

Publishin Company, 2016), 311.
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Unquestionably the central topic of this subunit of
text is Jewish circumcism. To a modern reader it might
seem strange to inject a discussion of this topic here.
But in the first century world of Paul one could not
discuss the issue of Jewish religious practice without
dealing with circumcism. For any religious ancient Jew
hoping to make it to Heaven, two essential things were
critical: commitment to the Torah of God and proper cir-
cumcism. Without both there was no hope of avoiding
eternal damnation. 62

120ne should remember that not all ancient Jews believed in
an afterlife. The best known group were the Sadducees who came
exclusively from Jewish aristocratic families and who controlled
the temple leadership in Jerusalem. For these Jews religion per-
tained only to this life and nothing lay beyond death. But the Sad-
ducees made up less than 5% of the Jewish population across the
Roman empire. The vast majority of Jews followed the teaching of
the Pharisees who held to a complex view of life after death with
both a Heaven and a Hell. This system of belief was developed
in the intertestamental era between the time covered by the Old
and New Testaments of the Christian Bible. Apostolic Christian-
ity shared with the Pharisees this core understanding of eternity,

Literary Setting. The place of vv. 25-29 in the larger
discussion of chapter two of Romans is clear. When
Paul begins to center his criticism exclusively on the
Jewish elitist in v. 17, he targets religious hypocrisy at
the two criticial points of first century Jewish religious
practice: commitment to the Torah (vv. 17-24) and re-
ligious circumcism (vv. 25-29). The elitist particular-
ly prided himself on possessing God’'s Torah and of
having been properly circumcised. In vv. 17-24, Paul
charges the elitist with the hypocrisy of claiming pos-
session but not obeying God’s Torah. Now in vv. 25-29,
he asserts that this disobedience to Torah nullifies any
advantage that circumcism might grant. Thus the elit-
ist in his disobedience to Torah has no better standing
before God than the Gentile pagan. In fact, the Gen-
tile who reaches out to God in obeying the ‘inner law
of God’ given to him in creation has advantage before
God over the law possessing Jewish elitist.

although the details of the two systems of belief are profoundly

different.
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Such a claim as this by the apostle was radical to
say the least. It would, and did, kindle fires of hostility
against Paul that motivated folks to try to kill him. This
teaching was severely controversial and often banned
in the Jewish synagogues where the apostle traveled
on his missionary journeys. It raised the eyebrows of
some Jewish Christians in the Christian community at
Rome and sparked hostility against the apostle even
there (cf. Phil. 1:15ff). These Jewish Christians were
more interested in getting along with their fellow Jews
in the synagogues (cf. Acts 28:23-28) as well as not cre-
ating controversy that would attract hostile notice from
the Roman authorities.

Literary Structure. The internal arrangement of
thoughts is also easy to identify, especially from the
above block diagram.

The causal conjunction yap in v. 25 parallels the
yap in v. 24 and indicates a second justification for the
summary rhetorical question in v. 23. Thus a close link
of vv. 25-29 is set up with vv. 17-24. This is further af-
firmed with the common assumption of disobedience to
Torah between vv. 17-24 and vv. 25-29.

The connection of disobedience to circumcism is
developed very clearly in vv. 25-29. First it is set forth in
a pair of third class conditional sentence statements in
v. 25 statement #s 44 and 45. These are linked togeth-
er not in the least by placing the first protasis in the post
field and the protasis of the second statement immedi-
ately following in the pre-field of the second declaration
(see above diagram for visual demonstration of this).

Then the inferential conjunction olv (v. 26) draws
out a pair of implications (vv. 26-27) from the two axi-
omatic declarations in v. 25: #s 46 and 47. Statement
# 46 uses the third class conditional protasis to define
the uncircumcised but obedient Gentile to assert his
positive standing before God (apodosis of # 46). This is
extended in statement # 47 to assert the advantage of
this Gentile over the Jewish elitist before God (v. 27).

Such a radical declaration of Gentile advantage
over Jew before God needs vigorous defense, which
Paul provides in vv. 28-29 with a series of claims in
#s 48-53. A repetition of the syntactical structure ou...
GAN (not this...but that) forms the structuring of his de-
fense of Gentile advantage before God. The first pair is
a doubled ‘not this’ with ou...oUd¢...aAN...kai (not...nei-
ther...but...and) (statement #s 48-51). The second pair
(#s 52-53) builds off the first pair but in ellipsis for more
emphasis. Grammatically the apostle makes a very
strong case for his contention of Gentile advantage in
this unit of defense. It is clear, to the point, and hard
to argue with. The underlying assumption against the
Jewish elitist is that obeying divine law is far more im-
portant to God than the outward ritual of circumcism. It

is rendered meaningless before God by disobedience.

Mepitoun pév yap weAel éav vouov mpaooneg (v.
25a). This first axiom (# 44), couched in a third class
conditional sentence structure,’®® begins with affirming
value in circumcism when Law is practiced. The two
segments of the conditional statement are as follows:

Apodosis: MNepttopr pev weelel, circumcism is of value

Protasis: £ vopov mpaoong, if you practice law
The conditional sentence sets up the thought structure
that if something is correct (protasis), then something
else is true (apodosis). The apodosis depends upon
the protasis. The ancient Greeks had a very intricate
way of defining the protasis at various levels of possible
occurrence all the way from the first to the fourth class
levels. These moved from certainty of occurrence to
remote possibility of happening. Here, over against the
lengthy first class protasis in vv. 17-20 that assumes
reality, the protasis in statement # 44 sets up a possi-
ble scenario that might happen but Paul doesn’t treat
it as though it is happening. The second person singu-
lar verb spelling npaoong in the protasis signals clearly
that he still has his Jewish elitist opponent in mind. So
with the elitist’'s practicing of divine law, the apostle is
much more skeptical. He doubts that the elitist does.
In contrast, in the first class protasis in vv. 17-20 the
apostle assumes a series of postures toward divine
law by this same fellow. This phony posture becomes
then the basis of sharp criticism in the series of rhetori-
cal questions in vv. 21-22 which stand as a functioning
apodosis. These assume a pattern of disobedience by
the elitist.

In the literary setting of a polemical argument as
this lengthy diatribe covering all of chapter two is, the
repeated third class protasis in vv. 25-29 tones down
the sharpness of the critique of the opponent and turns
somewhat into an appeal rather than a condemnation.
Therefore to a slight degree, vv. 25-29 as a text unit
is paving the way for the discussion in chapter three
where the presentation turns more in the direction of an
appeal to Jews.

Mepiropr| pev yap wdeAel makes an interesting dec-
laration. Paul does not provide any details on advan-
tage until 3:1-8."% But here wdelel from wdperéw es-

183 A third class conditional sentence structure in ancient Greek
denoted a hypothetical possibility. Unlike the first class condition-
al protasis which assumes reality, the third class protasis projects
only a possible reality. For detailed discussion, see my grammar
Learning Biblical Koine Greek, Lesson Nine.

164"While some commentators assume that the advantage in
view is salvation,'® membership in the Jewish covenant is more
likely in view,'” with particular reference to the superior position
circumcision provides over against the Gentiles.'”® In the words
of Jub. 15.26, 'Anyone ... whose own flesh is not circumcised on
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sentially carries the idea of being helpful and useful.'®®
Paul's use of weehetis insightful. Here it is circumcism
that is treated. It has value, i.e., usefulness, but only
when properly utilized.

Jewish circumcism was rather unique in the first
century Greco-Roman world. Of the 36 NT uses of the
noun rnteptropn, all have to do with circumcism . It comes
from the Greek verb neputépvw “only in the sense: to cut
off the foreskin of the male genital organ.”'®® Such prac-
tice did not exist in either Greek or Roman tradition,
and was severely frowned upon by them as uncultured
and barbaric. Thus the word group nepttéuvw, mepttopn,
and anepitpuntog basically was agricultural in usage for
pruning vines etc.'®” Primarily the verb neprtéuvw and

the eighth day is not from the sons of the covenant which the Lord
made for Abraham since (he is) from the children of destruction.'
A typical expression of emotional revulsion against uncircumcised
persons is expressed in the Additions to Esther, where the heroine
prays, 'you know that I hate the splendor of the wicked and abhor
the bed of the uncircumcised and of any alien' (BégAbocopat Koitnv
amepitunTov Kol Tavtog dAlotpiov, Add. Esth. C 14:15).'% During
the period of the Maccabean struggle, circumcision assumed a cru-
cial role as a 'mark of Jewish national distinctiveness,'!® 'an es-
sential expression of the national religion.""" The Hasmoneans de-
creed that Gentiles could remain within the territory of Israel only
'so long as they had themselves circumcised and were willing to
observe the laws of the Jews' (Josephus Ant. 13.257 318-19, 397;
1 Macc 2:46). Marriages with uncircumcised partners were forbid-
den (Josephus Ant. 20.139, 145) because Gentiles bring 'shame'
and 'defilement' (Jub. 30.7-12). Along with others, the Qumran
community taught that circumcision frees adherents from the de-
monic powers (CD 16:4-6). The good angels, in contrast, were
created as already circumcised, and Israel was enabled because of
its circumcision to be sanctified, to share in their perfection and
to participate in their heavenly worship (Jub. 15.27).""*" [Robert
Jewett and Roy David Kotansky, Romans: A Commentary, ed. El-
don Jay Epp, Hermeneia — a Critical and Historical Commentary
on the Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2006), 231-232.]
1%The nuances of meaning shift with how the verb is used.
With a personal direct object wdehéw o is the sense of | help you.
But mostly it is with a double accusative so that wperéw Tva tuis |
help someone do something. But when used intransitively without
an object, as here, wdeAel is It is of value. With a personal subject
the sense becomes He successfully accomplishes some objective.

[Arndt, William, Frederick W. Danker, Walter Bauer, and F.
Wilbur Gingrich. 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament
and Other Early Christian Literature. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 2000. C.V, doerém.]

'William Arndt et al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 2000), 806.

17"], a. Attested from Hom. in Gk. lit., the verb meprtépve
originally means 'to cut round,' Hes. Op., 570: oivag mepirauvety,
'to prune vines,' Hdt., IV, 71: mepitduvecbor Bpayiovoc, 'to make
incisions round one’s arms' as a sign of mourning, Dio C., 62, 7,
2: TOVG HOOTOVG TEPLTELVELY, 'to cut the breasts.' b. mepitépuvo then
means 'to encircle with a view to taking away,' 'to rob,' so, e.g.,
in the mid. in Hom. Od., 11, 402: Bodg meptrapvouevov nd’° oidv

especially the noun neptwropnr, when used in reference
to humans, refers to the Jewish custom of circumcism,
which the Greek historian Strabo attributed to the Jews
as having picked it up from the Egyptians.

The LXX stands as the defining source of mean-
ing for the NT usage.'®® The religious meaning of the

noeo KoAd, 'driving away cattle or fine flocks of sheep' (cf. 24,
112); Hdt., IV, 159: meprrouvopevol yilv moAlny, 'since they were
robbed of a considerable territory,' Polyb., 23, 13, 2: mavtayo0ev
nmeptépvesdot avtod 1 apyn, 'that his dominion should everywhere
be cut short,' Diog. L., 111, 63: meprrdpvesdor macav coeiav, 'to be
deprived of all wisdom.' Militarily Xenoph. Cyrop., V, 4, 8 men-
tions the capture of chariots (Gppata) which were 'encircled by the
cavalry,' mepirepvopeva DO TV IMTEMV. C. TEPITEUVE OCCcurs as a
ritual tt. from Hdt., II, 36, 104, where the mid. mepitdpvesbor ta
aidoio means 'to circumcise.' At a later period ref. might he made to
Diod. S., 1, 28, 3; 3, 32, 4: meptrépvev T00G YEVVOLEVOLS OO,
'to circumcise newborn children,’ and among the many pap. refs.
P. Tebt., 11, 292, 20 (189-190 A.D.), where a strategos is asked for
a missive on the basis of which two boys who were to enter the
priesthood of Soknebtunis could be circumcised (reprrundivor).!

"2. The noun mepiropn, 'circumcision,' is found in lit. from Ag-
atharchides? and Artapanos (2nd cent. B.C.); for Artapanos cf. the
quotation in Eus. Praep. Ev., IX, 27, 10: 1 mepttopn t@v aidoimv.
The plur. occurs in Strabo, 16, 2, 37, who refers to mepiropai (‘cir-
cumcisions') as a Jewish custom? derived from Egypt, — 75, n. 19.
Cf. finally P. Tebt., II, 314, 3—-6 (2nd cent. A.D.): motedo ce un
ayvoely 6oov kau[a]tov fveyka Emg v [rm]epto]uny ékmiéém,
'l definitely believe you know what trouble I had to carry out the
circumcision.'

"3. The adj. amepituntog occurs in the sense 'untoaimed' in
Plut. De Amore Prolis, 3 (II, 495¢) and in the sense 'uncircum-
cised” in Preisigke Sammelbuch, 6790, 14 (257 B.C.)."

[Rudolf Meyer, “Tleprtépve, [eprropn, Amepitunroc,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:73.]

168" A notable aspect of LXX usage is that not merely the root
9172 and derivates are transl. mepitéuvo but all other Heb. terms
for 'to circumcise': e.g., Ex. 4:25: mepiétepev v akpapuotiov
tod viod avtig for 32 NPAy-nR npnI; Jer. 4:4: meprréuecde v
orkAnpokapdiov dudv, Heb. 022> m>1y 170;1. Even the stem 71207,
which occurs only once in later parts of the OT, in the sense 'to
come over to Judaism,' is rendered in Est. 8:17 by the explanatory
neprtépvesot kai iovdailetv. This uniform usage is obviously ex-
plained by the fact that the vocabulary of the Egyptians, who were
regarded as the classical exponents of circumcision in antiquity (—
75, n. 19), had had a normative influence on the usage of the Jew-
ish translators and effaced the distinctions in the Heb. terms.’ There
are deviations in the LXX only at Dt. 30:6 (nepwcaBapiletv for the
Heb. root 71)°® and Jos. 5:4 (nepwcabaipewv for the same original).’
The Egyptian-influenced uniformity of the LXX® is broken only
by Symmachus, a Jewish Christian of the end of the 2nd century,
who sharply distinguishes between the tt. for true circumcision and
the transf. use. For the latter, in analogy to Dt. 30:6 LXX, he uses
kaBapitewv, — 83, 36 f1."

[Rudolf Meyer, “Tleprtépve, I[eprropn, Amepitunroc,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
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physical ritual is what became important in Jewish
tradition.®® Although initially intended as a sym-48
bol of the covenant of God with Abraham and his4
descendants, by the beginning of the Christian )
era, circumcism became the necessary require-g
ment of acceptance by God into Heaven among
most Jews."® This because the connection to

529

19", Circumcision is usually practised on males51
(mepiroun), more rarely on females (€xtopn).!! It is of magi-
cal or primitive religious derivation,'? and has two functions, being
on the one side a sacrifice of redemption and on the other a tribal
or covenantal sign. Both play a role in the OT, though the cove-
nantal aspect gradually comes to predominate. An analogy to the
idea of redemption (— 76, 3 ff.) may be found in the agricultural
sphere in Lv. 19:23 f. (Holiness Code). This lays down that for the
first three years the fruits of newly planted trees are to be regarded
as a foreskin (797y) and are not to be used for food. In the fourth
year these fruits are to be dedicated to Yahweh as a thank-offering.
We obviously have here the development or influence of an older
practice whose original sense has been lost at the stage of the Ho-
liness Code. Acc. to this practice the first fruits were to be devoted
to the demons of fertility and spirits of the field to redeem later
harvests and secure the protection of the numina. The vocabulary
of the circumcision ritual in Lv. 19:23 f. is derived from sacrificial
ceremonial. In contrast to the magico-religious understanding of
the rite the hygienic aspect is of secondary derivation; the first to
speak of this is Hdt., II, 37, — n. 44. Circumcision is partly a pu-
berty rite and partly a marriage rite. But circumcision of the newly
born is also widespread. All three forms occur in the OT, though,
apart from converts, the circumcision of newly born boys gains the
upper hand.

"b. Whereas the Eastern Semites are apparently unfamiliar
with circumcision, ' the Israelites are not the only Western Semites
to practise it.'"* Gn. 17:23 ff. (P) bears express witness to the cir-
cumcision of Ishmael, i.e., to circumcision among the Arab tribes;
this is also attested in the Hell.-Roman period. That among the
Western Semites there were also uncircumecised tribes and federa-
tions (cf. Gn. 34:15 ff.),15 indeed, that the practice was not every-
where continuous, ' is intrinsically very probable.!” As far as Israel
is concerned the origin of the rite is lost in the mists of pre-his-
tory.!* Ancient West Semitic usage seems to suggest that the rite
played a part in the marriage ceremonial of the West Semites. In
possible agreement with this is the fact that the OT tradition does
not support Israel’s derivation of circumcision from Egypt.'*"

[Rudolf Meyer, “Tleprtépvo, Ilepiropn, Amepituntog,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:74-75.]

""Note its importance in Jubilees 15:25-27.

25 This law is for all the eternal generations and there is
no circumcising of days and there is no passing a single day
beyond eight days because it is an eternal ordinance ordained
and written in the heavenly tablets. 26 And anyone who is
born whose own flesh is not circumcised on the eighth day is
not from the sons of the covenant which the LORD made for
Abraham since (he is) from the children of destruction. And
there is therefore no sign upon him so that he might belong
to the LORD because (he is destined) to be destroyed and an-
nihilated from the earth and to be uprooted from the earth
because he has broken the covenant of the LORD our God.

Yop
&v 1® gavep®d Toudaidg &€oTLv
oude
1) pavepd &v caprli mepLtopn (gotiv),
NN
19 xpunt® TIoudaiog (&otLv),
Kol

€V mVeUTPAT L

nepLtopn Ropdiag... (€oTLVv)
oU VPAUUXT L,

the covenant was deepened and extended well beyond
the teaching of the OT. And circumcism defined one as
an Abrahamic Jew who alone had access to Heaven.
In the midst of severe criticism of the rite, Jews from
the Exile on were challenged by others about circum-
cism.'”" The hostile atmosphere of the Jewish practice

27 Because the nature of all of the angels of the presence

and all of the angels of sanctification was thus from the day

of their creation. And in the presence of the angels of the
presence and the angels of sanctification he sanctified Israel
so that they might be with him and with his holy angels.

[James H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
and the New Testament: Expansions of the “Old Testament” and
Legends, Wisdom, and Philosophical Literature, Prayers, Psalms
and Odes, Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic Works, vol. 2 (New
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1985), 87.]

17"a, Tt is only in the age of the Seleucids that the sources be-
gin to speak of circumcision as a sign of the covenant. The religious
conflicts under Antiochus IV (176/5-163 B.C.), which were in the
last resort caused by the attempts at reform made by certain circles
in Jerusalem,* led to the prohibition of circumcision. Women who
had their children circumcised were executed, and babies marked
with the covenant sign were also put to death, cf. 1 Macc. 1:60 f.3*
Hence circumcision, as an essential expression of the national reli-
gion, came to be regarded as worth dying for. From another angle
the same sign was a symbol of victory over subjugated peoples in
times when political supremacy was enjoyed.*® In romance form
Est. 8:17 LXX (— 74 2 ff.) describes how many Gentiles, after the
victory of the Jews in the party struggle at the Persian court, had
themselves circumcised and became Jews for fear of the Jews.*
The Hasmonaean John Hyrcanus I (c. 128 B.C.), in the course of
his successful wars of expansion among the Idumaeans, put into
effect a policy of mass circumcision and compulsory Judaising,
cf. Jos. Ant., 13, 257: 'He allowed them to stay in the land if they
would be circumcised and keep the laws of the Jews."” This atavis-
tic procedure, which goes far beyond Gn. 34 and finds an echo in
Jub. 30:1-18,%® was not just a secular operation.* Though we are
without more detailed information on the inner motives for these
compulsory measures, there would appear to stand behind them the
idea of restoring the 'Holy Land,' in which no Gentiles may live.
In fact the Idumaeans later regarded themselves as full Jews; the
fact that the Jerusalem aristocracy contemptuously described them
as Nuuovdaiot did not alter this.* The subjection of the Ituraeans
in Northern Palestine*' by Aristobulus I (104-103 B.C.) followed
a similar pattern, and though there is no direct attestation it seems
highly probable that when Jewish law was imposed with the Jew-
ish conquests of Alexander Jannaeus (103-76 B.C.) compulsory
circumcision was included.*> As a basic Jewish law, circumcision
was in the Hell. Roman period one of the presuppositions without

which intimate dealings with the Jews were not conceivable. This
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in general had the effect of heightening the importance
of the rite religiously among Jews. Circumcism meant
being a Jew who belonged via covenant to God. This

is plain from the attitude of the Herod family to their non-Jewish
neighbours. For all that they participated in the life of Hell. Ro-
man society, they would rather forego a politically advantageous
marriage than allow an uncircumcised son-in-law into the family
circle.”

"b. Though circumcision was highly regarded, the Jews them-
selves were often aware of problems inherent in the traditional rite.
For one thing, even apart from political conflicts and latent hostili-
ty to the Jews, the whole of Jewish religion was challenged by the
Hell. world, which was no less predominant in Syria-Palestine than
in the rest of the Mediterranean basin and contiguous territories.
The barbaric rite of circumcision was particularly exposed to Hell.
criticism. For both Gks. and Romans the rite was indecorous and
even perverse. Hadrian compared it to castratio (— 80, 9 ff.),44
which was punishable as murder.** Where a sense of inferiority
brought complete openness to Hell. culture, as in reforming Ju-
daism in Jerusalem at the beginning of the 2nd cent. B.C.,*® the
ancient rite of circumcision had to go. Hence the scorn of others
when circumcised Jews in Jerusalem took part in games often led
to émomacpog the restoration of the foreskin, cf. 1 Mace. 1:15: xai
énoinoav £ovtoig dxpofuoTtiog.

"Though this radical course had no serious consequences
except in times of persecution (— 80, n. 64), Jewish apologetic
shows that Judaism was continually under pressure to reflect on the
rite. One such defence, which in essence obviously follows the tra-
ditional line of Alexandrian apologetics, is offered by Philo, Spec.
Leg., I, 1-11. In favour of the rite Philo argues that it is hygienically
necessary,?’ that it befits a priestly people (as shown by the exam-
ple of the Egyptians),*® and that it makes the member that produces
material life like the heart, which gives birth to higher thoughts and
has a richer progeny. Philo also advances two allegorical consider-
ations: on the one side circumcision combats sensuality, while on
the other it resists the idea that the power of procreation confers
divine likeness.*’ It would seem that this form of apologetic rather
suspiciously omits the covenant aspect of circumcision. In fact,
it is at this pt. that the whole ambivalence of the atavistic rite is
disclosed.” Circumcision thus constitutes a main obstacle to apol-
ogetics in the Hell. Roman world. It also limits missionary activity
and propaganda, for many @ofodpevot or cefopevot tov Bedv, who
later abandoned their original home for the primitive Gentile Chr.
Church, would not accept the obligation of circumcision.

"c. In respect of groups within Judaism, circumcision is, of
course, a self-evident presupposition, but it is less important than
its figurative understanding. Thus the spiritualising of the ancient
rite, which is found from the time of Jeremiah and is attested in
Deuteronomistic circles (— 77, 17 ff.), is mentioned in the Manual
of Discipline, 5, 5: 'And men of truth are to circumcise in the com-
munity the foreskin of desire and obduracy,”! cf. also 5, 28, where
there is ref. to the uncircumcision of a heart ([n?71v] 122%) which
is hardened against a member of the community."*> This example,
which comes from Essene circles,™ is of particular significance be-
cause, in addition to prior materials, it shows that in NT days the
figurative and spiritualised view of circumcision was by no means
unknown in Palestinian Judaism."

[Rudolf Meyer, “Tleputépvo, Ilepiropn, Amepituntog,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 6:77-79.]

was a source of immense pride to most Jews in Paul’s
day.

But Paul’s limitation of the usefulness of circum-
cism is defined in the protasis ¢av vouov npdoong, If Law
you practice. Paul’'s use of nmpdcow some ten times in
Romans (1:32; 2:1, 2,3, 25; 7:15, 19; 9:11; 13:4) makes
it clear what he intends by this verb. In chapters one
and two the sense of npacow is to do, practice, or obey
either the Law or patterns of immorality. Contextually
here the sense of obey is the correct meaning. The op-
posite is defined below as napafdtng vopou, transgres-
sor of Law.

éav 6¢ nmapaBdrne vopou £, N meptour; oou
dakpoBuaortia yéyovev (v. 25b). The limitation on the use-
fulness of circumcism in the above axiom imposed by
Law raises the question of what happens if that restric-
tion is not adhered to. This second axiom in v. 25b ad-
dresses this question in a somewhat surprising way.
And Paul’s point here is essential to his arguments
made subsequently. Again the third class conditional
sentence structure is utilized, but with the sequential
reversal of the protasis / apodosis segments.

Protasis. £&v mapaBatnec véuou fi¢. Again the slightly
less severe criticism in the 3rd class protasis is lev-
eled at the Jewish elitist as is signaled by the second
person singular verb spelling. This possibility of a Jew
not obeying God’s Law was not particularly controver-
sial in Paul’s day. But Paul's somewhat technical ter-
minology used here nmapafdtng vopou seems to imply
more than occasional failures to live up to the Law’s
demands. Rather universally among ancient Jewish
writings is the view that properly circumcised Israelites
who didn’t fully live up to the Torah would at the last
moment be saved, even though not to enjoy the full-
er blessings of their more obedient fellow Jews. Their
circumcism would ultimately carry the day for them in
final judgment. Jubilees 15:25-27 quoted above sug-
gests this very strongly. Yet later in 9:6b-7a Paul will
assert that, o0 yap mdvrec ol £€1opan oUtot lopanA- ovs’
OTL elolv oméppa ABpadpl avteg tékva, For not all Israelites
truly belong to Israel, and not all of Abraham’s children are
his true descendants. Thus Paul is more controversial
here in 2:25b than some acknowledge. Thus he makes
an assertion here against the Jewish elitist (g, if...you
may be), certain to raise eyebrows in many circles in
first century Rome. The elitist’s failure to practice Law
(vopov mpaoong) can put him in the very serious status
of napapatng vopou whose position then in covenant
Israel is in jeopardy within the framework of Jewish
teaching. He failure to seriously obey is not some ca-
sual, insignificant matter.

Apodosis. ) repitoun; oov akpoBuotia yéyovev. But
Paul’s conclusion from the possible scenario in the pro-
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tasis goes a different direction. The elitist's becoming a
napaBdatng vopov means then that his circumcism (A
neptopy oou) has been turned into uncircumcision'’?
(&kpoBuotia yéyovev).

What is Paul talking about? How can the physical
removal of the foreskin be undone? The apostle at
this point begins moving to what in v. 29 he will call
TepIToun Kapdiag, circumcism of the heart, which is
performed by the Spirit of God (év TrveUuar). But what
is that? And how is this inner circumcism linked to the
outward physical circumcism?

The first though coming the minds of Jewish Chris-
tian readers in mid-first century Rome with Paul’s
statement of circumcism being turned into uncircum-
cism would have been the somewhat frequent practice
of epispasm, especially among Hellenistic Jews. This
was the attempt to remove, or at least, conceal physi-
cal circumcism.'” Remember that it became important
because athletic contests in that world were done with-
out any clothes on the athlete at all. But this clearly is
not what Paul had in mind. But he does allude to this
practice in 1 Cor. 7:17-20."

172

1731 Mace. 1:10-15. 10 kai €€fjABev £€ aUTGOV Pl ApAPTWAOG
Avtioxog Emubavic uidg Avidxou tod Bacihéwe, 8¢ AV dunpa
£&v Pwun- kal £Baocihevoev év £tel £KATOOT® KAl TPLAKOOTR
Kal €B6OUW Baoleiog EAMAvwv.T 11 Ev talc AUépalg EKeivalg
£ERNBov &€ lopanh ulol mapdvopol kot avémeloav TOANOUG
Aéyovteg NopeuBipev kal Stabwpeba SlabAknv PLETA TRV £BVRV
TV KUKAW UGV, 8TLAd’ AC Exwplodnuev AU alTdVY, eUpev UGS
Kakd TIOAAG. T 12 kal AyaBuven 6 Aoyocg év 0dBaApoic avtdv, T 13
Kal mpoeBupnBnodv tveg and tol Aaol kal émopelBnoav mpodg
TOV Baoéa, kal Edwkev alTtolg é€ouciav motijoal Td Sikalwpota
TV €0VQV.T 14 kal WkoSOUNoav YUpvAcLov €V IEpoCOAUOLG KaTA
TA VOpLpa TV €Bvidvt 15 kai émoinoav éautois dkpoBuatiag kol
anéotnoav amo dtabnkng ayiag kal £levyicbnoav tolg €Bveotv
Kal énpdBnoav tol motfjoal to ovnpov. T

10 From them came forth a sinful root, Antiochus Epiphanes,
son of King Antiochus; he had been a hostage in Rome. He began
to reign in the one hundred thirty-seventh year of the kingdom
of the Greeks. 11 In those days certain renegades came out from
Israel and misled many, saying, “Let us go and make a covenant
with the Gentiles around us, for since we separated from them
many disasters have come upon us.” 12 This proposal pleased
them, 13 and some of the people eagerly went to the king, who
authorized them to observe the ordinances of the Gentiles. 14 So
they built a gymnasium in Jerusalem, according to Gentile custom,
15 and removed the marks of circumcision, and abandoned the
holy covenant. They joined with the Gentiles and sold themselves
to do evil.

1741 Cor. 7:17-20. 17 Ei pn £KA0TW WG EPEPLOEV O KUPLOG,
£KAOTOV WC KEKANKEV 0 B¢, 0UTWCE EPUTATETW. KAl oUTwE &V Talg
£kkAnolalg maoalg Slatdcoopal. 18 mepIteTuNUEVOCS TIg EkKAndn,
un énondodw- év akpoPuoTia KEKANTAL TLG, UM TEPLTEUVETDW.
19 N nepttopun o0V €oTwv Kal ) akpoBuotia o0EEV 0Ty, GAAA
TAPNOLC EVTIOAGV Beol. 20 €kaotoc &v T KARoeL ) €KARON, &v
TAUTN LEVETW.

17 However that may be, let each of you lead the life that

By v. 29 he is talking about an inner circumcism
verses an outward, physical circumcism. The language
of the circumcism of the heart was not coined by Paul
at all. The prophet Jeremiah centuries before had spo-
ken of Israel being uncircumcised in the heart (9:25-
26):

25 The days are surely coming, says the LORD, when

| will attend to all those who are circumcised only in

the foreskin: 26 Egypt, Judah, Edom, the Ammonites,

Moab, and all those with shaven temples who live in

the desert. For all these nations are uncircumcised, and

all the house of Israel is uncircumcised in heart.
For the circumcism of the heart, see also Deut 10:16;
Jer 4:4; 9:25-26; Ezek 44:9; 1QpHab 11.13; 1QS 5.5;
1QH 2.18; 18.20; Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.305, and the
hope of its future realization cherished in Deut 30:6;
Jub. 1.23. The promise of God was of a coming day
when God would circumcise the hearts of the Israelites.

Thus the link between physical circumcism and in-
ner circumcism is to be found in the religious meaning
of both, which is the same. Circumcism by definition
was intended to signify that the individual was seriously
committed to and submissive to God and to following
God’s will. Apart from ongoing obedience to God either
type of circumcism was meaningless.

Paul’'s point contextually with “transgression of law
turning circumcism into uncircumcision” is that trans-
gressing God’s Law even as a Jew means that the Jew
looses any advantage that Law might give him before
God. And that was indeed serious business for every
religious oriented Jew in Paul’'s world.

The syntactical structure of this third class condi-
tional expression in v. 26 is more complex than the two
above statements in v. 25. Here it can be charted out
as:

Protasis: v. 26a

Apodosis: v. 26b
Because of the detailed presentation of each, we will
artificially divide them into two segments for exegesis
purposes.

éav ol0v nj dkpoBuotia Td SiKauWuara TOU VOUOU
@uAdoon (v. 26a). The inferential conjunction oUv is
important here as a connector of the two main clause
statements in v. 26 back to the discussion in v. 25. It
makes explicit something Paul considered implicit in v.
25. And that is the status of the obedient but uncircum-

the Lord has assigned, to which God called you. This is my rule in
all the churches. 18 Was anyone at the time of his call already
circumcised? Let him not seek to remove the marks of circumci-
sion. Was anyone at the time of his call uncircumcised? Let him
not seek circumcision. 19 Circumcision is nothing, and uncircum-
cision is nothing; but obeying the commandments of God is ev-
erything. 20 Let each of you remain in the condition in which you
were called

7 BIBLICAL INSIGHTS COMMENTARY. T
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cised Gentile before God.

The targeted person is fj akpoBuotia, the uncircum-
cised person. This Greek word referenced both the per-
son and his lack of having been circumcised. This makes
for a nice play off the word here in both the protasis (the
person) and the apodosis 1 (the status). In the 11 uses
of dkpoBuotia inside Romans 4 of them reference the
person (2:26, 27; 3:30; 4:9) with 7 designating the status
of being uncircumcised (2:25, 26; 4:10 [2x], 11 [2x], 12). Lit-
erally akpoBuotia specifies the foreskin, and is found
only in biblical and ecclesiastical writings in Greek."”®
Secular Greeks preferred dkpomnoobia (or dkpondcoBiov)
derived from dkpog and néaOn over dkpoPuatia. Inter-
estingly, differing manuscript traditions of the Septua-
gint (LXX) use both axkpofuotia and dkpopuctog as the

"gkpoPuotiocn  (signifying 'foreskin' or praeputium),'

axpofvotog and dkpoPvotém are formed from the adj. dxpog
(which denotes 'running up to a point,' or 'that which stands on the
outer edge'; 'extreme' or 'supreme') and the relatively infrequent
verb fOm (meaning 'to stop up' or 'close'), with the related forms
Bolw and Puvéw (the latter being specifically Attic).

"Although this etymology seems to be clear and meaningful,
it is rendered uncertain by the fact that elsewhere in Gk. the same
thing is denoted by a much more pregnant term of similar sound.
In Hippocrates, Aristotle and Pollux the foreskin is dkponocHia
(or axpomocOiov) derived from dkpog (as above) and oGO (or
mocBia, mocOov), which is used by the doctors of antiquity like
Hippocrates and Galen, as also by Aristotle, to denote the 'foreskin'
or 'male organ.' Hence dkpomocOio comes to signify the 'extreme
foreskin' or the 'foreskin' itself. The possibility has thus to be tak-
en into account that dkpoPvortia really derived from dxpomnocdia,?
the link with pow’ playing a primary, or more likely a second-
ary, role. Perhaps the Greek Jews, who first used dxpopvotio for
axpomoobia, had special reasons for so doing.

"Cr.-K6., 109 f.: "It has thus to be recognised with Winer* that
axpopuotia arises as an intentional reconstruction of dkpomroc6io
with a view to expressing the matter in a decorously indirect and
veiled manner. The term is obviously fashioned by the Jews in
opposition to meprtopn] and perhaps in reminiscence of the Gk.
axpomocbica, as also with the Heb. N¥2 in mind. It is used on-
ly by them (cf. Eph. 2:11: dueig ta £€0vn év copki oi Agyouevol
axpopuotia Vo Tiig Agyopévng meprropdic €v ocapki).' In the at-
tempt to establish a vox mere biblica, Cr.-Ko. seems at this point
to read rather too much out of Eph. 2:11. Winer, to whom appeal
is made, says of this passage among others: 'Like all euphemistic
expressions, it remains general;® those who used it knew what was
meant.'

"E. Weidner:® 'It may be that the word baltu == bultu
bustu contributed to the NT dxpofvotia (‘foreskin’). This term
might signify the membrum virile.' Weidner” also lists dxpopvotio
as one of the Semitic words which came into Gk., seeing behind
it the Babylonian busfu ('shame'). The Heb. N2 corresponds to
the Babylonian biistu. My own suspicion is that the similarity of
sound played some part for Greek speaking Jews as in other cases
like 271p == éxidnoio.®"

[Karl Ludwig Schmidt, “Axpofvotia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:225-226.]

opposites of neptrour) and nepitetunpévos.t’s In the NT,
dakpoPuotia is always used (20x) to reference either un-
circumcision or the uncircumcised, and only in Paul’'s
writings except for Acts 11:3. And 11 of the 19 Pauline
uses are in Romans.

Clearly here in v. 26a, n dxkpoBuctia specifies the
person who has not been circumcised. Normally in
Paul's world this would designate a non-dJew which
is also specified by the ethnic based word £6vog, Gen-
tile.’” But the religious oriented akpopuotia works bet-
ter as the opposite of neptroun in this context.

The scenario depicted in this protasis is of the Gen-
tile ta dikawwpata tol vopou duAdoon, keeping the just
requirements of the Law. The noun Swaiwpa specifies
a regulation defining some action as just. But also it
specifies a regulation that itself is perceived as just.
Both nuances of dwaiwpa are found in the five uses
inside Romans: just requirement, 1:32; 2:26; 8:4 and

176"Comparison of the different Gk. versions of the OT shows
that dxpofvotia and dkpdPuctog are used both in a literal (physi-
cal) and a metaphorical (spiritual and ethical) sense, and that they
are the opposites of meprropr| and meprreTunpévog.

In the LXX it is used 13 times for V270 in Gn. 17:11, 14,

23, 24, 25; 34:14; Ex. 4:25; Lv. 12:3; Jos. 5:3; 1 Bao. 18:25,

27; 2 Bao. 3:14; Jer. 9:25 (24, also A). It also occurs in Gn.

34:24; )Jdt. 14:10; 1 Macc. 1:15. In A2O it is found in Lv. 19:23

(LXX: axkaBapoia) in conjunction with the verb dxpoBuotilw,

which is not found elsewhere. In A it occurs at Dt. 10:16 (LXX:

okAnpokapbia); Ex. 6:12: dkpoBucotog xeileowv (LXX: dAoyog);

Is. 52:1: akpoBuoTtog (LXX: anepipuntog [kai dkabaptog]); Ez.

32:26 (Gnepituntog), 27, 29 (also 20).

"In the NT it occurs 20 times. Except for Ac. 11:3, it is found
only in Paul, R. 2:25, 26 (twice), 27; 3:30; 4:9, 10 (twice), 11
(twice), 12; 1 C. 7:18, 19; Gl. 2:7; 5:6; 6:15; Eph. 2:11; Col. 2:13;
3:11. In early Christian literature it occurs in Barn., 9, 5 and 13, 7,
in both cases in quotation of the OT, and more frequently in Justin;
axpoPfvorog is found in Ign. Phld., 6, 1; Just. Dial., 19, 3.

"The true range and biblico-theological sense of dkpofuoctia
in the linguistic usage of the LXX and NT can be worked out only
in connection with its opposite meptropn], and demands rather more
than the lexicographical discussion given in this article."

[Karl Ludwig Schmidt, “Axkpofvotia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:226.]

"MGENTILES jen’tils [273) goyim; £0voc ethnos]. When
Hebrew and Greek words are translated gentiles (from the Lat.
word for nations), they refer to all ethnic groups besides Jews, as
in Ps 2:1, 'Why do the nations (or gentiles) rage ... against the Lord
and the Lord’s anointed?' Goy [*1A] means 'a people,' so it often
does refer to Israel, as in Exod 19:6, 'a holy people.' Some NT uses
of ethros clearly mean non-Jews (e.g., Luke 2:32; Rom 2:14; 1 Cor
1:23), but others-Matt 28:19, which reads panta ta ethné [nédvia
Té £€0vn], 'every nation' - include the Jews. Paul sometimes uses
'Greek' to mean 'non-Jew' (Gal 3:28)." [Richard B. Vinson, “Gen-
tiles,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The New Interpreter’s Dic-
tionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press, 2006-2009),

2:556.]
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just action, 5:16, 18. The idea here with 1& dikaiwpata
100 vopou is that what God demands in His Law is ap-
propriate and consistent with His character and being.
Just is measured biblically by God’s character, not by
human standards. This label ta &ikawwpata tod vopou
references the same thing as ta tod vépou, the things of
the Law, in 2:14. This characterization of t& Swkawwpata
1o vopou not only sees these requirements as just but
as reflecting God’s character. Furthermore, it picks up
the additional depiction in 2:15 of to &€pyov 100 vouou
yparmtov év talc kapdialg avt®yv, the work of the Law writ-
ten in their hearts. Together the picture of the Gentile
having access to a sense of right and wrong reflecting
God’s character and that matches the requirements of
the Torah of Moses in written expression even though
the Gentile has no physical access to this written code.

The response of this Gentile to such a code of right
and wrong is ¢uAdaoon, i.e., to keep it, observe it, watch
over it to protect it. Contextually the precise sense here
is to conform one’s life to the requirements of this Law.
This is very close to ¢uoel ta T00 vopou molloly, by na-
ture they do the things of the Law, in v. 14. That is, they
are motivated by inner desire to keep these require-
ments, rather than coerced by external demands (cf. v.
15).

In short, the protasis in v. 26a reaches back to sum-
marize the more detailed depiction of this Gentile in vv.
14-16.

oUy n akpoBuotia altol si¢ nepttounv Aoytodnostal;
(v. 26b). Thus in the possible scenario of there being
this kind of Gentile in the world of the readers of this
letter, what would be the religious significance of the
actions of such a Gentile? 2:16 has already project the
significance to the Day of Judgment and God’s favor-
able posture toward such a Gentile. Now in connec-
tion to the religious issue of circumcism against that
same Judgment Day (note the future tense spelling
MoyloBnoetat), Paul astoundingly asserts that God
would consider this Gentile’s uncircumcision as au-
thentic circumcism. And he casts this declaration in the
form of a rhetorical question that expects the reader
to agree that this is indeed how God will look at such
a Gentile. This means that the uncircumcision of the
compliant Gentile gives him advantage over the dis-
obedient circumcised Jew! This uncircumcised Gentile
is more acceptable to God than the circumcised Jewish
elitist. Verses 27-29 then go on to amplify this essen-
tial point that would have been hugely controversial to
those in the Jewish synagogues of Rome.

Central to understanding clearly Paul’s point
in this apodosis is grasping clearly the meaning of
AoyioBrioetal here. This commercial oriented term of
credits / debits from Aoyifopal was a picturesque way

in Paul’s world to depict God’s evaluation process on
Judgement Day. Beyond this, however, Paul’'s use of
this verb here anticipates the LXX use of the same verb
in his quote of Gen. 15:6 found in Rom. 4:9, éAoyioBn
T ABpadap ) ioTig €ig dikaloouvny. The apostle’s ar-
gument there (cf. 4:9-12) is that God considered Abra-
ham as righteous before Abraham was circumcised,
not after. Abraham was in an uncircumcised state when
God declared him righteous.

The use of the sixth principle part verb spelling in
the future passive AoyioBrioetal projects this moment
of calculation to a yet to happen Judgment Day. This is
the day stated in verse 16,

v Nuépa Ote Kpivel O Oed¢ TA KPUTTA TV

AvOpwWMwWV Katd TO eVAYYEALOV pou SLd Xplotol Incod.

on the day when, according to my gospel, God,
through Jesus Christ, will judge the secret thoughts of
all.
On that day God will make a calculation of the life of
every individual and decide who spends eternity with
Him and who spends it in the eternal damnation of Hell.
What he will examine is not the physical circumcism of
the Jew, but the quality of obedience to Him by every
person whether circumcised or not. As Paul indicates in
v. 16, the thoroughness of this examination will extend
down to the hidden things not otherwise known that are
a part of our life. God’s knowledge of us is just that
thorough!

Although inside Hellenistic Judaism many streams
of description of God as divine Judge and a moment of
final judgment exist, Paul’s uniquely Christian presen-
tation here contradicts most of the apocalyptic Jewish
depictions. Circumcism, proper physical circumcism,
was essential to God’s positive evaluation on that day.
Obedience to the Law was taught, but limited with God
letting through to Heaven every properly circumcised
Jew even with minimal obedience to the Torah. The
perceived advantage of circumcism in such a teach-
ing is huge. But the apostle totally debunks any such
advantage to the circumcised Jew. In fact, the uncir-
cumcised Gentile who obeys God has big advantage
over the circumcised Jew. And this, even when he has
no access to the written Torah of God. His uncircumci-
sion counts out as equivalent to the perceived value of
physical circumcism by Jews.

The particular syntax of the apodosis should be
noted as well. The active voice (deponent verb in most
principle part spellings) of AoyiCopar with the preposi-
tion ¢ig is along the lines of | calculate something to be
this. But here the so-called divine passive voice is used
where the direct object ‘something’ becomes the verb
subject with the resulting idea of ‘'something’ will be cal-
culated as ‘this.” Here the ‘something’ is 1} dkpofuaTia
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auTod, his uncircumcision, and the ‘this’ is TrepiTopny,
circumcism. So on Judgment Day God will calculate the
Gentile’s uncircumcision to be circumcism. Of course,
the latter is viewed from the traditional Jewish elevation
of physical circumcism as the key to gaining Heaven.

The shocking nature of Paul’s statement to Jewish
readers would have been astonishing. But Paul’s sub-
sequent amplification of this declaration had to have
cause even greater astonishment and anger against
the apostle.

Kol KpLVel ) €k Uosw( akpoBuaotia Tov vouov teAolioa
oé (v. 27a).*”¢ This second main clause statement en-
compassing v. 27 becomes ‘adding salt to an already
open wound’ by Paul. The core elements (s-v-0) of the
main clause are f dkpoBuortia...kpLvel...o¢, the uncircum-
cised will pass judgment on you. The compliant Gentile
then will sit in judgment on the Jewish elitist on Judg-
ment Day. Now that did not go well with any Jewish
reader of this text. Perhaps especially so the element
inside the Christian community that viciously opposed
Paul when he arrived in the city a few years after writ-
ing this letter (cf. Phi. 1:15ff).

The unusual syntactical sequence of verb - subject -
object places heightened emphasis on the action of the
future tense verb kpivei. The future judging is stressed
above who judges and who is judged. With this verb
the apostle reaches back to the beginning in 2:1 where
the present tense «kpivelg, you are judging, is defined as
oeaUTOV Katakpivelg, yourself you are condemning. The
elitist who sits in judgment now on his pagan neighbor
is now setting himself up for condemnation on the Day
of Judgment. The very pointed question is raised to this
elitist in v. 3 about whether he delusionally thinks that
he can escape the judgment of God. Instead, his pres-
ent judging of his pagan neighbor is simply intensifying
the coming judgment of God upon him on Judgment
Day (v. 5). Now with the focus trimmed down to the
Jewish elitist considering that his circumcism will carry
the day for him, even if his obedience to Law doesn’t
measure up, Paul asserts that his Gentle neighbor who
complies with God’s demands even without access to
the written Torah and without having been circumcised
will by his obedience help bring down God’s wrath upon
this circumcised Jewish elitist. The Gentile’s obedience
in spite of non-circumcism and absence of the written
Torah will serve to heighten the accountability of the

8The syntax is interesting here with the feminine article 7
connecting to the participle tehoboa, thus marking off the bound-
aries of the subject of the verb kpwel. Also it links up to the femi-
nine noun dxpoPuotia here designating a person rather than a state
of being. This unusual construction led one copist (mss G) to omit
1M €k eVoes dxpoPuotia in order to smooth out the expression. He
understood the implicit subject of kpvel to go back to the explicity
stated 1 dkpoPvotia in the previous statement.

circumcised Jewish elitist standing before God in dis-
obedience.

The principle here asserted by Paul about divine
judgment matches exactly that declared by Jesus in
Matthew 12:41-42 (// Luke 11:31-32)."° The residents
of ancient Nineveh and the queen of Sheba (cf. 1 Kings
10 // 2 chron. 9) function like Paul's compliant Gentile,
while Paul's disobedient but circumcised Jewish elitist
equals ‘this generation,” yevedg tautng, in the two sce-
narios of Judgment Day pictured by Jesus. Both of
Jesus’ examples were non-Jewish Gentiles. But both
responded positively to the opportunity to discover and
obey God, while Jesus’ own Jewish generation with the
advantage of the ministry of the Son of Man in their
midst (150U mAeTov lwvd WSe; i6oU TAeTov SoAOpGIVOC WEE)
failed to respond positively and obey God. Their reject-
ed advantage will then turn into huge disadvantage on
Judgment Day. Paul makes the exact same point about
the Jewish elitist he targets in 2:27.

Clearly Paul's use of kpwel matches in meaning
Matthew’s Greek translation of Jesus’ Aramaic verb
with katakpwel. But Paul made this clear in 2:1 also.
The verb katakpivw is the same core idea of kpivw, but
just with the negative evaluation heightened. kpivw,
however, is widely used in the NT as a synonym of
Katokpivw as seen in Rom. 3:4; 14:22; 1 Cor. 10:29; Col.
2:16; Jas 4:11-12 et als.

What emerges from this is not that Gentiles will do
the judging of Jews on Judgement Day. Not at all! But
rather that the positive obedience of disadvantaged
Gentiles will serve to heighten the disobedience of ad-
vantaged Jews in that coming public event. Their dis-
obedience will be judged by God as even worse given
the positive witness of obedient Gentiles. This is the
sense behind Paul’s declaration in 1 Cor. 6:2 and that
of Jesus in Matt. 19:28 // Luke 22:30.

Note the profile of this Gentile given here in com-
parison to previous depictions.

2:27, 1 ék pLoewc dkpoBuatia TOV vouov telolioa,
the circumcised who naturally satisfies the Law’s de-
mands.

2:14, otav yap €6vn td pn vopov €xovta GpUOoEL TA
7Matt. 12:41-42. 41 "Av6pec NweuTtal dvootrioovtal £v

Tfl kploeL petd TG yeveds tadtng kol katakpwoiow avtiy, ot
petevonoav ei¢ o knpuyua lwvd, kai iou mAslov Twvd wde.
42 Bacihiooa votou éyepBricetal év T Kpioel HeTa Tiig yeveds
Ta0TNG Kal KaTtakpwel avtry, 6t NABev £k TV mepdtwv TG Vg
akodoat thv codiav Zohopdvog, kat 5ol mAelov ZoAoumdvog WoE.

41 The people of Nineveh will rise up at the judgment with
this generation and condemn it, because they repented at the
proclamation of Jonah, and see, something greater than Jonah is
here! 42 The queen of the South will rise up at the judgment with
this generation and condemn it, because she came from the ends

of the earth to listen to the wisdom of Solomon, and see, some-
thing grea i |

Page 89



100 VOUoU TOLWOoLY, 0UTOL VOOV My EXOVIEC £QUTOLC
glow vopog, for when Gentiles not having the things of
the Law naturally do the things of the Law,

2:15, oltwveg évdeikvuvtal 10 €pyov toU vOpOU
ypamtov €v talg kapdialg alt®v, CUppaptupouong
auT®v TfA¢ ouveldoswg kai petafd AAAAAwWvV TRV
AOYLOUQV KOTNYOopOUVTWV f Kal ArmoAoyoupévwy, who
demonstrated the work of the Law written on their
hearts, their conscience giving witness and against one
another their thoughts condemning or also defending.

In 2:27 the singular Gentile is defined as a clearer op-
ponent to the singular Jewish elitist in the continuation
of the diatribe begun in verse one. But in the broad-
er reference in vv. 14-15, the plural Gentiles is used.
These are more obviously axiomatic statements in sup-
port of previous declarations in vv. 12-13.

The apostle makes use of a variety of terms in or-
der to depict the obedience of the uncircumcised Gen-
tile: tov vopov tedoloa (v. 27); t& tod vopou moldaoty (v.
14); 16 €pyov tol vOuoU ypartov v Talc kapdialg alT®v (v.
15). These compare to the declarations of acceptable
obedience set forth earlier:

B0l 6 6¢ amodwoel £kACTW Katd TA €pya aUToD-

7 Tolg Hév ka B’ umopovnyv Epyou dyaBol So6&av katl TLunv

kal adBapoiav {ntolotv {wnv aiwviov, of God who will

give back to each one according to his deeds, to those
on the one hand who out of perseverance in good work
seek God’s glory and honor and immortality comes life
eternal (vv. 6¢-7)

60&a 8¢ kal TN kal eiprvn mavtl TQ épyalopévy

TO ayabov, lovdaiw te mpidTov kat “EAAnvL, but God’s

glory and honor and peace will be upon everyone doing

the good, to the Jew first and also to the Greek (v. 10)
The God who is completely impartial in His judging (v.
11) looks at the obedience of the uncircumcised Gen-
tile and sees what He is seeking according to the stan-
dards declared in vv. 7 and 10. He ignores any physical
circumcism or lack of circumcism. Instead, he looks for
real circumcism done by His Spirit on the heart of the
individual being judged (v. 29). And how is this known
outwardly? By deeds of obedience.

It is this discovery by God brought out into the open
for all to see on Judgment Day which gives greater ad-
vantage of the uncircumcised Gentile over that of the
circumcised Jew.

The Gentile’s satisfying the demands of Law (tov
vouov teholica) has been accomplished éxk ¢uoswg,
naturally. The prepositional phrase here ék ¢Uoswg, in-
herently an adverbial modifier, goes to the participle
teholoa, carries out. The NRSV is wrong in linking it to
the noun akpoBuotia, with the rendering ‘physically un-
circumcised.” The idea of ‘physical’ is not in the scope of
duolg, and requires either capkikdg, -, -0v or PuxLkog,

-f}, -0v. See év capki repttopn in v. 28.

What does ék dvoswg mean? The parallel is in v.
14 with ¢pvosL ta tod vopou mowkouy, instinctively do the
things of the Law. Thus ék ¢Uoewc...TOV vopov teholioa,
out of instinct satisfies the Law’s demands (v. 27) means
the same essential thing as ¢uoel ta Tol vopou Moo
(v. 14). Paul’'s use of ¢voic in 1:26 and 2:14 connects
it to action rather than existence. Something is done
by ¢Uoig, not something exists by ¢uoic. This argues
strongly for connecting it here to the action of the parti-
ciple rather than the status of the noun, especially when
the Greek grammar also favors it. The prepositional
phrase literally specifies the source of keeping the Law
as o¢uvoeswe. This becomes a very Greek and Roman,
as well as a very non-Jewish, way of specifying some-
thing in divine creation of this Gentile that oriented him
toward keeping God’s Law. The dative case spelling
dvoeLin v. 14 specifies the same idea. In v. 29, Paul will
further specify this as mepiroun kapdiag év nvevpatt ov
ypaupary, circumcism of the heart by the Spirit not by let-
ter. Thus €k ¢pVoewg keeping of Law stands in contrast
to having access to the written Torah for obeying. To be
sure, the idea derived here is not much different than
what is derived from the perceived adjectival role for
the prepositional phrase. This uncircumcised Gentile
without access to the written Torah nevertheless obeys
God’s Law, while the circumcised Jewish elitist with
access to the written Torah disobeys God’s Law. Now
who will have the advantage before God on Judgment
Day when standing before the totally impartial Judge of
humanity?

TOoV 61 ypauuarog Kai meplrtouii¢ mapaBatnv vouou (v.
27b). The adjective modifier of the direct object ot is
OV 610 ypappatog Kal mepttopfic mapaBdarnv vouou, that
is, tov...napaPatnv. Literally it is the through the written
code and circumcism transgressor of Law. Everything else
is attached to the noun mapafatny, transgressor. The
‘you’ equals the ‘transgressor’! And of course, ot refer-
ences the Jewish elitist being targeted. Already in v. 25,
Paul labels this fellow a napapdtng vouou, transgressor
of Law. In v. 25, it is a milder accusation, while in v. 27 it
is assumed. This is consistent with the previous direct
accusation in v. 23, éua tfi¢ mapaBdacewg tol vOpou TOV
Begov ATualeLg, you through transgressing the Law dishonor
God. And this is inspite of his boasting about possess-
ing the Law: 6¢ év vopw kauvxdoat. Here more detailed
accusation is leveled at this fellow: dia ypdauparog kati
nepltopiig, through written code and circumcism. Both
things that the elitist counted on to get him to Heaven
have become instead agents making him a transgres-
sor of God’s Law. The indirect agency construction with
Sud and the ablative of impersonal agency nouns paint
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a graphically surprising picture of something complete-
ly unexpected by this fellow. 2e2s
Although at its most precise point of meaning48
vpaupoa specifies a letter of the Greek alphabet,
it more often specifies a set of written characters4
comprising a document or piece of writing."®® In
this context, it clearly designates the written Law
of Moses in the Pentateuch. In the 3 uses in Ro-

mans ypaupua refers to the written legal code ingq
2:27 and 7:6. Inv. 29, the circumcism of the heart

is not ypauuatt. That is, this inner circumcism is

not physical circumcism as prescribed by the Law of
Moses. Ironically, these were the two exclusive means
of gaining Heaven for first century Jews. The apostle
here nullifies this kind of thinking. For the Jewish elit-
ist, they become the very means of exposing him as a
violator of Law which puts him in an inferior position to
the compliant but uncircumcised Gentile on Judgment
Day.

Without question, such declarations need support-
ing arguments, which Paul then supplies in vv. 28-29.
The causal conjunction yap sets this up.

This support is accomplished in a single sentence
The core structure is framed around the ov... o0&¢...
aAl’... kat use of conjunctions (not this...nor that...but the
other...and another). Additional contrast is emphasized
via év 1@ davep®, in the open verses &v 1@ KpuMT®, in
the secret. Also év capki nepttopry stands over against
neptop kapdiag, as well as év mvevuatt against ol
ypappate. All of this is to highlight the stark contrast be-
tween the spiritual situation of the compliant Gentile
and the disobedient Jew. The apostle makes a strong
difference between the two individuals in his diatribe
rhetoric here.

oU yap 6 év @ pavep® lovdaioc éotwv (v. 28a). The first
two negative define who is not a Jew. The common
quality is év 1® davep® that is repeated in both state-
ments. Neither the person nor his physical circumcism
is recognized based solely on év 1@ @avep®. From the
adjective ¢avepog, -4, -ov, this substantival adjective
has the sense in the idiomatic prepositional phrase of
specifying something that is clear and out in the open.
The focus becomes the sense of known or clearly un-
derstood from open or public exposure. ______
This consequently carries a wide range ‘esmer
of nuanced meanings. The NRSV strug-
gles here by translating the first use in v. 2
28a as ‘outwardly,” but the second use :
(v. 28b) as ‘external.’

9
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180This is more graphic than most moderns

might think since documents written in Greek up EasEiinTs.
to and even past Paul's era were written as one E:;m‘*}'fiﬁ::'ﬂ*"":"
continuing row of capital letters after another 2
with no spacing or punctuation marks.

Yop
&€v 1@ pavep®d Toudaidg €oTLVv
oude
T® Qavepd €v caprli mepLtopn (€otiv),
QAN
1® Kpunt®d Toudaiog¢ (&otLv),
Kol
€V mVeUTPAT L
mepLtopn KRoapdiag... (€oTLVv)

oU VPAUUXT L,
In this first use the adjectivally used preposition-

al phrase™' sets up the denial that the in the open Jew
is not. The point is that the Jew who publicly projects
himself as a Jew may actually not be Jewish. Although
rather shocking to the Jewish readers contemporary to
Paul, the apostle actually reaches back into a pool of
OT scriptures alluding to authentic Jewishness and cir-
cumcism.'® Even some of the intertestamental writings
assert similar ideas out of these OT sources: '8

81The Greek prepositional phrase inherently is adverbially
used and thus will qualify the verb or verbal that it is attached
to. But like Greek single word adverbs, the prepositional phrase
can be used adjectivally. Two such patterns of construction signal
this: a) the prepositional phrase is placed between the article and
the noun that has the article (here for instance in 6 v 1@ @avep@

‘loudaidg, literally the in the open Jew). Or b) it can be placed fol-

lowing the noun but with the appropriate article, which here would
be set up as 6’loudaiog 6 év @ pavepd, with the same meaning
as the first instance. These two options signaled to the reader and
listener just hearing the text read that the prepositional phrase was
attached to the noun rather than the verb.

18] ev 26:40-42: “If they [the people of Israel] will confess
their sins and the sins of their fathers—their treachery against me
and their hostility toward me, which made me hostile toward them
so that [ sent them into the land of their enemies—then when their
uncircumcised hearts are humbled and they pay for their sin, I will
remember my covenant with Jacob and my covenant with Isaac
and my covenant with Abraham, and I will remember the land.”

Deut 10:16: “Circumcise, therefore, the foreskin of your
hearts, and do not be stiff-necked any longer.”

Deut 30:6: “The Lord your God will circumcise your hearts
and the hearts of your descendants, so that you will love the Lord
your God with all your heart and with all your soul, and live.”

Jer 4:4: “Circumcise yourselves to the Lord, remove the fore-
skin of your hearts, O people of Judah and inhabitants of Jerusa-
lem.”

Jer 9:25-26: ““ ‘“The days are surely coming,” says the Lord,
‘when [ will punish all who are circumcised only in the flesh—
Egypt, Judah, Edom, Ammon, Moab, and all who live in the desert
in distant places. For all these nations are really uncircumcised,
and even the whole house of Israel is uncircumcised in heart.” ”

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
317-318.]

18Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-

ald A. Hagner International Greek Testament Commentar
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Jub 1:23: “After this [Israel’s repentance and con-
fession of sin] they will turn to me in all uprightness
and with all their heart and with all their soul, and | will
circumcise the foreskin of their hearts and the foreskin
of the hearts of their descendants, and | will create in
them a holy spirit, and | will cleanse them so that they
shall not turn away from me from that day unto eterni-
ty.”

1QpHab 11.13 (on Hab 2:16): “Its interpretation
concerns the Priest whose shame has exceeded his
glory because he did not circumcise the foreskin of his
heart.”

Thus this beginning point of the four is grounded in the sa-
cred scriptures of the Jews of Paul’s day.

0USE i év T pavepd év oapki meptroun (v. 28b). This
second denial continues the point of the first with the
denial of physical circumcism as being of any spiritual
value before God. The same prepositional phrase év &
davep® is tucked between the article and the noun: n...
niepttopr] in the ellipsis that picks up loudaiog éotiv from
the first statement. The adjective loubaliog, -aia, -aiov is
used as a predicate adjective by implied ellipsis here,
although its function in the first instance is that of a sub-
stantival adjective in a subject nominate role. Literally
reproducing this syntactically in English is not possible,
and thus some of the power of the expression is lost in
translation. The literal sense of the completed idea is
nor is the in the open in flesh circumcism Jewish.

His way of referencing physical circumcism here is
év capki mepttopn, in flesh circumcism. Ordinarily inside
the NT with 36 uses of nepitopn, the term itself assumes
physical circumcism. Included in this number are the
15 uses of neprrouny used in Romans by Paul with 14 of
these found in chapters two through four of the letter.
When used by itself without modifiers nepttoun always
refers to physical circumcism.

So when modifiers show up as here in 2:28, one
anticipates a contrast of physical circumcism with some
other kind of circumcism. Here the alternative circum-
cism is labeled in v. 29b a nepiroun kapdiag, circumcism
of the heart. The word kapdia in figurative use desig-
nates the interior part of human existence and espe-
cially the volitional aspect. That is, we make decisions
in our hearts. When the heart has been circumcised it
has thus been yielded over to God'’s control so that He
makes those decisions. In Col. 2:11, Paul speaks of a
neptopfj dxelponontw which literally means a circum-
cism not done by human hands.'® In that same statement

(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 318.

184Col. 2:11 Ev @ Kal MePLETURONTE IEPITOUfi dxelpOmOLiTW
év Tfj dnekduoel o0 owUaTOC TG OApPKOG, €V Tff meptrouf] Tol
Xptotod,

In him also you were circumcised with a spiritual circumci-

he also speaks of the tfj mepitoufi 100 Xpiotod, circum-
cism of Christ. Contextually Paul obviously is not refer-
ring to the physical circumcism of Christ. Instead, figu-
rative circumcism is the point as a symbol of complete
surrender to God. This applies to both references.

The meaning of the inner circumcism becomes
clearer as it stands in contrast to outward physical cir-
cumcism. Inner circumcism speaks of a spiritual com-
mitment to God that is authentic and verified by outward
acts of obedience to God. In contrast, the physical cir-
cumcism of the Jewish elitist here in no way possesses
validity because it is not accompanied by acts of obedi-
ence. The contemporary Jewish twisting of the mean-
ing and value of circumcism to be contained merely in
the act of having been circumcised rather than as ex-
pressing inward commitment to obey God means that
physical circumcism does not make one Jewish. That
is, it does not make an individual a person committed
to God.

This reality of being outwardly Jewish and properly
circumcised is no indicator of one authentically being
Jewish in the definition of Jewish signifying commit-
ment to God. The Jewish elitist took huge pride in being
Jewish but he based his pride on outward indications
which have no value to or acceptance by God on Judg-
ment Day. What does count before God is obedience
which the Jewish elitist doesn’t have but the uncircum-
cised compliant Gentile does have. Thus his obedience
will become greater punishment for the Jewish elitist,
since the elitist had access to the Torah and still failed
to obey it when the Gentile had no such access. The
causal yap sets up this connection of the two declara-
tions in v. 28 to the claim about Judgment Day in v. 27.

GAA’ 6 év @ kpunt® loudaiog (v. 29a). But Paul is not
finished building a case for the assertion about Judg-
ment Day in v. 27. Using the parallel but opposite
claims of Jewishness and circumcism set forth in v. 28,
Paul not reverses the perspective to claim that the un-
circumcised Gentile is the authentic Jew on Judgment
Day (v. 29). Both loudatdg and nepiroun are referenced,
but these are now inner realities instead of meaning-
less external realities. Here Paul is describing n éx
dUosw¢ akpoPuotia tov vopov teholioa, the uncircumcised
who by nature satisfies the Law’s demands, in v. 27. The
sequence of presentation is that of informal chiasmus,
charted as follows:

A the uncircumcised Gentile (v. 27a)
B the circumcised Jew (v. 27b)

B’ the circumcised Jew (v. 28)

A’ the uncircumcised Gentile (v. 29)

sion, by putting off the body of the flesh in the circumcision of

Christ;
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The causal conjunction yap links the two sets together:
AB yap B’A. Thus B’ A’ stand as supporting statements
to A B. In both supporting statements both Jewishness
and circumcism are emphasized, one externally (B’)
and internally (A’). Thus the issues of obedience (tov
vopov teholoa) and disobedience (mapafdtnv vopou) in
v. 27 are fully covered in the supporting statements by
both the identity of the loubaiog and the neptoun. The
main target of Paul's comments remains the Jewish
elitist clearly, with the particular structuring of the chi-
asmus emphasizing this central point. In such a parallel
as this the two complement strophes (B//B’) become
the central point of the construction. Here it is the em-
phatic denial of authenticity for the Jewish elitist.

Now with the second set of supporting statements
in v. 29, instead of 6 év t® ¢avep®d loudaide, the in the
open Jew, we have 6 év t® kpunt® loudaliog, the in the
secret place Jew. The use of the substantival adjective
loudaliog, -ala, -alov set in juxtaposition to kpumtog, -n,
-ov is a bit odd. The adjectival use of the prepositional
phrase év t® kpunt® clearly stands as opposite of the
parallel év t® davep® in v. 28. So whatever the range of
possible meanings for kpumntdg, -, -6v,'®® the most ap-
propriate one must be the one closest to being an ant-
onym of év t® davep®.*®® The core meaning of the word

185The adjective is a part of a larger word group of kpOmt®,
T amoxpimto, T kpumtdg, T kpveoiog, T kpvef], T kpovmt, T
amoxpveog found in the New Testament.

[Albrecht Oepke and Rudolf Meyer, “Kponton, Atokpbnto,
Kpvrtoc, Kpvopaiog, Kpvoi), Kpomt, Andkpveog,” ed. Gerhard
Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 3:957.]

18kpoaToc, 1, OV (s. kpdmtw; Hom. etal.; pap, LXX; TestReub
1:4; TestJud 12:5; JosAs 6:3 [also cod. A 24:5 p. 76, 14 Loyog])

1. pert. to being unknown because of being kept secret,
hidden, secret, adj. (Herodian 5, 6, 3 k. kol adpatog; SIG 973,
5f; BGU 316, 28; 3 Km 6:4; Ezk 40:16; 2 Macc 1:16; Jos., Ant.
15, 424; 0 kpomta thg Ooemg pvompio Hippol., Ref. 1, 24, 2) 6
Kpuntog Thg Kapdiog dvOpmrnog the heart’s inner self 1 Pt 3:4 (s.
avOpwmog S5a; cp. Epict. 4, 11, 33). 00d&v ... k. 0 00 yvoohicetot
there is nothing secret that shall not be made known Mt 10:26; Lk
12:2; cp. Mk 4:22 (Philemon Com. 192 yp6vog td Kpumtd TivTa.
€lg paog Gyet; JosAs 6:3 00dEV kpuTTOV AEANOEV ADTR).

2. a hidden entity, something hidden, subst. 0 kponTOV

a) a hidden thing (Menand., Mon. 225 Mei. [316 ].]; Did.,
Gen. 171, 1) Lk 8:17. Esp. in pl. ta xpvrtd (Dt 29:28; Is 29:10;
Sus 42 Theod.; Jos., Bell. 5, 402; 413 6 0e0¢ ta. K. TdvTo €Qopa) T¢
K. éAéyyet it exposes the secret things (so, word for word, Artem.
1, 14 p. 19, 4 and 1, 44 p. 42, 8) IPhld 7:1. t0 k. Tivog someone’s
secret thoughts, plans, purposes (Philemon Com. 233 ¢iAov; lam-
bl., Myst. 6, 5 Partey; PGM 57, 13 ta «. 1. 0gdg "Iowog; Sir 1:30;
Jer 30:4) Ro 2:16; IEph 15:3; IPhld 9:1. ta «. g kapdiag adTod
(TestReub 1:4 &v 1i] xapdig pov ta K.; cp. Is 22:9 10 k. TdV olkwv
Ti\g dkpoc) the secret thoughts of the person’s (unbeliever’s) heart
1 Cor 14:25; cp. Pol 4:3. 10 k. 10D okdtovg what is hidden in dark-
ness 1 Cor 4:5. 10 . ti|g aioydvng the things that are hidden out of

group that it belongs to is the sense of to cover or to
hide. The sense of being a secret often enters the pa-
rameters of meaning. The general sense of not being
known by being accessible through sensory perception
is central to the word meaning. This would clearly fit
as an antonym of év t® ¢avep® would closely fit the
context here. This individual, Paul declares, is actually
a Jew, but one wouldn’t know it from outward appear-
ance. His Jewishness must be discerned spiritually.
Paul’s choice of év @ kpurmt® very likely plays off
the hugely rich background for concealment in the He-
brew Bible."® The choosing of év T@® kpumT® rather
than the more natural Greek &ow, inner, and éow0Bev,
inner, signals the apostle’s desire to give particular nu-
ance to the designation of ethnicity used as a spiritual
label. Even nveupartikog, -, -ov, spiritual, largely a word
that Paul himself created, would not work well in the
context here. Against the Hebrew background espe-
cially, the much more Jewish oriented expression év @
kpurtt® allows Paul the ability to specify the ‘real’ Jew
as someone only God will know prior to Judgment Day.

a sense of shame 2 Cor 4:2 (on the topic s. RKaster, The Shame of
the Romans: TAPA 127, °97, 1-19 [lit.]).

b) a hidden place év 1® «. in secret (Vi. Aesopi W 104 P,
Orig., C. Cels. 8, 74, 4) Mt 6:4ab, 6ab, 18 v.1.; év k. in a secret
place J 7:4; 18:20; in secret, secretly (TestJud 12:5; Orig., C. Cels.
7,22, 31) 0 év 1@ «. Tovdoiog the Judean who is one inwardly,
not only by the outward sign of circumcision Ro 2:29; avépn og
€v k. he went up privately, as it were J 7:10.—On Lk 11:33 v.l. s.
kpOmt).—DELG s.v. kpdntw. M-M. EDNT. TW.

[William Arndt et al., 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 2000), 570-571.]

87"To express the idea of concealment, Greek in general and
the Greek OT have only the present terms, along with compounds
like émi-, KoTo-, cYKpOTTE, and — KoAvnTe. In Hebrew, howev-
er, quite apart from textual corruptions, errors in translation and
similar details, there are at least seven roots: X211 or 172r, v, 12,
1703, 7o, 09y and 19¥, and many other related expressions like qum,
019, VI, Ond, J¥1, 190, won and 712 are also found in the relevant
stem forms. If there is not always a direct religious connection,
in the case of most of the synonyms the wealth of connections
in which 'to hide' and 'to be hidden' occur in OT religion gives a
fulness which in the LXX has to be pressed into the far too nar-
row bed of a single stem. Yet the many subsidiary meanings of the
Heb. terms are expressed in the many Gk. words which the LXX
selects acc. to its understanding of the various contexts. Thus the
element of AavOdvety and vrepideiv is found in 0%y, of dgiotdvar,
amoctpépey and amaAldoosy in N0 of kwAdew, dpapelv ete.
(in all 22 Gk. words) in ¥1», of esp. dopaviCewv, ékieinety in T, of
Onoavpilew etc. in 1X. 7103 is predominantly rendered by kaAdmtew
and its compounds and by mepidAlewv. A certain perplexity may
be discerned here in face of the many nuances of the Heb." [Al-
brecht Oepke and Rudolf Meyer, “Kponto, Atokporte, Kpurtog,
Kpvopaiog, Kpveii, Kpomtm, Amdkpveog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),

3:967.]
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And this hidden identity is beyond hu->°
man ability to grasp. It only comes out
into the open in final judgment. Our dif-54
ficulty is with translation here since we
have no such adjective or noun in any
of the modern western languages that
carries this implication. Consequently
modern translations will be all over the
map in trying to get at Paul’'s meaning
with this expression in Greek.

Thus the authentic Jew is the 6 év t® kpumt®
loudaliog, in the hidden place Jew. Any attempt to equate
Jew with the outward appearing Jew is doomed to ul-
timate failure on the Day of Judgment by God. The
authentic Jew will be uncovered in divine judgment on
that day.

There is a side to this in Paul’s day that has unnerv-
ing echoes into our modern world. For the Jewish elit-
ists such as Paul targets specifically here being Jewish
was a matter of national or ethnic pride. Having Jewish
parents who had you properly circumcised gave you a
special identity as God’s covenant people. This would
be enough to carry you through final judgment and
get you to Heaven. The apostle blasts such thinking
to pieces. But its modern counterpoint are professing
Christians who often claim being American makes one
a Christian since America is supposedly a Christian na-
tion. Or, even worse those whose sole hope for eternity
is having Christian parents who had their child baptized
in the church. “I’'m a Christian because of all this,” is the
devastating claim that dooms one to eternal damna-
tion.

Kai nepiroun kapdiog v nmvevuartt ol ypaupatt (v. 29b).
Also instead of f év t@® davep® év capki meptroun, the in
the open in flesh circumcism, we have mepttoun kapdiag
€v nvevupatt ol ypapparty, a circumcism of the heart in the
Spirit not in the written code. The other side of the reli-
gious issue for the Jewish elitist was circumcism. In-
terestingly, Paul's further dependence on the Hebrew
background for his contrast is even more obvious to
one somewhat familiar with the OT. He uses phrase-
ology with definite OT links. The expression mepttopun
kapdiag, circumcism of the heart, matches the LXX lan-
guage in passages such as Deut. 30:6, kal mepikabaplel
KUplog TV kapblav cou kal thv kopdiov Tol omépuatog
oou, and the Lord will circumcise your heart and the heart
of your seed. Also the reverse concept is found in texts
such as Jer. 9:25¢, kal mdc oikog lopanA dmepitpntol
kapdiag avt®v, and all the house of Israel is uncircumcised
in their heart. The Hellenistic Jewish writings such as
Jubilees (1:23) reflect awareness of these OT concepts
in their projections for the messianic age:

But after this they will return to me in all unrighteous-

6 év 19 xpunmt®d Toudatiog (éotLv),
KoL |

| €V IVeUPAT L

neptLtopn Kapdiag.. | (éotLv)

| oU ypdupart L,
oU & émalvog oUK (€0TLV)
| ¢ &VOPOIWOV
| AAN’
(oU O émaLvog €0TLV)
€x 10U Oe0lT.

ness and with all of (their) heart and soul. And | shall

cut off the foreskin of their heart and the foreskin of the

heart of their descendants. And | shall create for them a

holy spirit, and | shall purify them so that they will not

turn away from following me from that day and forev-

er.'88
Thus Paul’s readers would hear a definite echo from
the Hebrew scriptures when reading this expression in
Rom. 2:29. But the apostle is giving a different twist
and meaning to the phrase. The heart that is circum-
cised is not repenting Israel, but the compliant Gentile
of their day.

The uniquely Christian defining of the circumcised
heart is given in the two other qualifications that follow:
€v velpaTL oU ypauuaty, in the Spirit, not in the written
code. Thus the circumcised heart resides within the
realm of the work of the Holy Spirit rather than within the
parameters of the written Torah. In this he directly con-
tradicts the contention of Jubilees 1:23 that repentant
Israel will experience such a profound inner cleansing
and transformation that it will never sin again.'® His
apocalyptic projection is quite grandiose.’™ Such will

18 James H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
and the New Testament: Expansions of the “Old Testament” and
Legends, Wisdom, and Philosophical Literature, Prayers, Psalms
and Odes, Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic Works, vol. 2 (New
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1985), 54.

%0ne interesting side note is the expression " the foreskin
of their hearts." In Hebrew, 227 1197y, but in Greek oxAnpoxopdia.
The Greek term is never used in the NT with this literal meaning.
Instead, the three NT uses are translated as 'hard-hearted,' 'stub-
borness,' and 'hardness.' The 'foreskin' seems to symbolize the evil
that lurks within the human heart. It must be removed for the 'heart'
to be circumcised, that is, cleansed and made acceptable. This is
a rather graphic portrayal of evil. Paul avoids this imagry in his
discussions.

19 Jubilees 1:22-25. 22 And the LORD said to Moses, “I know
their contrariness and their thoughts and their stubbornness. And
they will not obey until they acknowledge their sin and the sins
of their fathers. 23 But after this they will return to me in all un-
righteousness and with all of (their) heart and soul. And | shall
cut off the foreskin of their heart and the foreskin of the heart of
their descendants. And | shall create for them a holy spirit, and |
shall purify them so that they will not turn away from following
me from that day and forever. 24 And their souls will cleave to
me and to all my commandments. And they will do my command-
ments. And | shall be a father to them, and they will be sons to me.

25 And they will all be called ‘sons of the living God.” And every
J%@, BI‘.: Page 94




not happen on Judgment Day according to Paul. In-
stead, the Gentiles will be favored by God over these
Jews.

év nvedpart. In 26 of the 34 uses of Tmvedpa in Ro-
mans the Spirit of God, rather than the human spirit is
specified. Rom. 2:29 references the divine Spirit. The
familiar Holy Spirit label, nvepatog ayiouv and rvedpatt
ayiw, is found in 5:5; 14:17; 15:13, 16. He is the Spirit
of Christ, mvebua Xplotod: 8:9. As well He is the Spirit
of God, nvelpa Beol: 8:9, 14; 15:19. Similar is Spirit of
Him (=God): to nvedpa 1ol €yeipavtog tovincodyv, 8:11;
avtol mvevpatog, 8:11. The Spirit produces life: 100
rivevpatog thg (wig, 8:2; tol mvedpatog wn kai eipvn,
8:6; t0 nvedpa Twn, 8:10. He leads: mvebpott B=ol
dyovtat, 8:14. He gives confirming witness: 16 nvelpa
ouppaptupet, 8:16. He produces fruits: tv anapynv tod
nivevpatog, 8:23. And much, much more. The over-
whelming richness of Paul's understanding of the Holy
Spirit, expressed just in Romans, is profound and awe
inspiring.

The work of the Holy Spirit in 2:29 is to circumcize
the heart of the individual, here the physically uncir-
cumcised Gentile. That means to open this fellow up
to all the richness of experience made available by the
presence of God’s Spirit in the person. This experience
the Jewish elitist does not have because his heart is
uncircumcised, even though his physical body is.

ouU ypaupat. The repeating here of ypauua fromv. 27
makes it very clear that Paul specifies the written code
of the Law of Moses with yp&uua. Rom. 7:6 further con-
firms this meaning for ypdupa in the letter. The NRSV
translation of ypauua here as ‘literal’ is very weak. The
circumcism of the heart then does not happen by the
working of the Torah. Paul directly contradicts Jubilees
1:23 which asserts that God does circumcize the heart
through the Torah (see larger context). This rejection of
the Torah to affect the interior transformation of one’s
life underscores that such changes can never be ac-
complished by the individual himself. God alone does
this and through the working of His Spirit inside the per-
son’s life.

00 6 émawoc oUk €€ avIpwnwv GAX’ €k tod deob (v. 29c).
The adjectival functioning relative clause goes back
to 6 év T® kpuTTT® ‘loudaiog as the closest masculine
gender personal designation.'" It is this uncircumcised

angel and spirit will know and acknowledge that they are my sons
and | am their father in uprightness and righteousness. And | shall
love them.

[James H. Charlesworth, The Old Testament Pseudepigrapha
and the New Testament: Expansions of the “Old Testament” and
Legends, Wisdom, and Philosophical Literature, Prayers, Psalms
and Odes, Fragments of Lost Judeo-Hellenistic Works, vol. 2 (New
Haven; London: Yale University Press, 1985), 54.]

¥IThis comes out of the genitive of reference functioning of

Gentile who will receive God’s praises in final judgment
rather than the Jewish elitist.” That would have been
inflammatory enough to set off rage in the Jewish syn-
agogues of Rome. The elliptical structuring of the rel-
ative clause makes it very clear that the Jewish elitist
is very much in mind with Paul’s assertions here. The
contrast of praise will not be given...but will be given is the
core expression.'®® The heart of the contrast is where
such praise comes from. Not from people but from God
is the assertion. This raises the interpretive issue of the
nature of this praise from God.

What exactly is ¢ €énawog? Of the 11 NT uses, 9 are
found in Paul’s writings with 2 of these in Romans. The
core meaning of &nawog is not the uttering of positive
words about a person. Instead, it is the granting ap-
proval to an individual based on some specific reason.
The point made here is that human approval is mean-
ingless (first strophe). The only énawog that counts is
the one given by God (second strophe).’ And this

the relative pronoun ov from 8¢, 1}, . This carries the literal mean-
ing of "in regard to whom." Because we don't have such a use
of the English direct relative pronoun 'who, what' it is difficult to
translate over into English.

192" The relevance of Paul’s concluding reference to the proper
source of praise has long puzzled scholars,' evoking some im-
plausible interpretations.'® A series of commentators suggest a
wordplay between the Hebrew words for 'Jew' and 'praise,'® but as
Kédsemann remarks, such an arcane reference 'would hardly have
been intelligible to the Roman community.'* K&dsemann and others
argue on the basis of 1 Cor 4:5 that €mavog refers to an eschatolog-
ical reward,'®> but how such a reward could have been thought to
come &€& avOponwv (‘from people') remains thereby unexplained.
Fridrichsen points to the parallels in Matt 6:1-8 and in Stoic teach-
ings about living according to an internal standard rather than con-
forming to the opinions of others.'®® Barclay suggests a 'concrete
social correlation' between this final clause and conflicts between
Gentile and Jewish Christians in Rome, with particular reference to
tensions arising from Paul’s argument about circumcision.'” This
would fit the classical understanding of €natvog as 'approval’ or 'ap-
plause,’ which correlates with the competitive social context that
Paul exploits throughout this diatribe.'® It is significant that this
pericope ends on the question of gaining honor. While the seeking
of praise from fellow humans lies at the root of the perversion of
Jewish — and Gentile — advantages, those who receive the gift of
the circumcised heart rely on God’s praise alone.'® This prepares
the way for Paul’s proclamation of grace that comes to all, without
reference to achievement or status (3:21-31), and that Christ wel-
comes all, Gentile and Jew alike, into his realm (15:7-12)." [Rob-
ert 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), 236-237.]

The ellipse may point to an aphorism with Jewish sources,
along the lines of 2:11 and 2:2. But this is highly speculative and
impossible to prove.

Y4This stands in stark contrast to the seeking of 6 &mavog
from men among Jews in Paul's day. Note Sirach 39:9, where the
student of the Torah receives human praise.

Many wi Lo s
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points toward Judgment Day acceptance by God of this
uncircumcised Gentile, rather than of the Jewish elitist.
And here the specific reason for the divine approval
is the circumcised heart of the uncircumcised Gentile.

This addition to the two core supporting statements
that precede should not be considered as an after-
thought by Paul, as a few commentators do. To the
contrary, the relative clause here brings the segment
to a climatic summary that pulls the two declarations
about Jewishness and circumcism closer together.
The Jewish elitist sought human approval, most like-
ly following the Pharisees’ mistaken belief that human
approval equaled God’s approval (cf. Mt. 6:1-18).1%
Paul’s point is that God’s approval comes out of what
He sees, a circumcised heart, which is not visible to
human eyes. Human approval depends upon formal
identification as a Jew and physical circumcism. But
these are meaningless to God, although central to the
elitist.

The application of this emphasis by Paul to our
world should be relatively obvious. The apostle asserts
the complete worthlessness of a religious profession
based solely on outward formal symbols. “We are a
church member and have been baptized” -- these are
the two that come to mind first. But others would apply
as well. To God such have no value either now and
certainly not on judgment day. What does matter both
now and on that coming day to God is an obedience to
Him that stems out of an inner turning of life over to His
control. Any individual depending on such superficial
symbols of religion should look with terror toward the
day of judgment before Almighty God.

10.3.3.2.4 The Situation of Jews Before God, 3:1-20

One of the real challenges for interpreters is the
determination of text unit relationships. This becomes
for the western mind the compulsion to outline texts.
But the first century mind, Jewish, Greek, and Roman,
had no such compulsion. For the Jewish mind in par-
ticular, the establishment of text unit connections was
closer to the modern image of a chain with links. One

it will never be blotted out.
His memory will not disappear,
and his name will live through all generations.
aivéoovotv TV cOVESLY aTOD TOAAOL,
Kot E0g oD ai®dvog ovk EaretpOnoeTor
0VK GITOGTHGETOL TO LVNLLOGLVOV DTOD,
Kol 0 dvopo avtod {oetal gig yeveas yevedv: T
Who does this praise come to? 39:1 (LXX) identifies him as
the one who devotes himself to the study of the law of the Most
High, to0 €mbidovtog v Yuxnv avtold kal dtavooupévou év
VoUW UYioTou.
195The purely Roman craving for public approval in a non-re-
ligious setting should not be excluded from Paul's denial of the
value with 0 &nawvog ovk €€ avOpmnov.

link had some connection to the preceding link as well
as to the subsequent link. But the image breaks down
if the chain is understood as reflecting progression of
thought. In the ancient Jewish mind-set, the ‘chain’
could go in any of many directions, straight forward, in
circles, up and down, backward and forward. Often the
layout of the ‘chain’ more closely resembles the tracks
of a snake across desert sand, but not necessarily with
forward movement. Imposing this kind of thinking into
a modern western outline which almost universally as-
sumes a forward progression of thought becomes diffi-
cult if not impossible.

Romans 3:1-20 clearly becomes one of such mo-
ments in the study of the text. A quick check of the out-
lines in several western based commentaries on Ro-
mans will illustrate this point dramatically.

Where and how does 3:1-20 fit into the grand sche-
ma of the letter body of Romans? Is it even a single text
unit of thought? Many differing ideas will surface in the
commentaries here.

The one clear internal signal of coherence is the
use of the idiomatic rhetorical question Ti oOv at verse
one and verse nine. Thus commentary outlines that
link 3:1-8 with chapters one and two while beginning a
major new section at verse nine are highly suspicious.
But the beginning of a major new section with 3:1 has
its problems as well, since in content vv. 1-8 especially
and vv. 1-20 have clear connections to what preced-
ed. Yet connections to what follows beginning at 3:21
are clear as well. Outlining has severe limitations, even
though the compulsion to do one is overwhelming in a
western cultural setting.

Clearly 3:1-20 subdivides into two sections as the
opening phrase Ti o0v signals in vv. 1 and 9. What con-
nection is there content wise between the two subunits?
Clearly in verse one from the complete compound in-
terrogative sentence, 3:1-8 focuses on Jews: Ti o0v 10
TePIoooV To0 loudaiou A Tic * | WPEAEIa TAS TTEPITOPRAG;
The follow up answer to Ti o0v; in verse 9 signals that
now both Jew and Gentile have sinfulness in common.
And in many ways vv. 9-20 bring to a conclusion the
discussion begun in 1:18 dealing the humanity’s prob-
lem with sinfulness before a holy God. The inferential
conjunction olv in verse 1 ties the subsequent material
back to 2:25-29 at least. But o0v in verse 9 ties vv. 9-20
back to vv. 1-8. Both draw out in explicit declaration
ideas assumed to be implicit in what was said previ-
ously. This linking device so common in Paul must not
be overlooked in trying to piece together his ideas into
some kind of coherent pattern of expression. Thus links
in 3:1 and 9 forge together the chain links but only in
slight forward progression of thought. They do a lot of
bending of the chain backwards to pick up earlier ideas
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in summary form.

10.3.3.2.4.1 The Jewish advantage, 3:1-8

3.1 Ti o0V 10 Meplocov Tod Toudaiou i Tic 1 wdélela
TG MEPLTOUAC; 2 MOAD KOTA TAVTA TPOTIOV. IPRITOV HEV YOp
OtL émotevBnoav Ta AdyLa tol Beo0l. 3 ti yap; i Amiotnoav
TWVEG, KN N AroTtio auT®V TRV TiioTty o0 B0l katapynoel;
4 un yévouto: ywéoBw 6¢ 6 Be0¢ AAnONc, Thig 8¢ GvBpwrog
Pevotng, kabwg yéyparmrtal:

Omw¢ v Skatwbii¢ v tolg Adyolg cou

Kol VIKAOELG &V T® KpiveoBal oe.

5 &l 6¢ i adikia NUAV Beold Sikatloolvnv cuviotnow, Tl
€polpev; un Gdlkog 6 Bedg O émudbépwy THY OpyNV; Katd
avBpwrov Aéyw. 6 U yévolto- émel MG KPWel 6 Bedg TOV
Koopov; 7 €l 6€ n aAnBela tod Beol év T® ¢u® Pevopatt
éneplooevoev €ig v 606fav altold, T £Tl KAYyW WG
AUapTWAOG Kpivopay; 8 kai pn kabwg BAaodnuolueba kot
KaBw¢ paoiv TVeG NUAG AEYELV OTL TOLCWLEV TA KAKQ, (Va
ENON TA AyaBd; v TO Kpipa VSOV €0TLY.

3.1 Then what advantage has the Jew? Or what is the
value of circumcision? 2 Much, in every way. For in the first
place the Jews were entrusted with the oracles of God.
3 What if some were unfaithful? Will their faithlessness nul-
lify the faithfulness of God? 4 By no means! Although every-
one is a liar, let God be proved true, as it is written,

“So that you may be justified in your words,

and prevail in your judging.”

5 But if our injustice serves to confirm the justice of God,
what should we say? That God is unjust to inflict wrath on
us? (I speak in a human way.) 6 By no means! For then how
could God judge the world? 7 But if through my falsehood
God'’s truthfulness abounds to his glory, why am | still being
condemned as a sinner? 8 And why not say (as some people
slander us by saying that we say), “Let us do evil so that
good may come”? Their condemnation is deserved!

Literary setting. The link called 3:1-8 via o0v sets
forth in explicit statement what Paul considered implicit
in 2:17-29. What is this? The advantage of Jews. In
2:17-29, he argued for the advantage of the compliant
Gentile over that of the Jewish elitist. Does that mean
that Jews have no advantages? Of course not, answers
Paul. Then what are those advantages? 3:1-8 provides
some of the answers. Chapters nine through eleven go
into much greater detail on this topic.

Paul's answers to Jewish advantages in 3:1-8 pro-
vides the basis for raising the question of what pos-
session of the Jewish Torah actually means. In reality
it means no advantage when the issue is God’s ac-
ceptance. To the contrary, the Torah possessing Jew
is a sinner along side his Gentile neighbor and both

are under the wrath of God. So the perceived advan-
tage of Law possession (3:1-8) is in actuality a disaster
because this same Law puts the Jew under sin where
his pagan Gentile neighbor is (3:9-20). And perhaps
even a worse situation since “through the law comes the
knowledge of sin” (3:20c). Once again these ‘advantag-
es / disadvantages’ are measured by Paul agains the
Day of Judgment which means the entire world will be
held accountable to God (3:19b).

Literary structure. How is the Jew advantaged?
The entire unit is built around Paul’'s own response
in v. 2a to the rhetorical question in v. 1 with its two-
fold thrust. The very short question, TTOAU kartad TTavTa
TpoOTTOV, Mmuch in every way, (v. 2a; # 54) requires elab-
oration by two sets of supporting statements mostly in-
troduced by repeating the causal conjunction yap; see
statement #s 55 and 56.

The supporting assertions in #s 55 and 56 are then
elaborated by a typical Pauline question / answer pat-
tern repeated in statement #s 57-66. His exceedingly
blunt answer un yévouto, Hell no!, in vv. 4 and 6 (#s 58
& 64), which provide some signaling of thought shift
along with the question that provokes this vigorous re-
sponse.

The great advantage of the Jews is defined by Paul
as £€moTelOnoav T& Aoyla tod B=od, they have been en-
trusted with the oracles of God (v. 2; #55). But immediately
the issue of the unfaithfulness of the Jewish recipients
arises and centers on how this will impact the faithful-
ness of God to carry out His decrees. This becomes
the central focus beginning with the framing of the dis-
cussion in “we” meaning “we Jews” (vv. 3-5; #s 56-63).
Then in vv. 6-8 (#s 64-66) the framing shifts to “I” with
the apostle using himself as the Jewish example. Verse
5 (#s 61-63) begin the transition from “we Jews” to “l a
Jew.”

Again the logic used by the apostle in making his
case is clearly not a post-enlightenment kind of think-
ing. It is, in fact, very ancient scribal Jewish with both
the development pattern of the argument as well as
with his use of an OT scripture quote. Unquestionably
this presents some challenges not just for understand-
ing the text but more difficultly in applying the text to a
modern setting. Such can be done, but much caution
should be exercised. The careful interpreter must resist
the inclination to grab hold of bits and pieces of the
text for reassembling into a modern pattern of applica-
tional expression. The thought pattern of a first century
Jewish rabbi, the apostle Paul, must be translated over
into a modern western thought structure in making any
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Ti 10 mepLoodv 1ol Toudaiou (&otTLV)
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application of the text to our world. At the end of this
exegetical unit we will endeavor to suggest some pos-
sible applications. But first, we must exegete the text.

Ti o0v 10 meplooov toi Tovdaiou fi Tic i WEéAela Th¢
nepwroudic; (v. 1) The links of vv. 1-8 to 2:17-29 are sig-
naled not just by the inferential conjunction olv but the
twofold rhetorical question structure of the sentence
reaches back with to0 loudaiouv to 2:17-24, while tfig
nepttopfic goes back to 2:25-29. So both points of the
previous discussion are brought together here in a
discussion of the implications of being a circumcised
Jew.'%

The idea of advantage is set forth first by 10 nepiooov
1o loudaiouv and then by n wdéheia tfig mepitopfic. The
core sense of the adjective neploodg, -, -ov is to specify
something beyond the usual or the norm.'®” This can be
something negative or positive, but it goes beyond. The
objective genitive use of tol loudaiou denotes some-
thing going beyond in benefit to the Jewish person. The
backdrop that gives contextual meaning to this phrase
is without question 2:15-24. In this previous text, Paul
had ticked off what the Jewish elitist felt went beyond
the norm and to his benefit. Then Paul blasted all these
as not beneficial at all, but as liabilities that would bring
down the wrath of God in more severe fashion on him
in final judgment. Against that dark, foreboding back-
drop, the apostle now raises the issue again but this
time centering on legitimate ‘somethings’ that might go
beyond in benefit to the Jewish person. Although the
Jewish elitist remains somewhat in the picture by 3:1,

"Note for non-Greek reader. Ti is the neuter spelling of the
interrogative pronoun, while tig is the masculine and feminine
spelling of the same pronoun. The neuter spelling is necessitated
by the neuter 10 tepiocov. But the feminine spelling i is required
by the feminine noun 1 ®@éieta. The English neuter gender 'what'
covers both since both nouns are translated by neuter gender En-
glish nouns. Remember that Greek rules of grammar only cover
the writing of Greek. The grammar rules of the receptor language
control the translation aspect.

¥"pert. to that which is not ordinarily encountered, ex-
traordinary, remarkable (Pla., Apol. 20c 0vd&v T@V GAA®V
neplocov mpaypotevecar;, BGU 417, 22 mepiocov momcm=I
am going to do someth. extraordinary; En 102:7) ti mepiocov
moleite; what are you doing that is remarkable? Mt 5:47 (cp.
Plut., Mor. 233a ti obv péya mowic; what, then, are you doing
that is so great?—ELombard, L’Ordinaire et I’Extraordinaire [Mt
5:47]: RTP 15, 1927, 169—-86). Subst. 10 nepiooodv the advantage
(WSchubart, Der Gnomon des Idios Logos 1919, 102 [II A.D.])
70 7. 700 Tovdaiov the advantage of the Judean (Jew) Ro 3:1 (s.
‘Tovdaio 2a). LCerfaux, Le privilége d’Israél sel. s. Paul: ETL 17,
’40, 5-26." [William Arndt et al., A Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 2000), 805.]

the shift is now made to the Jewish people as a whole
rather than just on this single individual as a symbol
of many Jews in Paul’s world. The apostle seems to
be moving at this point to address all his Jewish read-
ers who by now are wondering whether there is any
value at all in being Jewish. Thus the English word
‘advantage’ is a good translation word for the Greek
term here, even though it skips over the etymological
meaning which adds richness of perspective. The more
literal sense of this first rhetorical question is “what is
the special benefit for the Jew.”

The second advantage question is 1 tig N wdéAela
¢ mepttopfig; Or, what is the value of circumcism? The
noun wdehela (often spelled wdehia) is only found in
Rom. 3:1 and Jude 16, but the verb form wdeAéw shows
up 15 times in the NT but just once in Rom. 2:25. The
adjective form wdéApog, -ov is used 4 times in the pas-
toral letters. In Rom. 2:25 circumcism has value only
if the Law is practiced: Neptrour| pév wdelet €av vopov
npaocong. The core sense of this word group is some-
thing provides aid or assistance. The noun can specify
the source of the aid or the aid itself. Here the subjec-
tive genitive of tfi¢ mepitoufig generates the sense of
the aid produced by circumcism. More succinctly put as
What benefit comes from circumcism? In 2:25, the apos-
tle signaled benefit to be derived from circumcism, but
only if the Law is consistently obeyed. Now he moves
toward defining what this benefit is. Of course, physical
circumcism is what is meant here by Paul.

The two rhetorical questions should be seen as es-
sentially a single question about benefit or advantage
being derived from being a circumcised Jew. Clearly
being physically circumcised is deeply bound up in be-
ing a Jew, but being a Jew is defined by Torah. And only
in Torah does circumcism have meaning and defined
value. This intertwining of Jewishness and circumcism
by Torah has been made clear by Paul since 2:1 and
especially in 2:17-29. The Torah of Moses defines the
meaning of Jewishness and circumcism around the
covenant of God made with Abraham. Obedience to
law, and especially obeying the command to be cir-
cumcised, is central to being a part of the people of
God, i.e., the descendants of Abraham. This stood at
the core of the Judaism in Paul’'s day. So clearly be-
ing Jewish and especially being properly circumcised
as Jewish would unquestionably have advantage that
non-Jews would not possess.

oAU kata navra tpormov. (v. 2a) Paul’s answer to these
two questions of benefit is a straightforward decolla-
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Yap
npdtov peév (&otLv)
OT L
tion of YES. The interrogative Ti / tig is answered with
TTOAU. But what does moAb imply? Much in the sense of
many advantages, or much in the sense of a large sin-
gle advantage? The adjective moAug, moAAr, moAU can
imply either of these ideas. Normally the plural spelling
suggests many while the singular spelling means much.
But since the singular or plural spellings are dictated by
the word this adjective is modifying, this is not an abso-
lute pattern. The neuter singular moAU used here sub-
stantivally in the nominative case and reaching back to
the uniform singular Tt and ti¢ would strongly imply a
large 10 neplocov and n wdeéhela, instead of many such
advantages. Also the neuter singular moAu gathers up
both t6 neplocov and f weéhsewa and views them as a
single entity, rather than as two ideas.

The prepositional phrase kata mavta tpomnoy, in every
way, adds inclusiveness to the large advantage. The
use of this identical phrase kata ndvta tpomov in Num.
18:7 (LXX) illustrates its meaning.'® Thus the qualifi-
cation here added underscores that the large advan-
tage of being Jewish and circumcised touches many
aspects of these realities.

The interpretive challenge for some is the positive
answer given here in contrast to the negative answers
given in 2:17-19 and 3:9."° But these commentators

55

1 Num. 18:7 kai oU kai ol viol cou petd ool Slatnproste
TV lepateiav LUGOV kata rtavra tpomov tol Buclaoctnpiou Kal TO
£€v600ev 10U KATAMETACUATOG KAl AELTOUPYNOETE TAG AsLToUpYiag
dopa TG tepatelag LUMOV: Kal 6 GANOYEVHG O TIPOCTIOPEVOUEVOG
anoBavettat

But you and your sons with you shall diligently perform your
priestly duties in all that concerns the altar and the area behind
the curtain. | give your priesthood as a gift; any outsider who ap-
proaches shall be put to death.

99"Paul’s response 'Much in every way!' has been criticized
as being opposed to both (1) his earlier denunciations of Jews and
their dependence on circumcision in 2:17-29, and (2) his later re-
sponse 'Not at all!' in 3:9. Pelagius, the British monk and theo-
logian who at some time during 406409 wrote commentaries
on all thirteen of the canonical Pauline letters, found it difficult
to accept 'Much in every way!' as an affirmation by Paul, and so
attributed all of what is said in 3:1-4 to a Jewish objector — with
Paul’s own view of matters only being expressed afterwards in
3:5-20.38 Likewise, C. H. Dodd argued that 'the logical answer'
to the questions of 3:1 should have been None whatever!"' — in
line with the negative response 'Not at all!' of 3:9 — and that here
in 3:2 Paul has simply become confused.* And Heikki Réisénen
has expressed similar opinions about what he considers to have
been Paul’s frequent states of mental confusion, attributing what
he views as Paul’s contradictory statements here in 3:1-8 to his
excessive zeal in attempting to win over his addressees to his own
views.*" [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-

ermLoTevOnooayv T& AdyLa toU BeolT.

are looking superficially at Paul's
words. The apostle was dealing with
reality and not theoretical consistency.
Prof. Longenecker responds well to this misinterpreta-
tion of Paul’'s statement here:2%

Paul’s purpose in 2:17-29 and 3:1-20, however,
is not to deny that God granted the Jews certain priv-
ileges, which were not given to the Gentiles. Rather, it
was to point out that these privileges did not give the
Jews any favored status or advantage over Gentiles in
matters of divine judgment. For, as Paul declares here
in 3:2, it is because “they [‘the Jews’] were entrusted
with the words of God” that they will be judged by God
by a higher standard—that is, not just on the basis of (1)
their response to God’s general revelation in creation,
(2) their possession of God’s special revelation as giv-
en in the Mosaic law, or (3) their acceptance of the rite
of male circumcision as a sign of God’s covenant, but
on the basis of how they have responded in obedience
to God’s words of instruction (i.e., Torah), which has
been entrusted to them in the Jewish (OT) Scriptures,
and thus how they have responded to God in matters of
personal relationship.

No contradiction, therefore, should be read into
Paul’s response “Much in every way!” here in 3:2a. It is
the appropriate response of both Jews and Christians to
the two questions of 3:1, affirming, as it does, (1) that
there is, indeed, a real advantage in being a Jew, and
(2) that religious value exists in Jewish male circumci-
sion as a sign of God’s covenant—though, as Paul has
made clear earlier throughout ch. 2 and will insist later
in 3:9-20, such God-given privileges do not include any
favored status or advantage when judged by God, but,
rather, involve a greater degree of responsibility, as well
as greater accountability, in matters having to do with a
person’s standing before God.

NPWTOV UEV yap OTL Emtotevdnoav ta Adyta tod J<od. (v.
2b) The large advantage given to Jews is opportuni-
ty, not priviledge or status. Their access to the revela-
tion of God given to their ancestors provided them with
the opportunity to bear witness to the rest of the world
that God is just and treats all without partiality; that a
day of extreme accountability is just around the corner

ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 340-341.]

20Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 341.
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for every human being, but that dwatocivn 800, God’s
righteousness, means that God will treat all equally on
Judgment Day against the standards of His own holy
character. Being the first ethnic group to learn that truth
is indeed a huge advantage.

Thus the adverb np®dtov meaning first of all, most
importantly, highlights the nature of this advantage.
It's at the very top. Further, the particle of emphasis
pévmeaning indeed stresses this advantage more. The
causal conjunction yap sets this response up as sup-
porting the claim of a large advantage being given to
Jews. But this coordinate causal conjunction (yap) is
immediately followed by the subordinate causal con-
junction 6T1. It's no wonder that later manuscript copy-
ists omitted &mi from their reading of the text: X* G
1241 1505. But what this construction does is signal an
ellipsis with the sense of This advantage is first because....

What then stands at the top of the list outweighing
all other possible advantages is spelled out in the caus-
al 611 clause: émotetBnoav t& Adyla tod Bgol. they were
entrusted with the oracles of God. This is the reason for
the huge advantage that Jews have.

Two key expressions here: émotevbnoav and
@ Aoyl tol Beol. The aorist tense passive voice
énotevBnoav reverses the ordinary thought flow that
faith flows from the individual to God. The passive voice
reverses that direction: God commits something to indi-
viduals. Also one should always remember that miotetw
is an action oriented verb, never passive in meaning as
is the normal English translations of faith and believe.
Faith always moves toward; it never is passive accept-
ed. Of the 21 uses of mwotevw in Romans, this is the
only passive voice usage. Also there are only 8 passive
voice uses of motebw out of the 241 uses in the entire
NT, with 6 of them in Paul’s writings.

The sense here is clear. God has given something
very important to the Jewish people. But it does not
become their possession. Rather, something is loaned
to them with heavy stewardship accountability. God re-
tains complete control over what he has given. But He
has granted this to the Jews to hold for sharing with
others. This is Paul’s essential point in using the pas-
sive £mniotelOnoay.?""!

201 émotevOnoay is intended to evoke Jewish responsibili-
ty within the covenant, with reference to the dwcoidparta of 2:26
(as Stuhlmacher, Gerechtigkeit, 85 suggests), the point is that the
dwondpoto are not conceived in the terms used by Deut 4:7-8 or
Ps 147:19-20, but as 'oracles' given to the Jews to hold in trust for
others. This is the implication of miotev® when Paul uses it in this
way of his own commissioning and gospel (1 Cor 9:17; Gal 2:7;
1 Thess 2:4; also 1 Tim 1:11; Titus 1:3), and may be implied in
the choice of Adywa to indicate divine oracles whose interpretation

The second expression is more intriguing: ta Aoyla
1ol BeoU. Notice that he did not say that God gave
scriptures to His Jewish people. The expression ex-
pressively denotes orally made utterances of God. Lat-
er in 9:4-5 the apostle spells out what is intended here:

4 oltwvég iowv lopanAttay, v f vioBecia kai 1) §6€a

Kal ai dtaBfikal kal n vopoBeoia kal 1 Aatpeia kal atl

gmayyelioy, 5 Wv ol MaTépeg Kal €€ WV O XpLoTdg TO

Katd odpka, O Wv £t mavtwyv Bed¢ eUAoynToc £ig ToUC

ai®vag, dunv

4 They are Israelites, and to them belong the adop-
tion, the glory, the covenants, the giving of the law, the
worship, and the promises; 5 to them belong the patri-
archs, and from them, according to the flesh, comes the

Messiah, who is over all, God blessed forever. Amen.

The phrase 1& Adyia To0 Beol was a common ex-
pression in the LXX.2°2 Three out of the four NT uses
reflect the same expression of ta Adyla 1ol B=0d, while
Acts 7:38 references the same idea but with slightly
different wording. The term comes out of the Aéy- root
stem of words widely used through both the LXX OT
and the NT.2% The core meaning of Adylov is a “saying
which may be traced back to the deity.”?** The fourfold NT

had only become clear through the gospel of Christ." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas:
Word, Incorporated, 1998), 131.]

202"By 14, Aoy (only here in Paul) Paul means the utteranc-
es of God, given through Moses and the prophets (he makes no
closer specification) and now constituting the holy scriptures (1:2).
This usage is already established in the LXX (Deut 33:9; Isa 5:24;
Pss 12:6 [LXX 11:7]; 18:30 [LXX 17:31]; 107 [LXX 106]:11; 119
[LXX 118]:11, 25 (S), 38, etc.; cf. Philo, Praem. 1; VitCont. 25;
Josephus, War 6.311; Heb 5:12). But elsewhere in Greek usage
Adylov means an 'oracle' or 'oracular saying' (LSJ, BGD), and this
sense of the numinous quality of an inspired utterance is also pres-
ent in Num 24:4, 16 and reflected in Acts 7:38 ('living oracles') and
1 Pet 4:11 (charismatic utterance). See further Manson, Studies,
87-96. For the view that Paul refers specifically to the promises
of God see Williams, “Righteousness,” 267, and Notes (the debate
goes back to the Fathers—see Lagrange). But Paul does not yet so
restrict his thought (cf. 9:4-5)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), 130-131.]

W éym, Aoyog, pRluna, AaAém, Adylog, Loyov, GAoyog, Aoyikog,
royopoyéw, Aoyopayio, €kxiéyopar, €khoyn, ékiektog [Gottlob
Schrenk, Albert Debrunner, et al., “Aéyw, Adyog, Piua, Aciém,
Aobyog, Aodyov, Aloyog, Aoywodc, Aoyopoyém, Aoyopoyia,
‘ExAéyopar, ‘Exhoyn, 'ExAiextoc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W.
Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 4:69.]

24Gottlob Schrenk, Albert Debrunner, et al., “Aéyo, Adyog,
Pllua, Aaréw, Adywog, Adyov, Ahoyog, Aoyikos, Aoyopaym,
Aoyopayio, 'Exiéyopor, 'Exdoyn, Exiextoc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—),

4:137. .
J%@ Page 101

glc



use of the term reflects some of the diversity of LXX OT
usage, but with a Christian perspective. Paul’s only use
of Adylov here in Rom. 3:2 follows closely the dominant
LXX OT usage to designate the revelation of God giv-
en orally to Moses by God on Mt. Sinai. The stress on
the oral dimension verses the more basic idea of divine
revelation varies from text to text in the OT and thus
in the NT use as well. For Paul, t& Aoyla 100 Beol puts
major emphasis upon what God spoke through Moses
and the propets to the Israelites, as divine revelation.
Many commentators wrongly diminish the distinction
between the orally spoken words of God and the writ-
ten record of those orally spoken words. While not en-
tirely wrong, the ancient Jewish and apostolic Christian
perspectives kept this distinction very strong and clear.
Divine inspiration in the biblical definition focuses on
the orally spoken and only minimally upon the writing
down aspects.?®® The orally spoken Word from God
and through His prophets always has priority.

Paul’s point here is the high privilege of God speak-
ing to and through Moses to grant to the Israelites di-
rect access to His will. Any group of people so blessed
has been given advantage without equal.?*® The Isra-
elites were granted God’s Law through Moses and the
record of this has been preserved into Paul’s time. This
Paul remembers and affirms so that his readers do not
think he is completely negative toward the Law given
through Moses.

i ydp; (v. 3a). The unusual grammar construction

25For a detailed discussion of these see my article "Inspira-
tion" in the two volume Encyclopedia of Early Christianity by
Garland Press. Also my article "Revelation" has relevance here.

20" Two late but relatively important minuscule MSS, that is,
1739 (tenth century, Category I) and 6 (thirteenth century, Catego-
ry II), have substituted for npdtov pév (first indeed') the phrase
apwtol yap Emotevdnoav (‘for they were the first ones entrusted
with [the words of God]').** This variant is probably not simply
some scribe’s attempt to improve the text stylistically. Rather, it
was likely theologically motivated in order to support a later Chris-
tian view of relations between Judaism and Christianity that held
that all the God-given privileges originally accorded to 'national
Israel' have been transferred by God to 'spiritual Israel,’ that is, the
Christian church, whereas all of God’s curses on his people Israel
as expressed in the OT are still to be assigned to the Jews. On such
an understanding, whereas the Jews were 'the first ones entrusted
with the words of God,' that privilege has now been given to the
Christian church. During the course of church history that under-
standing of Christian-Jewish relations has frequently been attribut-
ed to Paul’s statements in 9:6—11:12. That view of the relationship
is, however, deficient on other grounds and is only weakly support-
ed by the textual tradition here at 3:2." [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), 342.]

poses some challenges at the outset.?” The punctu-
ation adopted by the printed Greek New Testaments
inserts a Greek question mark ; after the causal con-
junction yap and a second one at the end of the verse
following katapyroet. This ellipsis heightens the em-
phasis on Paul’s preceding expression. But it leaves
somewhat open ended what is implied.

The conjunction yap sets up tt as a second rea-
son for the assertion moAU katd névta tpomnov, follow-
ing the first yap in v. 2b. But the interrogative pronoun
Tt functionally serves to set up the following rhetorical
question, which is structured as a first class conditional
statement assuming the if clause protasis. Given this
context, the implied element in ti yap; is along the lines
of “What does this imply?” The following conditional sen-
tence answers this question.

el Ariotnodv twveg, un N anotio aUuT@v TV tiotwv tol Y0l
katapyrosy; (v. 3b) The translation of the key terms here
is the major interpretive issue: dmotéw, damotia, and
niiotc. The first two terms reflect the stance of some
Israelites and stands in contrast to that of God with
mTioTIg. All three terms are capable of two distinct tracks
of interpretive meaning: unfaithful, unfaithfulness, and
faithful. But also disbelieve, unbelief, and faith on the
other hand. The phrase tv niotwv to0 800 unquestion-
ably specifies the faithfulness of God. And as opposites
via the alpha privative attached to both the verb dnotéw
and the noun amwotia would contextually demand ‘un-
faithful’ as the appropriate meaning. The caution is that
Paul three other uses of anwortia (4:20; 11:20, 23) move
along the lines of disbelief, rather than unfaithfulness.
No other use of anotéw exists in Romans and only in
2 Tim. 2:13 in the remainder of Paul's writings, where
unfaithfulness is the meaning. Yet the weight of the im-
mediate context for 3:2 argues strongly for the sense
of unfaithfulness.?®® The Jews in spite of the great gift

207"What punctuation is to be adopted within the verse? and
How much, if any, of the verse is to be assigned to an imaginary
objector? It is possible either to put a question mark after yép and
then to put a comma after tveg, or to put no punctuation after yap
but a question mark after twveg" [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, Internation-
al Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark Interna-
tional, 2004), 179.]

280ne should remember that the strong line of distinction be-
tween unfaithfulness and disbelief is primarily a post enlighten-
ment distinction colored by patristic Christian twisting of wioTic
from volitional to intellectual meaning. Not ever inside apostol-
ic Christianity did miotig ever mean accepting what the church
teaches about Jesus. Careful study of the Jewish world of Paul's
time would not draw such a line of sharp distinction. nictig and its
cognates centers on commitment as a volitional decision far more
than belief as an intellectual action. When so understood, not much
distinction n lackin i nd lacking com-
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granted to them responded in consistent disobedience
to God and His expressed will for them. And this be-
comes the concern that Paul begins to address in the
subsequent rhetorical question.

el Amiotnoav tweg, N A anotia a0tV TV TioT tod
Beol katapynoet; Since some are unfaithful, their unfaith-
fulness does not nullify the faithfulness of God, does it? The
protasis dependent clause &i nAniotnodv tveg assumes
that at minimum some Jews have been disobedient to
God and His demands.?®® For the modern reader, the
apodosis main clause doesn’t sound right with its link-
ing God’s faithfulness to some Jews unfaithfulness.
But the communal culture of Paul's Jewish world, and
also in its own distinct way his Greco-Roman world,
makes an issue such of this one quite natural and im-
portant to address. Particularly when bonds of connec-
tion between two groups are established as between
God and covenant lIsrael. For Paul's Jewish friends,
the Law stands as the connecting bond between them
and God. Although inside the OT itself, circumcism and
covenant have little if any direct connection to Torah,
the Judaism of Paul's day had made it central to this
relationship. Just a little reading in the intertestamental
Jewish writings such as the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs reveals the bizarre lengths taken to make
this connection.

Note that Paul sees the disobedience of just some
Jews, tweg, as raising this issue.?'° Of the 16 uses of Tig,

mitment to accept actually exists. Both represent obedience issues
and failures. In Paul's mind little difference would exist between
the two.

209 An alternative punctuation pattern is possible, although not
likely:

Tl yap €l qriotnodv Tveg; un M amiotio aOT®V TV THOTY TOD
0eod katapynoet;

Ultimately the composite meaning of the two expressions is
not much different than what is achieved by the dominate punctua-
tion pattern of current printed Greek New Testaments:

L yap; €l NEicTNOAV TIVEG, UM 1) AoTio ADTAV TV THOTY TOD
Beod katapynoet,

The difference is whether the protasis dependent clause &i
Nricnodv tveg is attached to what precedes or what follows.

One should remember that in the original writing of these
words, only uncial all cap letters were used with no spacing or
punctuation marks. These did not begin showing up until well in-
to the later Byzantinian era of writing Greek some centuries after
the initial writing of the documents. Modern printed editions of
the Greek text insert punctuation and spacing to reflect general
patterns either in English or German depending on the particular
printed Greek text. This is a editorial based learning aid to assist
the modern reader who otherwise would have to go through a se-
vere additional learning curve in order to read the original Greek
text.

210"This first question of the second set, 'What if some of them
were unfaithful?' is a rhetorical question posed by Paul himself. He

Ti, in Romans, some eight of those specify a personal
designation of people. Of these, 11:14 is most likely the
closest idea of tig to the use here: &l nwg napalnlwow
Hou TNV odpka Kal cwow Tvees €€ adtwv, in order to make
my own people jealous, and thus save some of them. Al-
though the English ‘some’ is commonly used for tweg,
perhaps more accurate would be ‘a portion.” The quan-
tity implied here is more than just a few individuals.

Critical to understanding this second rhetorical
question is the verb katapynoel. From katapyéw, the
core idea is
to reduce the
dynamic of
some action
down to zero.
Thus the ac-
tion becomes
useless, ir-
relevant, and
powerless to
function. Con-
sequently a wide range of English words will be used
to convey this central idea in a manner appropriate to
the context of its use. The idea here in 3:3 moves in
the direction of nullify. That is, does the unfaithfulness
of the disobedient Jews render useless and invalid the
faithfulness of God?

Inside modern western individualism, the tendency
is to assume that my actions are detached from yours
and are not impacted by them. | will be true to myself
regardless of how you respond. But in communal ap-

overthrow

\ /

nullify void

KATAPYEW

wipe out; set aside; abolish
destroyed

discharged

evidently realized that this question could come to someone’s mind
when talking about 'the advantage' of Jews being that they were
'entrusted with the words of God,' and about 'the value of circum-
cision' as a sign of God’s covenant. The nominative, plural, mascu-
line, indefinite pronoun twveg (‘some of them') could be understood
rhetorically as a meiosis (i.e., an understatement used to attain
greater effect). It is, however, in line with Paul’s later statement
in 11:17 that God 'broke off some [i.e., not ‘all’] of the branches'
(tveg tdV KAAdwV E&exhacOnoav) of the original olive tree. So by
his use of tiveg ('some of them'), it is evident that Paul is not here in
3:3 (or later in chs. 9—11) arguing that all Jews have been unfaithful
to God. He may have been thinking of 'the remnant' within Isra-
el, as he will later throughout 9:6-11:24 (cf. esp. 9:27 and 11:5),
who were faithful to God in their Jewish experience and became
'fulfilled Jews' in their acceptance of Jesus of Nazareth as God’s
Messiah. He does not, however, excuse the 'some of them' who
‘were unfaithful,' highlighting rather God’s continued faithfulness
and abundant bounty toward them. And later in 11:25-32 he will
argue that the 'some' will become 'all'.” [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

J%@, BIG Page 103


http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/patriarchs-charles.html
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/patriarchs-charles.html

proaches to life -- both modern and ancient -- such de-
tachment from one another doesn’t exist. The actions
of one has great impact upon the rest of the group,
no matter what they are. An individual commitment to
the others in the group is foundational. Particularly is
this true of agreements. When one of parties is God in
the agreement, does the unfaithfulness to the agree-
ment then mean that God is released from obligation to
keeping His agreement?

The first century communal oriented world would
have been very inclined to conclude that if just some
are unfaithful, then God would not be obligated to be
faithful. In the Greco-Roman religious mentality, the
assumption would have been strongly that should hu-
mans be disobedient to the gods, they in turn would
have no inclination to keep their words toward humans
in the least. And thus Paul’s non-Jewish Christian read-
ers in Rome very likely would have been wondering
about how trustworthy God would be in light of the Jew-
ish disobedience.

Paul’s framing of the question with the anticipation
of a negative answer that no Jewish disobedience will
nullify God'’s faithfulness begins his own reading of the
situation. It will be answered dramatically with his “Hell
no” answer in pn yévowro, which is followed by a series
of affirmations in vv. 4-8 providing the most vigorous
denial imaginable by Paul.

Now some secondary interpretive observations
about his statements in verse three. First, the context
makes it abundantly clear that the verb Anictnoav means
the exact same thing as the noun amwortia. Unfaithful-
ness that equals disobedience relates to mapafdatng
vouou, transgressor of law (2:25). Also it equals év vouw
fuaptov, sins in law (2:12); anelBolow ] dAnbeiq, disobey
the Truth (2:8); t& altd mpdooelg, you practice the same
things (2:1). In this fuller expression at the end, the Jews
are thusly unfaithful as the trustees of ta Adyia 100 600,
the oracles of God (3:2). What Paul has in mind is not
some esoteric unfaithfulness, but rather very concrete
actions of disobedience.

Second, thv miotw tol Bgol, the faithfulness of God
relates to ta Aoyia to0 Beo0, the oracles of God. While
& Aoyl ol Beol can include the promises of God, it
would be wrong to equate the two. The idea of ora-
cles is much broader than just promises. The integrity
of God is vested in all that He says through Moses and
the prophets, not just specific promises made. His rep-
utation is what is at stake here.

The rhetorical question in v. 3b prompts a series of
replies which begin in v. 4a.

un yévowro (v. 4a) This idiom reflects the strongest
possible negative reaction possible in ancient Greek.
Translating it challenges one to find both a cognitive
and a matching conative equivalent in the receptor
language. This is a favorite expression for Paul: Rom.
3:4, 6, 31; 6:2, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14; 11:1, 11; 1 Cor. 6:15; Gal.
2:17; 3:21; 6:14.%1* Qutside of Paul, the expression un
yévorto is only found in Luke. 20:16.2'2 The LXX use of
the expression, not in absolute form as here, but with
additional sentence elements is helpful. For example,
Gen. 44:7, un yévorro toic malciv oou motfjoal Kotd T
pfina tolto, Far be it from your servants that they should
do such a thing! This translates the Hebrew, NN 212
Niwyn 112y 0N, Translators of scripture have
struggled to find an appropriate expression to the lin-
guistic time setting of their translation.?’®* The aorist
optative mood spelling with the negative un doesn’t

2" Altogether Mlt. 194f. [307f.] now counts 38 exx. of the
opt. in wishes, of which 15 are un yévotro (Lk 20:16, otherwise
only in Paul, to express strong rejection [always in response to
a question, §440(2)]...." [Friedrich Blass, Albert Debrunner, and
Robert Walter Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and
Other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1961), 194.]

22'm vévouro, literally, 'may it not be,' is a strong negation,
which Paul uses quite frequently after rhetorical questions, chiefly
in Romans (3:6, 31; 6:2, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14; 11:1, 11; also 1 Cor
6:15; Gal 2:17; 3:21; the usage is quite common in Epictetus —
20 times in Diss. [Lagrange]; but it also occurs occasionally in
the LXX — Gen 44:7, 17; Deut 24:16; 1 Kgs 21:3 [LXX 3 Kgs
20:3]; 1 Macc 9:10; 13:5). Hence the translation can be flexible
in order to bring out the strength of Paul’s repugnance at the idea
suggested: 'By no means!' 'God forbid!' etc. (BGD, yivopou 3a);
'Impossible' (Maillot). Here the force of Paul’s rejoinder underlines
the extent to which he sees (a) God’s covenant with Israel as still in
force, (b) the current typical Jewish understanding of the covenant
as a misunderstanding, and (c) his gospel as continuous with and
the fulfillment of God’s covenant purpose with Israel. Unless this
triple theme is clearly perceived as a determining factor of primary
importance in the construction of this letter, Paul’s language here
and elsewhere will seem like empty rhetoric." [James D. G. Dunn,
Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word,
Incorporated, 1998), 132.]

2BNIV , "Not at all!"; ESV, "By no means!"; TEV, "Certain-
ly not!"; KJV, "God forbid"; The Message, "Not on your life!";
NASB, "May it never be!"; NLT, "Of course not!"; NRSV, "By no
means!"; RSV, "By no means!"; HCSB, "Absolutely not!"; Tyn-
dale, "God forbid"; Cotton Patch, "Hell no!"

BA, ";De ningin modo!"; BJ 2000, "En ninguna manera;"
NTYV, "iPor supuesto que no!"; BRV, "En ninguna manera"; SE
1569, "En ninguna manera"; NVI, "{De ninguna manera!"; NVI,
"De maneira nenhuma!"

Elberfelder 1905, "Das sei ferne!"; Luther 1912, "Das sei
ferne!"; Luther, 1984, "Das sei ferne!"; Luther 2017, "Das sei
ferne!"; GNB, "Auf keinen Fall!"; NGU, "Niemals!; Memge,
"Nimmermehr!"; FEinheits, "Keineswegs!"; Ziircher "Gewiss
nicht!"; Schlachter, "Das sei ferne!"
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render the full force of the conative meaning by itself.
It is the established idiomatic meaning that signals
the unusually strong, blunt language expressed here.
What un yévotto expresses here is the strongest possi-
ble denial that the Jews’ unfaithfulness will in some way
nullify the faithfulness of God.

ywéodw 8¢ 0 9eo¢ aAndng, ndc 8¢ dvipwmnog Yevotng, (v.
4b) Here the apostles continues the denial of anything
nullifying God'’s faithfulness to His spoken words. Inter-
estingly, the twice use of the post positive conjunction
6¢ with each of these two independent clauses sets
up contrastive statements, that add more intensity to
the initial negative response of un yévowro. The first 8¢
continues the negative tone of un yévotto, with the twin
assertion of let the protasis of v. 3a, el Aniotnodv twveg,
happen and with every person being unfaithful, but let
God be true. That is, every individual could become a
liar and God would still be completely true to Himself.2™

The sense of ywéoBbw &£ 6 6066 &AnOrg with the pres-
ent imperative verb stresses continuation of the state
of being truthful. If a court room scenario is assumed
here, then it moves toward God being proven as truth-
ful while also being the Judge. This is the assumption
behind the NRSV rendering “let God be proved true.”

Then what is the connection between nnictnoav
Tweg / v miotwv to0 Bgol and 6 Be06¢ AAndnc / mag
GvOpwmog Yevotng? In other words, how are the un-
faithfulness of some and the faithfulness of God linked to
God being true while everyone is a liar? Here is where
the Hebrew thinking pattern plays an important role, as
signaled by the use of the citation from Psalm 116:11
(LXX 115:2). Being true and being faithful are virtually
the same idea in Hebrew.?'> And being unfaithful and

"214Some later copyists, with the standard shifts in language
usage over a few centuries in the Greek (° &* G 1241. 1505),
omitted the present tense imperative ywéoBw verb, thus making
the statements into a full ellipsis where the emphasis upon God's
truthfulness to His own character would more easily be understood
as a given fact. But the evidence for including ywéofo is over-
whelming.

25"There is a Hebraic connection of thought between the
ainfewo of God here and the mictig of God in v 3, which would
probably be lost on Paul’s readers unless they were very famil-
iar with the LXX 1737, usually translated by mictig elsewhere in
the LXX (see on 3:3), is almost always translated dAnfeta in the
Psalms, regularly to denote God’s covenant faithfulness to Israel
(see particularly Ps 89:1, 2, 5, 8, 14, 24, 33, 49 [LXX 88:2, 3,6, 9,
25,34, 50]; 98 [LXX 97]:3), with Ps 33 [LXX 32]:4 the interesting
exception. In both cases Paul will have had in mind the constancy
and reliability of God, but the Greek word allows him to extend the
meaning to 'real, true' (see further on 1:18; also Ljungman, 17-21;
and note Barr’s cautionary remarks, Semantics, 187-94), implying
once again that 'the Jew' has misconceived the true character and
real purpose of the covenant made with Israel. The dAn6ng here

being a liar are deeply linked in the Hebrew mind-set of
the Old Testament.

The second strophe, ndg 6¢ GvBpwmnog Pevotng, is
taken from Psalm 115:2 (LXX; 116:11 Heb):?'®

gy EUTA &V Tfj £KOTAOEL HOU

MNa¢ av9pwrnog YPevotng

The strophe Nag dvBpwmnog Yevotng is a close render-
ing of the Hebrew A1 n;r,xn"'z;.-). The Qal participle
1 moves toward the idea of being a liar, rather than
just telling a lie. This idea is present in the Greek noun
Yevotng. Paul’s elliptical statement presupposes the
verb ywéobw from the first strophe ywécbw &€ 6 Beog
aindng. All of the projects an eschatological determina-
tion of the truthfulness of God and the human tendency
toward lying. The Judgment Day frame of reference as-
sumed all through 2:1-3:20 (cf. 2:2-11, 12-16, 29; 3:5-8,
19-20) becomes that day of vindication of the correct-
ness of these two declarations which assess the traits
all through human history. Thus contextually, the sense
is

But let God be proven true and let every person be

proven a liar.

kabwg yéyparrrai (v. 4c). Here Paul appeals to scrip-
ture but not as proof. The adverbial functioning subor-
dinate conjunctions kaBwg¢ and kaBdtep show up on
differing manuscript copies.?'” Roughly synonymous
in meaning, the impact of either is very little in terms
of difference from the other one. 2'® This formula type

helps link this section of Paul’s indictment back into the earlier
indictment where he used aAn0eiwo regularly (1:18, 25; 2:2, 8, 20).
yivopon is often used, as possibly here, simply with the force of
the verb 'to be' (BGD, yivopou II), though Paul probably uses it
here with eschatological force: 'let God become' = 'be seen to be
true” (Schlatter, Kdsemann)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), 133.]

216" such a brief allusion it is quite possible that Paul simply
fell into scriptural language without intending a particular refer-
ence. But in this case the language is fairly distinct (yebvotng oc-
curs only in Prov 19:22 and Sir 15:8; 25:2 elsewhere in the LXX)."
[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Com-
mentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 133.]

2""Nestle?® reads xaOmg despite the superior attestation of
kaBdamep, which Paul may well have used as a variant on the more
familiar xo0dg yéypantor elsewhere in Romans (9:13; 10:15;
11:8), though in each case Nestle®® reads xaOmg with the support
of P* which is lacking here." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8,
vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), p. 128, note b.]

218" The adverb kabmg (‘just as') is widely supported by uncials
A D G (also Byz K L), as well as by minuscules 33 1175 1739
(Category I) and 1881 2464 (Category II). The adverb xaOdmep
(‘just as"), however, appears in uncials X and B, which are the most
highly respected Alexandrian (or 'Neutral') uncials of the fourth

century, w ¢ in v. 4a (but
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statement introduces a scripture citation from Psalm
51:4 (=LXX 50:6). Rather than as supporting evidence
for the previous statement, which would have required
OTL yéypartal or yéypamtal yap, the kabwg sets up the
scripture reference in a different role with the idea that
the scripture now reference completes the idea of the
allusions stated just before. The Psalm 116 (LXX 115)
assertion sets up a pair of claims of God'’s faithfulness
in the face of every human unfaithfulness has the ob-
jective (intended result) which is stated in the quote
from Psalm 50:6 LXX (equals 51:4 Heb):
onwg¢ av dikawdrjc év toic Adyotg oou
Kkal viknoelc?®® év 1@ kpiveoVai oe. (v. 4d)
so that You may be vindicated in your words
and you will prevail in your judging.

The apostle Paul saw in King David’'s acknowledge-
ment of the correctness of God judging him for his
sin with Bathsheba an example of an Israelite leader
convinced of God’s justice in his own experience. That
same justice will prevail on Judgment Day because it
is the same God doing the judging. The second person
singular of the LXX text from Psalm that clearly refers

kabag in v. 8 [twice] and v. 10) — though text critics today favor
kaBag in all four instances in vv. 4, 8 (twice), and 10. The choice
remains difficult, but the difference in meaning is inconsequential
since the adverbs are synonymous." [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), 326.]

29"The future indicative verb vikfoeig ('you will be victori-
ous' or 'prevail') is supported by uncials X A D, as well as minus-
cules 81 2464 (Category II) and 6 88 104 326 424° 1319 (Category
II). The aorist subjunctive verb vikiong (‘'you may be victorious'
or 'prevail'), however, is attested by uncials B G ¥ (also Byz L),
as well as minuscules 1175 1739 (Category I), 1881 (Category II),
and 69 323 330 365 614 1241 1243 1505 1573 1735 1874 2344
2495 (Category III). The reading of minuscules 33 (Category I)
and 1506 (Category II) is uncertain.

"This variation in the tense and mood of the verb probably
originated from an early confusion in dictation, since the pronun-
ciations of the future indicative and the aorist subjunctive forms of
the verb would have been similar. The external textual evidence
for originality is almost equally divided. The aorist subjunctive
form of the verb seems to be somewhat better attested and is in
line with the Septuagint reading (cf. LXX Ps 50:6b). Yet the future
indicative form is the 'more difficult reading' and could be read
with much the same sense as the aorist subjunctive. Ultimately,
however, the decision between the two readings must be made on a
contextual basis rather than a strictly textual basis (see “Exegetical
Comments” below)."

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary on the Greek Text, ed. . Howard Marshall and Donald A.
Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary (Grand
Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016),
326-327.]

to God is preserved in Paul’s verbatim citing of it here
in Rom. 3:4 and also references 6 0¢0¢, God, rather
than ndg dvBpwrog, every person.

What is at stake here in Paul’s discussion is tv
ntiilotv tol Beol, God’s faithfulness. Will Jewish unfaithful-
ness somehow cause God to be unfaithful in what He
as spoken to the Israelites? Paul denies this possibility.
Instead, if every Jew proves himself to be a liar, God
will remain true, aAnbng, to His character and being.
And Judgment Day will prove this is the case when
divine actions then will vindicate that the words God
has spoken to Israel will be proven to be consistent
with God’s just character. This will mean that God’s
judgments on that day will prevail and not be chal-
lengeable at all. Jewish objections to being dammed
to eternal punishment, even though properly circum-
cised Torah possessing individuals, will not carry any
weight at all. To the contrary, God’s justness in judging
without partiality will prevail on that day: ov yap éotv
npoownoAnupia mapd t@® Be®, for there is no partiality
with God (2:11). Thus David’s experience of the justice
of God in judging him in his lifetime provides insight into
what can be expected from God on Judgment Day.

An alternative modified understanding of the text is
triggered by taking the infinitive t® kpiveoBai oe as pas-
sive voice instead of as middle voice. This is question-
able in part due to the Hebrew Qal form Juo¥A from
VoV that clearly specifies an intensive active voice ex-
pression.??® The Septuagint translators of this Hebrew
text into the Greek t® kpivecBai oe can be clearly under-
stood to have used the middle voice form to heighten
emphasis upon God doing the judging in order to match
the Hebrew text. The resulting sense of the passive
voice is You will prevail while being judged. The project-
ed scenario by Paul is that the circumcised Jews will
challenge God'’s right to judge them on that day since
they are circumcised. Ultimately the meaning becomes
virtually the same which ever way the infinitive is taken.
It's mostly a matter of how prominent the challenging of
God on Judgment Day is seen in the narrative of Paul.

The point made by Paul in using this claim made
by King David of Israel is that God is just and will do
what is just, especially on Judgment Day. For the Jew-
ish elitist expecting to received favored treatment as a
circumcised Jew in that moment, a roud shock awaits

20Prof. Dunn (WBC, p. 133) is mistaken to argue against the
middle voice understanding. Instead to tracing the background of
Psalm 50:6 (LXX) to the source text of the Hebrew, he depends
mostly on secondary sources of apocalyptic Judaism on God's judg-
ment being challenged in arguing for the passive voice view. He

used the wrong evidence for his point. And especially since Paul's

use of the se.
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him. God does not grant special favors to anyone! He
treats -- and will treat on that Day -- everyone the same
way. What He is looking for is authentic surrender of
life to Him that has produced living in obedience to His
desires. Both Jew and Gentile will be treated the same
exact way. See 2:6-11 for this being laid out in detail.
Jewish writings contemporary to the time of Paul ar-
gue for the justness of God’s judgment but assume that
this means the ‘righteous’ circumcised Jew will make
Heaven with little or no trouble. (cf. Psalms of Solomon
Pss. Sol. 2:15; 3:5; 4:8; 8:7, 26; 9:2). The Jewish focus
is on God being just in banishing all ‘sinners’ from the
favored presence of the ‘righteous’ circumcised Jews in
Heaven.??' This is the voice of persecuted Jews seek-
ing revenge for abusive treatment from Gentiles. But
Paul disavows such thinking completely, and probably
to the consternation of the synagogue communities in
Rome who would have been familiar to these Jewish
writings.
el 6¢ n abikia nuawv Y=ol Swkairoolvnv ouviotnow, Tti
époduev; (v. 5a) Paul now raises the issue of Jewish dis-
21This kind of misguided thinking reflected in the Psalms of
Solomon probably has its roots in a misinterpretation of Isaiah
43:9-13,
9 Let all the nations gather together,
and let the peoples assemble.
Who among them declared this,
and foretold to us the former things?
Let them bring their witnesses to justify them,
and let them hear and say, “It is true.”
You are my witnesses, says the LORD,
and my servant whom | have chosen,
so that you may know and believe me
and understand that | am he.

Before me no god was formed,
nor shall there be any after me.

10

11 I, Iamthe LORD,
and besides me there is no savior.
12 | declared and saved and proclaimed,
when there was no strange god among you;
and you are my witnesses, says the LORD.
13 |am God, and also henceforth | am He;

there is no one who can deliver from my hand;
I work and who can hinder it?

Here the prophet calls for a council gathering of the Gentile
nations to assemble and try to blame God as being unjust. In this
imaginary assembly, no nation can lay charge of God being unjust
. Instead, they will be compelled to acknowledge that God is in-
deed true and just: xai gindrocav aAn6bf (v. 9c). What Isaiah was
stressing is that the justness of God should be testified to by Israel
who have known of His ways for a long time. The witness of the
Israelites should convince the nations that God is just and treats all
fairly. Isaiah continues and accuses the Israelites of his time of not
being able to do this because of disobedience and neglect of God's
expectations upon them. The Jews of Paul's era took Isaiah's idea
of Israel giving witness to God's justice as a guarantee that they
would receive favored treatment by God from just being Jews.

obedience (n adwia nudv) impacting (ouviotnow) the
righteousness of God (B0l Swkatoclvnv). Contextually
the rhetorical question in v. 5a grows out of the asser-
tion in v. 4a, ywéobw &€ 6 Bed¢ AANONG, mag &€ GvBpwrog
Yevotng. This scenario is presented in the protasis of
a first class conditional sentence structure, which as-
sumes the reality of the protasis. That is, Paul sees the
issue of the connection of Jewish disobedience to the
righteousness of God as a very real and legitimate is-
sue. He does not dismiss it as irrelevant and false. This
would have required a very different grammar structure
than what is used here.

Exactly what is this scenario? Here the elements
change from previous scenarios. The interaction is
between 1 adwia Audv, our unrighteousness, and 6ol
Sdwatoouvny, God’s righteousness. The connecting link
between them is defined in the verb ouviotnow, brings
out. Introduced as a first class conditional protasis by
the conjunction i, the scenario is presented as real
and happening. Thus it is intended to reflect situa-
tions taking place inside the Jewish religious world of
Paul's day. Having been a Pharisee prior to conversion
to Christ and having carried on a continual battle with
Jewish religious leaders throughout his Christian minis-
try, the apostle had abundant experience to know what
he speaks of here.

The scenario is presented out of a very Jewish per-
spective that is prompted by his use of King David’s
declaration as an affirmation of God’s character (cf.
v. 4). Thus the first person plural “we” in v. 5 means
“we Jews.” In vv. 6-7 he shifts over to the first person
singular “I” but back to the first person plural “we” in
v. 8. Interestingly the “we” in verse 8 has shifted to
“we Christians,” and especially “we Christian ministers of
the Gospel.” In order to correctly follow Paul’s train of
thought, these details must be given proper attention.

The verb subject is 1) ddwia Apudv. The noun adwia
is used 7 times in Romans out of 25 total uses in the
NT. It speaks of wrong doing. But as a derivative from
the same root along with &waloctvn, the idea of un-
just treatment of others is prominent in its meaning.
Remember that inside the NT, just treatment is mea-
sured and defined by God’s own character and actions.
Whatever varies from this becomes adwia. Access to
knowing what this is comes through té Adyia 1ol €00,
the oracles of God (3:1), quite apart from prevailing Ro-
man law. When we treat others in ways that differ from
how God treats them, we commit acts of adwia. In this
way, adwia, wrong doing, is closely linked to amwotia, un-
faithfulness (v. 3).
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So the producer of the verb action is our wrong
doing. But the recipient of the verb action is 600
Swatoouvny, God'’s righteousness. Of the 90 NT uses of
dikaloouvn, 32 of them are found in Romans alone.
Clearly from a literary and theological standpoint the
letter body of Romans is largely Paul's explanation
of dwkatoolvn Beol as the centerpiece of the apostolic
Gospel, 1o evayyghov (1:16-17). Thus to discover it be-
ing used quite often throughout the letter body is not
surprising.

Thus the impact of i adwia Audv is upon Beol
Sdwkatoouvnv here in verse 5. That is, upon the justice
of God. The Greek word even in secular Greek con-
noted the essential idea of fair and proper treatment of
others. So Bg0l Swatoolvn at its heart spells out that
God is innately committed to treating humanity justly
and fairly, a point made several times already by Paul
in this letter: 2:2-11, 12-16. Plus the apostle links 800
Swkatoouvnv (v. 5) to thv miotwv tol Beol (v. 3). God is
completely trustworthy to always treat humanity with
pure justice and equality. In the Psalm 51 quote in v.
4b, that God is true to His character and being will
ultimately be vindicated on Judgment Day, when His
words will prevail over the objections of others. Even
in settling the eternal destiny of all of humanity, He will
remain true to what He has spoken.

Now is there anything that could shake God loose
from faithfully carrying out His words on Judgment
Day? Here is especially where Paul's communal ori-
ented society shows up to the possible puzzlement of
modern individualistic oriented western readers. The
scenario proposed in v. 5a suggests that Jewish wrong
doing might have an impact on God’s just handing of
humanity in judgment.

In verse three, a somewhat similar first class condi-
tional protasis was presented as an assumed scenario:
el Amiotnodv Ttveg, since some have been unfaithful. That
raises the question asked in the main clause apodo-
sis: un f anotia adt®v Ty ot tol B0l katapynoey;
That does not mean that their unfaithfulness will render
God'’s faithfulness useless, does it? In verse 3 the interac-
tion is between Jewish unfaithfulness and God’s faith-
fulness. The verbal action linking these two entities
is un...katapynoel. To put it bluntly, Paul asserts that
Jewish unfaithfulness will in not way castrate God’s
faithfulness. That is God will feel no obligation to allow
unfaithful but circumcised Jews into Heaven.

Now in the subsequent scenario of v. 5a, the inter-
action is between Jewish wrong doing and God’s just
treatment of humanity. But the nature of the connection

now is ouviotnow. What is this? And how is it different
from katapynoet in v. 3? Clearly the two sets of ele-
ments, defining Jews (n amotia avt®v / R adikio AUDV)
and God (trv niotwv tol Bg0d / Beol Sikaloolvny), are
closely interlinked out of Paul’'s scribal Jewish way of
thinking. So what is different between un...katapyrost
(v. 3) and ouviotnow (v. 5)? The verb cuviotnowv comes
from cuviotnu with the alternative dialectical spelling of
ouviotavw by some NT writers. The core literal mean-
ing is to stand two things together, side by side. This
has an almost endless range of derivative ideas de-
pending on what the two things are. Here two abstract
ideas are stood along side each other: Jewish wrong
doing and God’s justice. Paul’s reasoning in using this
idea is to raise the theoretical idea that Jewish wrong
doing in some way can bring out or show the justice of
God better. In the context, this points to Jewish wrong
doing forcing God to give special attention and favor
to the circumcised Jews before Him on Judgment Day.
After all, they are His chosen, covenant people. Only
against the backdrop of substantial intertestamental
Jewish discussions of how favored the ‘righteous,’ i.e.,
the circumcised, Jew will be on Judgment Day can one
begin to grasp the Jewish scenario that Paul is alluding
to here in the protasis of v. 5. In these writings, God’s
justice means letting such Jews into Heaven while ban-
ishing all others to the fires of Hell. The contemporary
Jewish writers would have agreed with the essential
premise of Paul here. Sure God is just: he accepts cir-
cumcised Jews and rejects all uncircumcised sinners.
David’s experience with Bathsheba (v. 4) illustrates
Paul's point that not even the King of Israel could do
wrong and not face the wrath of God even in this life.
If true in that earlier day, it remains true into Paul’s day
and afterwards down to the Day of Judgment. No Jew
has automatic acceptance merely based on circum-
cism and possession of the Torah. From an application
stand point, the same will be true for the professing
Christian who claims baptism and church membership
as granting automatic acceptance. From Jesus’ stun-
ning words in Mat. 7:21-23 the bar is set much higher
than even these claims. Not even minimal obedience is
enough!

Paul’s emphatic point made in both scenarios in vv.
3 and 5 is that God is and always will be true to His
character no matter how covenant Jews respond to the
advantage given them in the oracles of God. His faith-
fulness and justice is unwavering toward all humanity.
For Paul’s Christian readership at Rome this was a very
important word. Non-Jewish readers accustomed to
particular deities favoring their devotees above others
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would find great encouragement in the word that God
was going to treat them on Judgment Day the exact
way that He would treat Jews. Jewish readers would be
reminded that their Jewish heritage in no possible way
would give them advantage before God on Judgment
Day.

But for the Jewish readers, the apostle is not fin-
ished. They do have the advantage of having been giv-
en 1 Adyla 100 B€0U (v. 2). But such advantage does
not provide advantage of priority acceptance by God.
The issue raised in the communal culture of Paul’s
day than raised the issue: if this is so, then doesn’t our
Jewish greater sinning enable God to show His justice
more?

To this subsequent issue Paul’'s core answer in the
apodosis of v. 5a is ti époluev; What shall we say? The
apostle likes to pose this question as is reflected in 3:5;
4:1; 6:1; 7:7; 8:31; 9:14, 30. It becomes his way of ac-
knowledging something just said is controversial and
thus requires amplification. This is especially the case
when the inferential conjunction olv is inserted as in
Ti oOv épodpev that is found in all the other instances
inside Romans.

Verses 5b-8 become that amplification that gives
through using declarations, rhetorical questions and
stated answers. Vv. 5¢-7s become more personal with
the dominate use of the first person singular “I” frame
of reference. Then verse eight returns to the “we” angle
but now including we Christians.

un @ékog 6 9£d¢ o émipépwv thv dpyrv; (v. 5b) This ellipti-
cal rhetorical question is framed so as to expect a neg-
ative answer. The impact of this is to say in effect: you
can’t be serious to claim that God is unjust when He im-
poses His wrath on you. Surely you have more sense
than this! If God ignores your claim to favored status
and judges you the exact same way that He does all
others, you have no basis then to say that He is unjust.

Note that &diko¢ is the adjective spelling from the
same root stem as the noun d&dikia in v. 5. And it car-
ries the same essential meaning of unjust treatment of
others. The stinger is contained in the question is the
adjectival participle phrase o0 énidépwv Vv 6pynv, who
brings down His wrath. While the present tense partici-
ple carries ongoing action, the contextual setting is the
eschatological Day of wrath defined in 2:5. It is a part
of the two pronged presentation of the opyr) 600, wrath
of God, set up as the anchor theme beginning in 1:18
and continuing through 3:20. There is first the temporal
expressions of God’s wrath in this world (1:18-32) and
then comes the eschatological Day of Wrath at the re-

turn of Christ (2:1-3:20).

The sense of the participle émudpépwy from émidpépw
is to carry something and put it on top of something
else. When that dumping is negative, the English idea
of inflict punishment or harm on someone catches the ba-
sic idea. Thus here God’s wrath being inflicted on these
objectors equals the divine sentence to eternal dam-
nation. And just who are these objectors? Contextually
they are the Jews claiming special favor from God and
not having it granted to them on Judgment Day. They
get dumped into Hell screaming that God is unjust in
doing this. But as Paul found in David’s acknowledge-
ment from Psalm 51, God’s justice will always prevail
and be fully implemented. Absolutely no one enjoys
special status with Him and particularly on the Day of
Judgment.

kata dvdpwnov Aéyw. (v. 5¢) This is another amplifi-
cation as a part of the answer to ti époUuev. This idi-
omatic expression is also found in Rom. 6:19; 1 Cor.
9:8, and Gal. 3:15. The particular nuanced meaning is
derived from the context. The literal sense is to speak
completely within the limits of human thinking without
the benefit of divine revelation. The contextual sense
of Paul’s speaking humanly here is to assert that such
an idea of God being unjust is so far out of touch with
reality that it's just empty human thinking that has no
connection to God or to reality. And may even be bor-
dering on blasphemy. For any Jew to claim that God is
unjust by not granting him favored status on Judgment
Day would be just plain silly and stupid. The apostle is
somewhat embarrassed to even have to address this
issue.??

un yévorro- émei ma¢ kpwel 0 deo¢ tov kéouov; (v. 6) But
Paul continues to flesh out a thorough reply to ti
épolpeyv in verse six. The ellipsis inserted here is more
challenging to grasp than most of those used up to this
point. Does the ur yévotro, Hell no, address his previous
statement of speaking humanity? Normally un yévotto
is an immediate response to a rhetorical question
posed by Paul. The previous assertion here doesn'’t

22"Fyrther, he acknowledges by his parenthetical comment 'l
am speaking in a human manner' (katd Gvlpotov Aéyo, literally
'l am speaking according to a man') that such a question is so far
removed from reality that even asking it could be considered blas-
phemous — at least by Jews, Jewish Christians, and those who
have been extensively influenced by Jewish Christianity, as were
his Christian addressees at Rome. And he had no desire even to
appear blasphemous." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the
Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Mar-
shall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing

Company, 2016), 350.
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easily fit the pattern. It signals that Paul won’t speak
humanly any more, yet he does so again in 6:19. The
intense negation of un yévowto makes better sense if it
is responding to the rhetorical question just preceding
kot GvBpwrov Aéyw that raises the issue of God being
unjust. In that connection then un yévorto becomes an
additional emphatic denial of the possibility of God be-
ing unjust on Judgement Day.

The subordinate causal conjunction énet provides
a reason for it not being possible for God to be unjust:
£mnel ¢ KpLvel 6 Bed¢ TOV KOopov; Because how will God
judge the world? An unjust judge would have no moral
or legitimate basis upon which to hand out sentenc-
es upon wrong doing humanity. To the Jewish objector
directly Paul’s assertion becomes a god who showed
favortism to Jews would have no just basis for sen-
tencing non-Jews to Hell. Thus Paul’s assertion here
echoes strongly the opening salvo of this larger section
beginning in 2:1-4.

Note a very important assumption giving foundation
to Paul’s thoughts here. God’s justice, Beol Swatoolvny,
and His faithfulness, trv niotwv 100 B£00, rest upon God
showing no one favored status or special consideration
on Judgment Day. God as Truth, r dAnBeta 100 B0, (V.
7a) makes favoritism utterly impossible as One who is
ultimate holiness and purity. God cannot violate who
He is in His actions for there is perfect correlation be-
tween these two aspects. Otherwise He would be noth-
ing more than the empty idols that the people of Paul’s
day worshipped. A fantasy conjured up in the evil think-
ing of sinful humans.

Clearly the elements of the dependent clause point
to the eschatological judgment day as the point of the
question. The noun kéopog has a wide range of deriv-
ative meanings coming out of the literal idea of a cov-
ering in the 185 NT uses. Paul makes use of some of
them in the nine uses found in Romans. These can be
translated by the English word “world” but with differing
meanings. In 1:8 koopog specifies the surface territory
of the earth across the world of the Roman empire. In
1:20, it designates the material world created by God.
In 3:6, 19, kéouog designates the ‘people world,” as an
alternative to avBpwmnog and avBpwruvoc.??® Either the
material world or the people world becomes the intend-
ed meaning of kéopog in the remaining uses found at
4:13; 5:12, 13, 11:12, 15. It is in the Johannine writings

23See the Louw-Nida Greek lexicon topics 9.1-9.23 for a full
range of ways for designating human beings in the Greek New
Testament [Louw, Johannes P., and Eugene Albert Nida. Greek-En-
glish Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains.
New York: United Bible Societies, 1996.]

that kdéopoc as people world takes on the strong tone of
sinful people world. Paul doesn’t use kéouog with such
automatic negative meanings.

The subordinate conjunction €mnet can signal either
time (when, after et als.) or cause/reason (because,
since). The dominant pattern is the latter in the NT us-
age, and is the sense of Paul’s use here. In the ellipsis
it presupposes giving a reason for the impossibility of
God being unjust in imposing His wrath on sinners (v.
3b). But it do so as a secondary idea via the subordi-
nate conjunction, rather than as a primary idea which
would have required the coordinate conjunction yap.
Thus Paul signals that the issue of God’s questionable
judging of the world is not his main point in amplifying
the apodosis ti époluev (v. 5a). The shift in verse seven
to the first person “I” indicates the most important part
of the apostle’s amplification.

The interrogative adverb n&gq is used in a variety of
ways to call a stated issue into question. The issue of
God’s ability to judge the world while being &8wog, un-
just, would be seriously questionable. Granting circum-
cised Jews automatic entrance into Heaven while con-
demning everyone else because of being disobedient
sinners would destroy every sense of Beol dwatooUvn.
And God could not be God apart from &watoctvn. For
Him to be 6ikalog He is compelled to apply the same
standard of judging to every person on Judgment Day.
His holy character demands such.

The verb kpwel from kpivw is the normal future ac-
tive indicative 3rd Singular spelling, in distinction to the
present tense spelling kpivet. This clearly points to the
eschatological judgment day as the primary focus when
God will judge the entire world. The core idea of kpivw
is to separate out into different groups. The background
of a courtroom where the judge, kpitrig, separates out
the defendent into either a guilty or innocent category
is a part of the meaning. The decision, kpipa, that the
separation is based on, is the kplowg also. kpipa nor-
mally stresses the actions taken, while kpiowg usually is
the process of deciding. How the judge arrives at a de-
cision is labeled kpuplov. How proper the judge con-
ducts himself is labeled kpttikog. Hopefully he has used
proper investigative methods, labeled avakpivw (verb)
and avakptoig (noun). Although this group of words car-
ries the idea well beyond the ancient court room, the
ancient court setting plays a dominant role in providing
meaning.??*

224.

Kpive, KPIoLg, KpijLa, KPLTHG, KPLTHPLOV, KPLTIKOS, AVaKPIvem,
avakplolg, Amokpivm, avtamokpivopol, GmoOKpyld, GTOKPIoLS,
duakpive, d1aKPLolc, Ad1AKPITOC, EYKPIVM, KOTUKPIVED, KOTAKPUL,
GKOTORPITOC, O j 6

TPOKPLLD, CUYKPIVED
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The image of final Judgment Day is painted more de-
tailed by John in Rev. 20:11-15. In a manner consistent
with Paul’s world, the emperor of the world, God Him-
self, sits on a white throne where all humanity comes
before Him and has their eternal fate determined with
a judgment based on two Heavenly books. Consistent
with Paul’'s statement in Rom. 2:6 (6¢ dnodwoel ékaotw
kata té épya avtod) is John's declaration in Rev. 20:13,
€kpilOnoav Ekaoto¢ kata te Epya aut@v, each one of them
was judged according to their deeds. The highest, final
human judge in John’s and Paul’'s world was the Ro-
man emperor, who ruled the world of that time. Thus
final Heavenly judgment would be rendered by the One
who actually rules the world, God.

In summary then, the elliptical question posed in
V. Bb énel g kpwvel 6 Bedc OV KOopov; addresses the
issue of the impossibility of God acting &dikog, unjust. It
adds to this earlier rhetorical question another rhetori-
cal question implying that if God were adwog He could
not judge the world in dwkawoouvn. This second question
in v. 6b stands in support of the point of the previous
question pn adikog 6 B¢ 6 €mudEpwy TRV OpYNV; i V. 5b.
But additionally it adds support to Paul’'s emphatic de-
nial in un yévotro.

Put another way in simplier terms. Should God let
the circumcised Torah possessing Jew into His Pres-
ence, i.e., Heaven, while rejecting everyone else as
sinners, He would be Gdikog, and His evaluating every-
one in final judgment would not be done in dikaioauvn.
In such a scenario, God would be denying Himself and
His holy character -- something utterly impossible. He
would then be showing TTpocwTtroAnuyia, favoritism
(2:11). Such a scenario as this is completely impossi-
ble and not even worth considering. Thus Paul’'s very
intense denial with pn yévouto, Hell no! in 3:6.

€L 8¢ N aAnVeia ol 90l év T@ EU@ Pevouatt Enepicoeuoey
ei¢ tv 66éav autod, (v. 7a) But the apostle isn’t through
yet. So another more personal response is added in
the rhetorical question of v. 7. This time the first per-
son “I” becomes the narrative angle. The appeal is less
theoretical and more pragmatic, since it comes out of
his Gospel ministry experiences. Interestingly, the per-
sonal ministry appeal extends to include v. 8 but he
reaches out in it to include his associates with the “we”

[Friedrich Biichsel and Volkmar Herntrich, “Kpive, Kpicic, Kpiua,
Kpurrg, Kpuplov, Kpirikog, Avakpiveo, Avdakpiowg, Arokpivem,
Avtamokpivopotl, Amokpipa, ATOKPolg, Awokpive, AlGKpiols,
Aduikprrog, Eykpive, Kataxpiveo, Kotakpyoa, Kotdkpiotg,
Axatdkpitog, Avtokatdkpirog, [Ipokpipa, Xvykpive,” ed. Ger-
hard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theo-
logical Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerd-
mans, 1964-), 3:921.]

frame of reference.

Two distinct separate scenarios are proposed in
these two verses. The protasis in v. 7a sets up the one
concerning just the apostle. But the second kabwg
clause in verse eight depicts the second scenario in-
cluding at least him and his associates. These are dif-
ferent situations and must be kept distinct if we are to
clearly understand Paul here. It should be noted also
that in their own distinctive way grammatically, they are
assumed to come out of actual experiences of Paul in
Gospel ministry.

Also important to remember is that both scenari-
os add additional supporting evidence to Paul’'s denial
of un yévoito in v. 6a. This is clear not only from the
coordinate conjunctions &¢ (v. 7a) and kai (v. 8a), but
through the continued use of the rhetorical question
pattern in both scenarios, the first one open ended in v.
7 and the second one expecting negative agreement in
v. 8.

Due to the extra length of the first rhetorical ques-
tion in verse seven the protasis (v. 7a) and the apodo-
sis (v. 7b) have been separated into two segments in
the commentary:

Protasis, subordinate clause containing the scenario:

el 6& n AaAnBela t00 Beol €v T® €u® Yevopatt
éneplooevoey ei¢ v 66¢av autod,

Apodosis main clause drawing observation about the sce-

nario:

TLETL KAYW WG APaPTWAOC Kpivopal;
There is a touch of sarcasm in how Paul sets this up.
The first class conditional protasis assumes actuality,
but not theoretically. Rather, in Paul's experience of
having had the accusations alluded to in the apodosis
thrown at him. Critically important to correct interpreta-
tion is reconstruction of the precise scenario being set
up in the protasis.

Identifying whether these criticisms of Paul had al-
ready arisen at Rome, perhaps from the synagogues,
or whether this summarizes a collection of criticisms
of Paul that evolved out of the duration of his ministry
up to this point -- it is difficult to determine the situa-
tion with complete satisfaction.??®> The only NT based

23"Exactly what was being said about Paul by the Christians
at Rome we simply do not know. But it seems fairly apparent that
he is responding here to certain criticisms that had been leveled
against him and certain accusations that had been mounted against
his Gentile mission by some of his Jewish Christian opponents —
which criticisms and accusations, in all likelihood, had 'taken on
a life of their own' in their spread from Asia Minor and Greece to
Rome. So it may be hypothesized that criticisms and accusations
of this type against Paul and his Gentile mission were known—

perhaps ey the Christians
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insights we have come from Philippians and from Acts
28. But they depict the situation for Paul upon his arriv-
al in Rome as a prisoner some three to four years after
these words were written.

In Phil. 1:7 Paul describes his later situation in
terms of €v 1€ TOIg OeOUOIG pou Kai év T atToAoyia Kai
BeBaiwoel ToU evayyeAiou, both in my chains and in the
defense and confirmation of the Gospel. In vv. 12-14
he speaks of how his being in Rome as a prisoner has
advanced the Gospel witness and encouraged many
in the Roman Christian community. But the attitudes
toward him by fellow Christians was a mixed bag: tweg
MEV Kal 8L dBovov kal Eply, TwvEG 6& kal 6L eudokiav TOV
XpLotov knpuooouaoty, on the one hand some are preach-
ing Christ through envy and jealously, but others through
good will (v. 15). In verse 17, his opponents in the Ro-
man church further were seeking to cause him phys-
ical harm: ol 6¢ €€ épBeiag TOV XplLoTOV KaTayyEAAOUGLY,
oUY) ayv@®g, oldopevol BATPLY éyeipelv Tolg deopolg pou, the
others proclaim Christ out of selfish ambition, not sincerely
but intending to increase my suffering in my imprisonment.
Could this be the festered sore that exploded at Paul’s
arrival? And that had been festering for a long time
among some in the Christian community? Perhaps.

In Acts 28:17-22, Luke paints a picture centered
on interaction of the prisoner Paul with tolg évtoag tdv
loubaiwv mpwtoug, those being leaders among the Jews (v.
17) in the city. To them he explains and defends his
having appealed to the emperor against the Jewish
nation. Curiosity about this new sect inside Judaism
called Christianity that Paul was preaching was greater
than any hostile feelings toward Paul (vv. 21-28) which
Paul addressed over several weeks in meetings with
not just the leaders but lots of other interested Jews
in the city. Some were converted to Christianity, while
others were not. Luke ends on a very positive note by
saying,

30 'Evépelvev &€ Sietiav OAnv v 8lw poBwpartt Kal

anedéxeto mavtag Toug elomopevopévouc pog alTov

31 knpuoowv TNV Bacieiav ol Beol kal SL6AcKWV TA

niepl Tol kuplou Incol Xplotol petd maong mappnoiog

AakwAUTwC. 30 He lived there two whole years at his own

expense and welcomed all who came to him, 31 pro-

claiming the kingdom of God and teaching about the

Lord Jesus Christ with all boldness and without hin-

drance.

at Rome." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans. A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 350-351.]

The protasis in Rom. 3:7 seems to cover a stretch
of time leading up to the point of the writing of these
words. Itis stated as a religious principle deduced from
lies being stated about him. The interaction is between
f aAnBsia tob Beol, God’s Truth, and t® éu® Pevopartl,
my lying. The singular number yevopatt from Yeloua
stresses the action of telling/promoting a falsehood.??
Here is the only time Paul uses the word. n a\nbeia
is, biblically speaking, the very essence of God Him-
self that He communicates to humanity through His
actions and words. Although to the modern reader set-
ting &AnBewa and Yebopa up as opposites may seem
unusual, to the first century reader familiar with the OT
such was entirely natural. What God communicates
about Himself has a powerful connection to whether
the spokesman for God communicates that correctly
or incorrectly. Remember the action orientation of both
Greek terms, especially as used by NT writers. The
aorist verb énepicosvoev from mneploosbw is used as
a intransitive verb carries the idea of &\n6swa having
been caused to exist in abundance by means of Paul’s
Yelopa. That is, truth is known much more prevalently
by lying than by telling the truth.

The scenario then painted by Paul here character-
izes his ministry, as assumed by his opponents, of try-
ing to spread God’s Truth by promoting lies about God.
Thus Paul’s entire ministry is believed by his enemies
to be a huge deception of people that tells things that
do not correspond to who God is. This assumption by
his enemies is what Paul's knows has been happening
throughout his Christian ministry. His argument adopts
this perspective as the basis of raising the rhetorical
question in the apodosis.

The adverbial prepositional phrase eic tv 6o6¢av
avtod, unto His praise, is an important signal of who His
enemies are. Without it, the logical conclusion would
be from the content of the apodosis that they are the
Jewish synagogue opponents. Clearly the apostle was
charged repeatedly with misleading people about God

26This third declension noun of action is close to the verb
yevdopot in stressing the action of lying. The lie itself as to con-
tent is a yeddog, while the one telling / doing the lie is a yevotng.
A massive range of derivative forms are built off the root stem
yevd-.Just a few of these are yebddoc, yevdopat, yevdng, yedopa,
yevotng, ayevodng, Gyevotog. [Hans Conzelmann, “Weddog,
Wevoopar, Pevdne, Yebopa, Pevomg, Ayevodnc, Ayevotog,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964—), 9:594.]

The opposite of yevdopat is aAnbedw, and especially the id-
iom 10 otopo avolym mpdg, I open my mouth to, which stresses
concealing absolutely nothing.

&2

BIC Page 112



by the leaders of Judaism. This opposition had fol-
lowed him throughout the duration of his ministry, and
while writing these words at Corinth before traveling to
Jerusalem he was apprehensive of even more severe
opposition awaiting him at Jerusalem (cf. Rom. 15:25-
33).

But this phrase redirects the conclusion the identity
of opponents to his enemies being inside the Christian
community, rather than outside and most likely the Ju-
daizers whom he confronted much earlier in Jerusalem
(Acts 15) and then in Galatia (Gal. 3-4). These Chris-
tian opponents of Paul wanted the Gospel message to
confine Christianity to a sect within Judaism and thus
maintain Torah obedience requirements upon all pro-
fessing Christians. By opening the doors to all and on
the same basis without Torah obedience requirements,
the apostle continued to be a sinner, i.e., a Torah viola-
tor. This was the charge against him.

i £ kdyw we apaptwAdg kpivopar; (v. 7b) This is the
apodosis which raises a question about a perceived
disconnect from the scenario set up in the protasis.
Each of the words plays an important role in defining
the disconnect.

The interrogative neuter pronoun ti raises the is-
sue as a disconnect that demands an explanation to
the readers. Paul’s supposed promoting of God’s truth
by lying doesn’t naturally fit him still be a considered a
sinner. His ministry had led many more people across
the Roman empire to know about the God of Israel.
That could not be denied, even by these Romans who
only know about Paul indirectly by reputation. This is
made clear from the synagogue leaders in their meet-
ing with Paul some years later in Acts 28:22b, nept pév
yap Th¢ aipéocwg TalTNG yVvWwoTov AUV €0Tv OTL mavtayol
avtiéyetal, for with regard to this sect we know that ev-
erywhere it is spoken against. Long before Paul arrived in
Jerusalem, Christianity in Rome had gained a bad rep-
utation in the eyes of the Jewish synagogue leaders.
Did this create an open door for the so-called Judaizer
movement inside Christianity elsewhere to push their
opposition to Paul at Rome? Very possibly. Such would
then explain the incredibly unchristian opposition to
Paul upon his arrival at Rome by some inside the Ro-
man church, which Paul alludes to in Phil. 1:15, 17.%%7
Some, perhaps a lot, of the house church groups scat-

27t seems to be a universal religious trait that holding a belief
system which enables one to get along with outsiders for profit and
prestige drives a lot of the opposition to leaders calling for a stark-
ly different lifestyle than what prevails in the surrounding culture.
The penchant to "have my cake and eat it to" mentality always
pushes folks toward compromise for the same of personal benefit.

tered across the city and immediate region were dom-
inantly made up of Jewish Christians who did not want
the apostle to come in and rock the boat with regard to
their relationships with fellow Jews and the synagogue
which they most likely still attended every Friday eve-
ning.

The adverb £t still, stands in contrast to fién, al-
ready, to reference something as continuing on without
interruption over a period of time. This meaning is how
Paul uses &t uniformly in the five instances found in
Romans: 3:7; 5:6, 8; 6:2; 9:19. No implications are con-
tained about when the dynamic began. In essence,
criticisms of Paul’s ministry continued from at least his
Christian conversion, and perhaps predated even this.

Key to the apodosis is the meaning of wg GuapTwAOG.
Is Paul a sinner from a Jewish or a Christian angle?
The Jewish view defined auaptwAdg as a Torah vio-
lator and thus little better than a pagan Gentile. This
strongly prejudicial view came out of the Pharisees of
Paul's world, who saw fellow Jews not strictly observ-
ing the Torah as they interpreted it as being scum bags
and lowlifes among the Jewish people (cf. Mk. 7:1-13).

Christian definition sees apaptwAoc from the broad-
er specter as someone who is at odds with God in life-
style and commitments. The Jewish view gets to this
broader view but through Torah obedience, set up not
just by the law of Moses but mostly by the accumu-
lated scribal interpretations of the Pentateuch.??® This
implies that Paul’s opponents charged him with being a
Torah violator. Such a charge could indeed come from
the Jewish synagogues or from the Jewish Christian
segment inside the communities of believers which had
been influenced by the Judaizing elements coming out
of the Christian community in Jerusalem.

The verb kpivoual poses some important issues.
This present tense passive voice verb from kpivw car-
ries the core idea of Paul continually being separated

28The gradual accumulation of these scribal interpretations
accelerated greatly after the destruction of the Jerusalem temple in
70 A.D. The scribes took on new levels of importance and came to
be known as rabbis. These accumulated interpretations reach back
to the second century BCE. They were passed down orally from
having been carefully memorized by every Jewish man aspiring
to be a teacher of the Law. With shifting cultural orientations in
the second century AD, the process of recording them in written
form began. The result came first with the biblical text combined
with the interpretation appears around 200 AD and has come to be
known at the Jerusalem Talmud. Sharp disagreement from the rab-
bis with roots in the eastern fertile crescent from the Exodus result
in the release of a much larger version that came to be known as the
Babylonian Talmud around 300 AD. Currently the Babylonian Tal-
mud enjoys greater acceptance by Jews world wide and the English
translation of it stretches into almost a dozen volumes
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out and placed into the category of Torah Violator. This
was not a spasmatic criticism but instead an ongoing
process that had typified most all of Paul’s Christian min-
istry. The courtroom setting for kpivw recedes into the
background and provides only the sense of separating
out. But this is not in a formal legal sense apart from be-
ing reflected in the hostility directed against Paul during
his three missionary journeys by synagogue leaders.
See Acts 13-20 for numerous examples. Usually after
a favorable beginning of Gospel preaching in the lo-
cal synagogues, opposition to him would arise mainly
from the synagogue leaders who then took actions to
ban Paul from entering the synagogue again. Early on
in the first journey through Galatia (Acts 13-14) efforts
extended to kill him several times. The opposition did
not diminish much on the second and third journeys
(Acts 16-20), evening though the dominate emphasis
on these trips was discipling already existing Christian
communities. In the huge uproar in Ephesus just be-
fore arriving in Corinth for three months (when Romans
was written), it was not the Jews who forced Paul out
of Ephesus, but two years beforehand they had forced
him out of the synagogues and into the rented lecture
hall of Tyrannus close to the synagogue (Acts 19:8-10).
When he arrived in Corinth after the uproar, clearly the
apostle could well remember the accusations hurled at
him at Ephesus by various Jews.

Paul’s reasoning seems then to move along these
lines. Assuming that my ‘lying’ increases the knowledge
of God among many more people, why do | continue to
be accused of being a violator of Torah? Am | not doing
God a favor by my ministry? How could that be wrong?

If Paul is alluding to insider Jewish Christian criti-
cisms here, then he in this declaration is acknowledg-
ing continuous criticisms against his ministry and Gos-
pel from segments of Jewish Christian groups who see
him as more a trouble maker than as a positive Chris-
tian leader. They don’t want him to upset their comfort-
able relationship still with the Jewish synagogue.

If Paul is alluding to Jewish synagogue criticisms of
him, then he is targeting the symbolic Jewish elitist that
he has had in mind since chapter two. That mind-set
sought to claim superiority merely on the basis of Torah
possession and circumcism. To such Jewish individuals
Paul represented also a trouble maker who was chal-
lenging their sense of superiority. Their response was
to label him as a Torah violator because of his Gospel
message.

Beyond this, it is not possible to know precisely
what Paul intended, as Prof. Longenecker asserts in

his commentary on Romans in the WBC page 350 (cf
above footnote). What is clear, however, is that this
personal assertion is intended as further evidence that
in no possible way can God be @&&wog, unjust, in His
judging of humanity on Judgment Day. Just how this
becomes positive evidence reflects a specific situation
arising out of Paul’s mid first century ministry. Modern
applications would thus be limited.??®

kei un (v. 8a) This final piece of evidence added to
the list picks up on the very personal declaration made
by Paul of his own ministry (v. 7). But the scope moves
from “I” to “we.” The Greek construction is both elliptical
and complex at the same time.%° In order to untangle

29"We have a tangled sentence which can be cleared up in two
ways. One is (Lightfoot) to supply yevnrtou [genétai] after pun [me]
and repeat Tt [ti] (ko T pun yevnron [kai ti meé genétai], deliberative
subjunctive in a question): And why should it not happen? The oth-
er way (Sanday and Headlam) is to take un [me] with momocwpev
[poiesomen] and make a long parenthesis of all in between. Even
so it is confusing because Ot [hoti] also (recitative oti [hoti])
comes just before momcwmpev [poi€sdmen]. The parenthesis is nec-
essary anyhow, for there are two lines of thought, one the excuse
brought forward by the unbeliever, the other the accusation that
Paul affirms that very excuse that we may do evil that good may
come. Note the double indirect assertion (the accusative and the
infinitive Npog Agyewv [hémas legein] after paotv [phasin] and then
the direct quotation with recitative ott [hoti] after Aeyewv [legein],
a direct quotation dependent on the infinitive in indirect quotation.
Let us do evil that good may come (momcopey to koka tvo A6m
ta dyobo [poi€sdomen ta kaka hina elth@i ta agatha]). The volitive
aorist subjunctive (momocmpev [poi€sdmen]) and the clause of pur-
pose (iva [hina] and the aorist subjunctive €é\0n [elth&i]). It sounds
almost uncanny to find this maxim of the Jesuits attributed to Paul
in the first century by Jews. It was undoubtedly the accusation of
Antinomianism because Paul preached justification by faith and
not by works." [A.T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testa-
ment (Nashville, TN: Broadman Press, 1933), Ro 3:8.]

20Tt will be convenient to begin with the question of the
punctuation to be adopted (apart from the matter of the parenthesis
kabmg, K.1.A., which we shall consider later). The following possi-
bilities have been suggested: (i) a comma at the end of v. 7, another
comma after dyafd, and a question mark at the end of this verse;
(i1) a comma at the end of v. 7, a question mark after dya0d, and
a full stop at the end of the verse; (iii) a question mark at the end
of v. 7, a comma after dyafd, and a question mark at the end of
the verse; (iv) a question mark at the end of v. 7, a question mark
after ayafd, and a full stop at the end of the verse. The effect of (i)
is to make vv. 7 and 8 one composite question. It is to be rejected
on the ground that, according to it, we should have objections left
without any sort of answer, and also on the ground that, if it were
accepted, we should have a very awkward combination of the first
person singular and the first person plural in the same question. (ii)
might perhaps be acceptable, if @v 10 kpipo Evoikdv éottv could
be understood as a short, sharp answer to the objections; but (pace
Sanday and Headlam,' Lagrange,” et al., who maintain that ®v re-
fers to those who put forward the sort of objection which has been
mentioned) @v can scarcely refer to any but the Tveg,® in which
case OV 10 Kpipa EvSkov €Tty is not a reply to the objections but
only a condemnation of Paul’s calumniators. Both (iii) and (iv)
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the one Greek sentence, the NRSV translators broke it
up into two English sentences:

And why not say (as some people slander us by
saying that we say), “Let us do evil so that good may
come”? Their condemnation is deserved!

While not precisely literal, it does capture the essence
of the sentence into a relatively easy to understand
expression. The two dependent clauses introduced by
the adverbial comparative conjunction kaBwg compli-
cate the thought flow. The actual core thought flow is
simply this:

And why not say, “Let us do evil things so that good
things may come?

The heart of the sentence is the voicing of the criticisms
in v. 7 but in a sarcastic tone. If my lies make God bet-
ter known, then the logic would be to do evil in order
to bring on good. But Paul complicates this by shifting
from “I” to “we.” Why did he do this? This admonition
advocated by his opponents is characterized in three
ways, with focus on the people advocating this: they
are slandering the “we”; they claim that “we” is say-
ing this; and finally their eternal damnation is justly de-
served.

First, who are the “we”? It surfaces in the two cen-
tral verbs BAacenuoUueBa and TToiowpev, as well
as with the first person plural personal pronoun fuac.
This stands in sharp contrast to the first person sin-
gular framing of the issue in verse seven: £éu®, Kayw,
and kpivoual. Far too many commentators ignore this
shift as though both verses are framed in the first per-
son singular. The precise meaning of “we” depends in
part who is making the criticisms. If these are outsider
Jews, then “we” most likely means “we believers.” But
if the criticisms are coming from insider Jewish Chris-
tians, the “we” means Paul and his associates who
are preaching the Gospel to local congregations on
this journey. The least likely possibility is that “we” is
an editorial “we” with the same designation as “I”. In a
manner so typical of the apostle, when using himself
as an illustration of some idea, he normally casts him-
self in the first person singular, even though the idea
may well apply to others associated with him. But then
when defending like here criticisms leveled as his work
as including that of his associates, the “we” is more

appropriate. Although perhaps not considered as good
separate v. 8 from v. 7, and make it possible to interpret the verse
as a whole as some sort of answer to v. 7. (iv) should be preferred
to (iii), as being a more natural punctuation, provided it is not taken
to imply any dissociation of Gv from Tiveg."

[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), 185—186.]

style in modern communication principles, Paul func-
tioned in his own first century world and made use of
such shifts in the illustration as helpful to give inclusive
signals to his readers.

Second, the continuation of the criticisms is couched
in the present tense verbs BAacenuoupeda and ¢aaiv.
What is depicted is that these criticisms were repeated
leveled against Paul and his associates.

Now let’s look at the remaining individual units of
text declaration.

kadws BAaopnuovusda (v. 8a)** This first qualification
represents the impact of the push to make the dumb
statement. When the critics say that we say to go
ahead violating the Torah, they are not being truthful.
They are the Yebotay, the liars! What they say about
me does not line up with God’s character, while what
| Paul say does. Thus their misrepresent ion of us in
Gospel ministry brings slander on us. The three uses
of BAacdnuéw in Romans (2:24; 3:8; 14:16), along with
the noun BAlaodnpuia (1xin 1 Tim. 6:4) and the adjective
BA&oodnpog, -ov (2x in 1 Tim. 1:13 and 2 Tim. 3:2), can
reference misrepresentation of God, although for Paul
they mostly refer to misrepresentation of individuals.
An idiom in English but not in Greek is that misrepre-
sentation of God is blasphemy of God, when of people
it is slandering them.

It is the Jewish heritage that injects the utmost
seriousness into the action of BAaodnuia. In the sec-
ular Greek speaking world, the words BAacdnuéw,
Bhaoonpuia, and BAaodnpog were overwhelmingly what
people would sometimes say about other individuals.??2

2I"The conjunction kai (‘and") before the second kabag (‘just
as') is absent in uncial B (also Byz K), as well as in minuscules
326 629 (Category III). The omission is probably a scribal error
that came about because of the similar opening sounds of kai and
kaBdc." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A
Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Marshall and Don-
ald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament Commentary
(Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company,
2016), 327-328.]

B2 secular Gk. Bracenuia is a. 'abusive speech' (misuse
of words) in contrast to gdenuio: Demosth., 25, 26: Bracenuiov
avti tijg vov evenuioag; Democ. Fr., 177 (11, 97, 3 ff., Diels): obte
AOY0C €60A0C PavAnY P&y duavpioketl ovte TP ayadn Aoyou
Bracenuin Avpoivetatr. In Eur. Ton, 1189: év yepoiv &yovtt 6¢
omovdag pet’ A mV madl @ meenvoTtt Praconpiay TG oikeT®dY
€p0éyEarto. J. Wackernagel translates Prooconpio as a 'word of
evil sound." b. The word means further the strongest form of
'personal mockery and calumniation.' It almost amounts to the
same as kom&opsIV:NIsoc., 10, 45: 110N twvég €loddpnoay avtov,
ov Vv Gvolay, é& ov Efracenunoay mepl Ekelvov, pddlov dnact
katapofelv. Mostly, however, it is stronger than Aowopeiv and
ovewilew, e.g., Demosth., 18, 10; 19, 210. The living and the

dead can be derided: Demosth., 18, 95: ta¢ fAaconpiog, dg Kotd
0V EvBotwv kai tdv Bulavtiov éroujcato; Luc. Alex., 4: 1a
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Out of the impact of the Hebrew text on the Septuagint
translators the root BAaconu- ultimately goes back to
slanderous actions and statements about God, even

when we speak about others.?®*3 Qut of this rich Jewish
yelptota kol Braconpotota TdV €ni dStafolrf) mepit Tod [Tuvbaydpov
Aeyouévov; Herodian Hist., VII, 8, 9: BAdoconpo moALd elndV €ig
v Pouny kai v cvykintov; Demosth., 40, 17: ept tebvedtmv
avT®V Pracenuodvrec. c. It then means 'blasphemy of the deity’
by mistaking its true nature or violating or doubting its power. Ps.-
Plat. Alc., II, 149¢: BLocenuovvTev odv adTtdv kovoves oi Ogol
00K GTOdEYOVTAL TAG TOAVTEAEIS TOVTAGT TOUmAG T€ Kol Buciag.
Plat. Leg., VII, 800c: (£l 11c) Pracenuoi macav fracenuiov. Myths
which presuppose an anthropomorphic form of the gods become
BAraocenuelv €ig Beovg: Plat. Resp., 11, 381e. Vett. Val., 1, 22 (p.44,
4, Kroll); ibid., II, 2 (p. 58, 12, Kroll): &ig ta Ocia PAacenuovvie;
ibid., II, 13 (p. 67, 20, Kroll): mohda Pracenunoet Beovg Evekev
TV cupPovovtav avtd tpayudtov." [[Hermann Wolfgang Bey-
er, “Blaconuémn, Braconuia, BAadoonuoc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:621.]

23"The root PAacenp- in the LXX? has nothing clearly corre-
sponding in the original. The word is used for the pi of 77, the pi
of yX1 and the root 2% or 77¥: PAacenuio corresponds to words
formed from these roots and fAdcenuog once to NX 10372. In the
translations of the Hexapla BAacenu- is also used for A7, a2, 772
and 99p. All these terms are rendered variously and with wide-
ly varying emphases in the Greek translations, and no firm rules
can be distinguished. Alternatives to PAaconueilv are particularly
ovediewv and mapo&ovely, which often occur for 773, 771, 2% and
VX1, As distinct from these synonyms, PAaconu- always refers fi-
nally to God, whether in the sense of the disputing of His saving
power (4 Bao. 19:4, 6, 22), the desecrating of His name by the
Gentiles who capture and enslave His people (Is. 52:5), the viola-
tion of His glory by derision of the mountains of Israel (Ez. 35:12)
and His people (2 Macc. 15:24), all ungodly speech and action, es-
pecially on the part of the Gentiles (Is. 66:3; 1 Macc. 2:6; 2 Macc.
8:4; 10:34 ff.; 12:14; Tob. 1:18 X), or human arrogance with its
implied depreciation of God (Lv. 24:11 in marg Codd 58, 85, 130
Bracenueiv, Codex X in marg évuPpilewv for 99p, which at 2 Boo.
19:43 LXX is rendered 0Ppiletv; 4 Bao. 19:22: éfraconuncog ...
Apag ei¢ Byog Todg 0pOalpode cov, cf. also Sir. 48:18, where 379 is
translated peyodovyelv dmepneavig). The very fact that they do not
believe in Yahweh makes the Gentiles BAacenoig kai BapPapoig
£€0veowv (2 Macc. 10:4). With this direct or indirect reference to
God, Pracenu- also occurs in other translations of the OT: X 2
Boo. 12:14 (Field, I, 563); AX y 43:16 (Field, II, 159); A0 Is.
37:6, 23 (Field, 11, 502 f.); 43:28 (Field, 11, 519).

The varying significance of the term in Philo is best
shown by considering the words with which he associates it,
ovkoovtely in Leg. Gaj., 169, kotmyopeiv in Migr. Abr., 115,
Kkaknyopeilv in Spec. Leg., IV, 197, OPpig in Decal., 86, Jos.,
74, doPoin in Flacc., 33, acéPeta in Decal., 63. Braoconp- is
sharpest when it is linked with kotdpa in antithesis to gbAoyia
and evyn in Migr. Abr., 117. It here denotes abuse to the point of
cursing. The religious sense is predominant, obviously under
the influence of the LXX. There is the general statement 6mmg
undeig undéva Pracenud] in Spec. Leg., IV, 197. But mostly
there is reference to the divine: t@v &ig 10 Oglov Pracenudyv,
Leg. Gaj., 368; Decal., 63; Fug., 84. The Jew should not blas-
pheme other gods according to LXX Ex. 22:28 in order that

background where slandering God, the Torah, and a
few other items was punishable by stoning, Paul levels
this counter charge against his Jewish opponents.
Also establishing a framework for understanding
is the NT use of the root BAachnu-: Brachnuéw (34x);
BAaocdnuia (18x); and BAdodnuog, -ov (3x). The Jewish
background and thinking is unquestionably what de-
fines the core idea of blasphemy/slander for apostolic
Christianity.?* Paul's use of this group of words con-

the name of God should not be brought into jeopardy: Spec.

Leg., I, 53: mpootdrttet 6¢ pn) ... otopapyig yprioactot Kol

ayorive yYAdoan Bracenpodvtag obg Etepot vopilovat Beovg.

Similarly Jos. Ant., 4, 207 and Ap., 2, 237.% The real sin, how-

ever, is TOvV T@Vv AV Tatépa kot romtyv Pracenuely, Philo

Fug., 84; Vit. Mos., II, 206. In Josephus, with the secular use,

blasphemy is equated with attacks on the Jews as the people

of God (Ap., 1, 59; 1, 223), or on Moses (Ant., 3, 307; Ap., 1,

279), or on the law of the fathers (Ap., 2, 143).

In the Damascus. Document, 5, 11 ff.4 it is said of the op-
ponents of the new covenant: “They desecrate the Holy Spir-
it, blaspheming with their tongue and opening their mouths
against the laws of the divine covenant.” Here we have the
thought, specifically reminiscent of Mk. 3:28 f., that blas-
phemy is a transgression against the Holy Spirit, who is here
viewed as the divinely given inner purity of men.

The Rabbis’ in their concept of blasphemy start with the
divinely ordained stoning of the blasphemer (Lv. 24:10-16)
and the similar saying in Nu. 15:30 f. They find the substance
of this capital offence in one “who speaks impudently of the
Torah” (S. Nu., 112 on 15:30), in the idolater (S. Nu., 112 on
15:31) and in the one who brings shame on the name of Yah-
weh (b. Pes., 93b). The formal exposition of the concept by
later Rabbinic law, which finds fulfilment of the substance of
blasphemy in such things as the clear enunciation of the name
of God (Sanh., 7, 5), is not yet present in the time of Jesus.®
The decisive thing in the concept of blasphemy is here, too,
violation of the majesty of God. PAacenuém is introduced as a
loan-word into Rabb. Heb.”"

[Hermann Wolfgang Beyer, “Blaconuén, Bioaconpuia,
BAdoopnuog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1:621--622.]

241 In the NT the concept of blasphemy is controlled
throughout by the thought of violation of the power and majesty of
God. Blasphemy may be directed immediately against God (Rev.
13:6; 16:11, 21; Ac. 6:11),% against the name of God (R. 2:24, quot-
ing Is. 52:5 LXX, — 621; 1 Tm. 6:1; Rev. 16:9), against the Word
of God (Tt. 2:5), against Moses and God and therefore against the
bearer of revelation in the Law (Ac. 6:11).

Distinctive is the idea of a blaspheming of angelic
powers by Gnostic errorists in Jd. 8—10: opoimg pévrot kol
obtol &vumvialOuevol olpka UEV  Waivovsty, KuptdTnTa
d¢ dabetodorv, d6&ag 8¢ Pracenuodoy. 0 8¢ Myoamk o
apyoyyerog, dte t® Sform Srakpvopevog deléyeto mepl
700 MoicEmg 6OIOTOG, 00K ETOMUNGEV KPIoWV EMEVEYKEIV
BroceNuiog, GAAGL simev: EmTIUYc0L GOt KOPLoc. obTot 8¢ doa
uév ovk oidooty Pracenuovotv. The verse is somewhat al-
tered in 2 Pt. 2:10-12.° The blaspheming of heavenly beings

&l Toc v ovpavd Osioc evoelc is also found in Philo Conf.
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forms to the general pattern throughout the NT.Z° He
only uses the verb BAaodpnuéw in Romans some three
times: 2:24; 3:8; 14:16. Only in 2:24 is this slanderous
misrepresent of God. In 3:8 and 14:16, it refers to
slanderous misrepresentation of people. But as noted
above, inside the Jewish framework, slandering peo-
ple always implies slandering against God, who cre-
ated man in His image. While in secular Greek, the
Braodnu- stem of words centers on abusive speech,
the LXX was influenced by the Hebrew Bible to see
BAaodnuia as including actions as well as speech. Paul
in Rom. 3:8 uses BAaodnuéw to refer to speech actions
against him, primarily. But an analysis of how Paul was
treated in the Jewish synagogues in his ministry from
conversion to the writing of Romans at Corinth would
suggest that hostility against him and his associates
went well beyond just verbal slandering.

kai kadW¢ @aoiv tives nuéc Aéysw (v. 8b) What were
his opponents saying that constituted blasphemous

Ling., 154; Som., II, 131: Aov kai ceAqvny kai Tovg GAAOVG
aotépag Pracenuely. In Jd. and 2 Pt. the reference is undoubt-
edly to angelic powers."” In Jd. 8, and even more strongly in
2 Pt. 2:10, their blaspheming is brought into connection with
what the Sodomites did to the divine commandments and with
the libertine immorality of the false teachers. By the spotting
of the flesh they repudiate the claim to lordship of the xvpiog
and blaspheme the d6&at, which are here to be understood as
powers of good, in close connection with the kvpiotg." How
seriously we are to refrain from such blasphemy (— the pas-
sages from Philo and Jos. supra) is shown by the fact that not
even the archangel Michael dares to utter a railing accusation
against the devil.

"The NT assumes this strict concept of blasphemy to be that of
the Jews — an assumption supported by the LXX, Philo and Jose-
phus (— 621). It is thus easy to see why Jesus should bring down
on Himself the charge of blasphemy, not unjustly from the Jewish
standpoint, when He claims to be the Messiah and assumes the
prerogatives of God. As soon as Jesus forgives the sins of the man
sick of the palsy — the prerogative of God alone — the scribes
suspect Him of blasphemy (Mk. 2:7 and par.). The reason for the
anger of the Jews is clearly given in Jn. 10:33-36: MBalopév ot ...
mepl Praconuiag, kol Tt 6V dvBporog MV ToElg ceavTov Bedv.
The blasphemy which brings about His death is His assertion that
He is the Messiah and His statement that He will be seen as the
Son of Man seated at the right hand of the Almighty, together with
His apparent inability to give any convincing proof of His omnip-
otence to His judges (Mk. 14:64; Mt. 26:65)."?

[Hermann Wolfgang Beyer, “Bloconuém, Blooconpia,
BAdoonuog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:622—623.]

3 Note the patterns of usage:

Word: Form: NT Paul Romans
Praconuém verb 34 8 3
Bracoenpio noun 18 3 0

prdooenuog, -ov  adjective 3 3 0

slander? This second dependent clause introduced by
kabwg also is linked to the first one by kai. The signif-
icances of this is to give the essence of the slander
charge in the first clause. When Paul accused his op-
ponents of slandering his ministry, he then supplies a
summation of what they were saying and doing against
him and his associate.

Although very natural Greek, the depiction of the
accusation is kabwg dpaaciv Tiveg AUBCS Aéyewy OTL..., just as
some are saying that we are saying that.... The use of the
Greek infinitive phrase (nuég Aéyew 6tL..) as the direct
object of a regular verb is not common in English. But
the much wider range of functions in Greek than in all
modern western language allows the ancient writer to
do things very naturally that either do not exist in mod-
ern languages or else that are not good stylistic pat-
terns. For example, the English infinitive to say cannot
be used as the direct object of another transitive verb.

The use of ¢aciv from o¢nui is fairly common
throughout the NT with 62 uses. This verb is much old-
er than its equivalent later form Aéyw (1,269x). It hung
on through the Koine era of ancient Greek with pretty
much the same wide range of meanings that go well
beyond mere verbal speech, which AaAéw (297x) is
limited to. Thus we would not be correct with this ex-
pression should we try to limit the slandering by Paul’s
opponents merely to verbally spoken criticisms of him.
Clearly it includes verbal abuse, but is not limited to
just spoken words. Luke’s depiction of Paul’s mission-
ary ministry beginning in Acts 13 paints a sordid picture
of wide physical abuse of Paul and his missionary as-
sociates in almost every synagogue that Paul entered.

If this is the situation that Paul is addressing here,
then we have in Acts a good picture of the slandering
of Paul and his associates. But if this is an insider slan-
dering of the apostle, our picture is much more limit-
ed. The later letter in Philippians chapter one provides
limited depiction of the hostile situation from inside the
church toward Paul. One has to imagine then that this
opposition to Paul from fellow believers was not a spur
of the moment action, but had been lingering over a pe-
riod of time. And probably pre-dated Paul’s letter to the
Romans which came several years before his arrival
there as a prisoner.

Very important here is an exploration of the iden-
tification of twvec. Who does this reference? The literal
meaning of this plural enclitic, indefinite pronoun from
Tig, Ti is @ small number of individuals. The precise
number cannot be determined. Similar uses of this pro-
noun, with a wide range of meanings, are found in 1 Cor
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4:18; 15:34; 2 Cor 3:1; 1 Ti 1:3, 19.2% This directly alludes
to specific opponents who are criticizing Paul.?*” But at
the same time it remains vague so that Paul does not
name names as he sometimes does in such expres-
sions, e.g., 2 Tim. 4:14, 17. Does twec refer to critics at
Rome? Probably not, since Paul has not yet visited the
church. Nor is there any indication of prior communica-
tion from those whom Paul already knew in the church
(cf. chap. 16), that would possibly report criticisms of
him. The “some” most likely alludes to the critics that
he had encountered elsewhere in ministry from either
inside or outside the Christian commuities. The Letter
to the Galatians clearly indicates considerable insider
based criticism of him emerging in the Roman prov-
ince of Galatia. The Philippians chapter one reference
to insider criticism of him in the church at Rome comes
later. For him to be referencing these critics by twveg
requires the assumption that such opposition stretched
back in time by several years. This is doubtful here
since the thrust of Paul’'s statements in v. 8 points to
accumulated criticisms over a period of time.?® The
apostle succinctly summarizes them with noijowpev t@
Kaka, iva ENOn ta dyaba.

ott moujowuev o Kaka, iva EA9n ta ayadd (v. 8c) The
role of 611 here is to introduce direct discourse, thus o7l
equals quotation marks in modern western languages.
It is technically the recitative use of 611. This statement
functions as the direct object of the infinitive Aéyew. It

26William Arndt, Frederick W. Danker, et al., 4 Greek-En-
glish Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Lit-
erature (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 1008.

Z"The vagueness of the allusion tells against the view that
Paul was directing his comment against particular individuals
among the Roman congregations. The evidence of his other letters
is that Paul was much more direct in his address to those who criti-
cized his teaching. And though the challenge posed is an important
one for him (6:1), and had certainly been raised against his teach-
ing elsewhere (but not necessarily just from the Jewish side—e.g.,
Schlatter, Althaus, and Zeller; against Schlier and Wilckens), both
here and in 6:1 it appears as a corollary to his own exposition and
not as a question asked by his readers. The fact that he can pose
the issue quite so bluntly (does his teaching amount to saying, 'Let
us do evil that good may result'?) clearly shows the risk Paul was
taking in freeing the righteousness of God from its close correla-
tion with the law as delivered to the covenant people: to break the
link between covenant righteousness and covenant law seemed to
many a slight on God’s own morality. Hence the need on Paul’s
part to clarify the ethical outworking of his redefinition of covenant
righteousness, in general terms in chaps. 68, and in more detail
in 12:1-15:6 (see further 12:1-15:13 Introduction)." [James D. G.
Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas:
Word, Incorporated, 1998), 137.]

B8This is especially prominent through the use of the present
tense with both gaciv and Aéyewv, which stresses ongoing actions
that are frequently repeated.

answers the question of the content of the criticisms by
the twveg, some.

The content of the 611 clause is structured as a
sarcastic call to do evil things. The goal of such ac-
tions is so that good things may come. What was this
criticism targeting? And how does Paul respond to this
criticism? These and other questions arise from this
statement that we will attempt to address.

Given how Paul addresses the issue of sinning and
divine grace in chapter six, it seems that here Paul is
addressing a frequent charge leveled against him since
before the Jerusalem Conference (Acts 15) in the late
40s. The connection of divine grace to divine law posed
a perceived danger to those inside the Jewish religious
tradition. Earlier Paul in his rebuke of the apostle Pe-
ter at Damascus had summarized the apostolic Gospel
answer to this connection. Note the Gal. 2:15-17 sum-
mary:

15Hpelc puoellovdaioLkal oUk € EBV@V apaptwAol:
16 €i6oteg 6£ OTL oU Sikaoltal avBpwrog &€ Epywv
VOUOU €av un S61a miotewg Incol Xplotol, kal AUElg
€ig XplotovInoolv éniotevoapey, lva Sikalwbidpev €k
Tilotewg Xplotol kail oUk &€ Epywv vopou, OTL £€ Epywv
vOpoU o0 Sikalwdnoetat mdoa odp€. 17 i 8¢ {ntolivieg
SikalwOfvalév Xplot@® eUPEBN eV kal alTol Apaptwol,
Apol XpLoTOC AUOPTIAC SLAKOVOC; ) YEVOLTO.

15 We ourselves are Jews by birth and not Gentile
sinners; 16 yet we know that a person is justified not by
the works of the law but through faith in Jesus Christ.
And we have come to believe in Christ Jesus, so that we
might be justified by faith in Christ,and not by doing the
works of the law, because no one will be justified by the
works of the law. 17 But if, in our effort to be justified
in Christ, we ourselves have been found to be sinners, is
Christ then a servant of sin? Certainly not!

Paul's famous slogan &€ £€pywv vopou ol SikatwBrostat
ndoa odp, out of works of law no flesh will be justified,
summarizes a foundational point of Paul’'s Gospel. In
the minds of Paul’s Jewish opponents both inside and
outside the Christian communities, such a contention
was a call to immorality, rather than a call to strict mo-
rality. To them, Paul was declaring, aBet® tv xapw
100 Beol, | nullify God’s grace! Something Paul denied
by actually saying, OUk &Bet® thv xaptv tol Beol- €l yap
SLd vopou Sikatoouvn, Gpa XpLotog dwpeav anébavey, | do
not nullify God’s grace; for if righteousness were through
Law, then Christ would have died for nothing (2:21). For his
opponents, moral standards and behavior required by
God could only be achieved through obeying the Torah.
Take away Torah and Antinomianism, lawlessness,?*®

239" Antinomian = person who maintains that Christians are
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results -- this was their logic. This Paul rejects emphat-
ically labeling it as slander that offends God Himself.24°
If one sets aside the Torah as requirement for salva-
tion, does that not open the door to pagan living?2*!
It's hard for modern readers to comprehend just how
utterly critical was the Jewish possession of Torah in
Paul’s day.

Yet Christianity has struggled continuously through-
out its history with how Law and Grace should work.
Most of the time, what has been ignored, not under-
stood, or flat out rejected is the transforming nature of
biblical mioTig. The NT picture is that when a person
comes to Christ in faith surrender, his/her life is pro-
foundly changed. The transformation begins within,
but will, without fail, come to the surface of one’s life
in reshaping behavior, words, thinking and every as-
pect. Thus the change is accomplished not by human
determination and effort, but by God’s Spirit (chap. 8).
The initial surrender of control stands as the continuing
human responsibility. And if one’s faith doesn’t bring
about such a change, then there has never been the
presence of authentic faith surrender to Christ to be
in with. In presenting this picture of Christianity Paul
gives step by step the piecing together of the portrait in
Romans. Yet folks in Paul’'s era, as well as ever since
then, have not been able to grasp this profound truth of
the apostolic Gospel, even inside the church.

In Paul’s Jewish world, one just could not turn loose
of Torah as the instrument of salvation. After all, didn’t
Moses teach that we must measure up completely in
obedience to the perfection of Almighty God? Circum-
cism is the essential obedience (2:25-29). Pragmati-

freed from the moral law by virtue of grace as set forth in the
gospel." [antinomianism. Dictionary.com Unabridged. Random
House, Inc. http://www.dictionary.com/browse/antinomianism
(accessed: September 2, 2017)]

240nSt, Paul was accused (no doubt by actual opponents) of
Antinomianism. What he said was, ‘The state of righteousness is
not to be attained through legal works; it is the gift of God.” He
was represented as saying ‘therefore it does not matter what a man
does’—an inference which he repudiates indignantly, not only here
butin 6:1 ff., 15 ff." [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), 74.]

241"Both Jewish and Gentile sources denounce slander as
a terrible sin; it appears in Paul’s list in Rom 1:30. Rumors ap-
parently spread about Paul in the Jerusalem church (Acts 21:21).
Attributing the slander to 'certain persons' might follow the com-
mon practice of damning some opponents with anonymity. That
sin 'demonstrated' God’s righteousness (3:5) may be a perversion
of Paul’s teaching that God “demonstrated” love toward sinners
(5:8)." [Craig S. Keener, Romans, New Covenant Commentary Se-
ries (Eugene, OR: Cascade Books, 2009), p. 51, fn. 9.]

cally they would point to the rotten immorality of non-
Jews all around them (cf. 2:1). Also, the proselytes and
God-fearers who attended the synagogue meetings
yearning for a higher standard of morality in Judaism
would seem to be further confirmation of the correct-
ness of their opposition to the apostolic Gospel. They
found it impossible to turn loose of Torah as the key to
their hope of salvation and higher standard of morality
in this life. Possessing Torah was everything!

Here Paul provokes a hard reading of his contro-
versial rejection of Torah as the key. In chapter six he
amplifies in detail what this means for believers, both
Jewish and Gentile. Two pivotal statements provide the
organizing structure for the continuation of the issue
raised here in 3:8,

Rom 6:1-2a, Ti oUv €polpev; E£MUEVWUEV T
apaptiq, tva f xaplg meovaon; un yévolto. What then
are we to say? Should we continue in sin in order that
grace may abound? By no means!

Rom 6:15, Ti 00V; ApOPTAOWHEVY, OTL OUK ECHEV UTIO
vOpov AAN Omo xdpuy; pn yévotto. What then? Should
we sin because we are not under law but under grace?
By no means!

Paul's use of ta kaka and ta ayaba requires some
explanation. Both adjectives are used as nouns in the
neuter plural spellings. Taken from kakdg, -, -ov, the
first word reflects the core idea of ‘lack.’ There is a gap,
a hole, a missing element in behavior, health etc.?*2 The

#MThe word koxdg, already considered in relation to —
ayabag, expresses the presence of a lack. It is not positive; it is an
incapacity or weakness. Like 'evil,' it has more than purely moral
significance. The wealth of the term is expressed in the developing
concepts yeipov, kakiov, jrtov. Thus kakdc means a. 'mean,’ un-
serviceable,' 'incapable,' 'poor of its kind,' e.g., kokol vopnec, Hom.
0d., 17, 246; kakog iatpdg, Aesch. Prom., 471. Greater precision
is attained by additions: mdvto yap od kakdg it (not in every
respect ...), pet’ avopactv doaot dedrot, Hom. Od., 8, 214; kakoi
yvopooty, Soph. Ai., 964; gidoc pgv &nv koxdc, Hom. I1., 10, 316;
Kkokog paviavewy, Soph. Oed. Tyr., 545. It also means b. 'moral-
ly bad,' 'wicked,' e.g., év vooTe GmOAOVTO KOKNG 10TNTL YOVALKOGS,
Hom. Od., 11, 384; o0y 0 xpnotog @ kok®d (kakdg and ypnotodg
opposites) Aayelv ioa, Soph. Ant., 520; kakog Tpog ... Thuc., I, 86,
1. It then means c. 'weak,' e.g., kaxog koi dBvpog, Hdt., VIL, 11;
KOKOG Kol de1h0g, Plat. Menex., 246¢; kakovg dvtag mpog aiyuny,
€v 8¢ 1015 Aoyols Opaoeic, Soph. Phil., 1306. Cf. also the linking
of xaxookelng with weak bones, e.g., Xenoph. Mem., III, 3, 4.
A final meaning d. is 'unhappy,' 'bad,' 'ruinous,' 'evil,' e.g., KaKog
daipwv, Aesch. Pers., 346; kaxm toym, Aesch. Ag., 1203; Soph. Ai.,
323; &t kaxmn, Soph. Ai., 123; kakov £€nog ayyeAéovta, Hom. Il.,
17, 701; 000¢ dvomoTudg e Kol kokn, Soph. Oed. Col., 1432 f.
This fixes the meaning of the noun 10 kaKév, Ta Kakd, 'evil,' 'suf-
fering,' 'misfortune,' 'ruin,’ e.g., T& TOAL’ €kelv’ 6T’ €€ PN KaKdL,
Soph. Oed. Col., 87 etc." [Walter Grundmann, “Kokdg, Akokog,
Kokia, Kaxéw, Kakopyog, Kaxonbeio, Kakoroiém, Kakomoidg,
‘Eykaxiém, Avelixorxog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromi-
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antinomianism. Dictionary.com. Dictionary.com Unabridged. Random House, Inc. http://www.dictionary.com/browse/antinomianism (accessed: September 2, 2017).

substantival spelling to kakdv, t& kakd takes on the inclu-
sive sense of evil, suffering, or misfortune, depending
on the context where it is used. A strong Greco-Roman
philosophical background exists for this substantival
use: the problem of evil, i.e., its origin, purpose, impact
on the world etc. This is the problem of theodicy that
explores good and evil in human existence in relation
to God.

But here clearly ta kaka as the direct object of the
verb mowjowpey, let us do..., is mainly oriented to the
moral and behavorial meaning. Also it stands as the
exact opposite of ta ayabaq, the good things. The Greek
background of these two ideas placed in juxtaposition
to one another make it clear that people do ta kaka,
while God alone grants ta ayafd. Plato contended that
evil, T0 kakov, is a metaphysical principle linked with
matter. We are evil and do evil things simply because
we are material beings. Aristotle did not agree and ar-
gued that evil is connected to human freedom. To do
evil is a reflection of ignorance and is the source of
evil. Stoicism, that prevailed in Paul's Roman world,
extended Aristotle’s ideas further in sharp antithesis
to ayabdv. Often among the Stoic philosophers kakoév
became de-emphasized, since the goal of human exis-
tence is ayaBodv, which is linked to the divine. Strict self
discipline through proper education becomes the key
to achieving ayaBov.

While many of Paul’'s Roman readers would un-
derstand this pair of terms against the Stoic backdrop,
the Jewish background is more direct since it forms
the basis of Paul's argument in this criticism of him.
Here the LXX played a formative role in re-defining the
Greek away for the metaphysical principle belief in the
Greco-Roman culture. kakog is the primary translation
word for the Hebrew stem Y1.2%3 In the OT historical

ley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Tes-
tament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:469.]

#3"eakog is one of the LXX words which in the main corre-
spond to a specific Heb. stem, namely, ¥7. In numerous cases it is
used for synonymous or generally related terms. If it thus miss-
es the particular nuances of the original, it brings out even more
strongly the one-sidedness and impressiveness of the moral and
religious judgment which Judaism pronounces on evil and wick-
edness. The translator of Prv. in particular works along these lines.
If here the term ¥1 is already frequent in the Mas., the number of
Kkokdg passages in the LXX is almost doubled. There are 37128
instances of kaxdg in the LXX. In 227 cases it is a rendering of ¥7
(293 times in the Mas.) or 7¥7 (346 in the Mas.), for which kakio
or more often movnpodg (266) is also used. On 33 occasions kokdG
is used for other Heb. terms. In 20 cases the Mas. has a different
text, in 32 there is no Mas. original, and in 61 we have passages
in books which have been preserved only in Gk." [Walter Grund-
mann, “Kaxog, Axaxog, Kakia, Kaxdéw, Kaxopyoc, Kakonbeia,
Kakomoiém, Kakomowdg, Eykakiéwm, Avefikakog,” ed. Gerhard

trouble
wild

evildoers

harm, harmful
wicked
bad

evil

books, the sense of kakdg is linked closely to God both
at His punishment for sin by simply removing His pro-
tective hand from human life. But He also is the only
way of escaping evil by turning to Him in repentance.?*

Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological
Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1964-), 3:476-4717.]

244" the whole complex of historical books the LXX uses the
term only in the sense of 'evil' or 'disaster' (10 kokdv, Td kakd).? In
so doing it brings together two thoughts, of which the first is that
evils are God’s punishment for sin when He withdraws His hand:
Kol EDPHGOVOY AVTOV KoK TOAAL Kai OAIYELS, Kol EpET &V TH NUEPQ
€kelvns 010TL 0K EoTv KOPLog O Bedg [ov v Eot, eDpocdy pe Ta
Koo, TadTa, ... 010 TAoog Tog Kakiag 6¢ émoinoav, T Enéotpeyay
émi Ogovg dAlotpiovg, Dt. 31:17 f; cf. 4 Boo. 21:11 f; 22:16 f.
Here evil is a divine act of punishment. The reason for it is to be
sought in idolatry and apostasy. Hence the Wisdom poet can say
comprehensively: 1 yop T®V dvovipov eiddAov Opnokeio TovTog
apyn xaxod, Wis. 14:27. The thought is prophetic: drove, ¥ 1600
&y® Endym €ml TOV A0OV TODTOV KOK(, TOV KOPTOV UITOGTPOPTG
avt@®v, Jer. 6:19; cf. 11:10f.; 16:10fF.; Mi. 1:12 . Here, too, idola-
try and apostasy are the cause of evil. But this leads us to the sec-
ond thought, namely, that God is the Redeemer from evil. Thus Jer-
emiah can call on God and pray to Him in relation to the results of
ungodliness: kOpte, ioy0g pov Kol Borndeld pov Kol KaTopvyn Hov
&v Nuépa xaxdv, 16:19.3° His prophetic preaching, in accordance
with God’s gracious will, is directed to the goal: kai vdv Beitiovg
momoate TG 000VG VUAY Kol T Epya VUMY, Kol AKoOoOTE THG
QoViig Kupiov, kai moceToL KUPLOC GO TV KOK@Y, OV EAGANGEY
€0’ vpag Tep. 33(26):13, cf. v. 3 and 19. This corresponds to the na-
ture of God, which Jeremiah discloses in the words: kai AoytoDpot
€0’ DUAG AOYIGHOV EPTVNG Kol 0V kakd Tod SoDvat DIV todta
36(29):11.3! The question of evil is here projected into the national
and political life of the people. God and the people — the great
theme of the OT — are involved in the question. kaxd are the po-
litical blows which fall on the people. They come from God as the
Lord of history, and they are a punishment for sin, which consists
in apostasy and relapse into idolatry. They are the fruit of a walk
(Jer. 6:19) which leads away from God. The way from God leads
to destruction. God allows men and nations to tread this way to
the end. He speeds up the way in order to give knowledge of error

and destru nd the nation
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His sending of & kak& upon His people is also His plea
to them to repent and turn to Him. It is especially in the
prophetic materials that the strongly ethical defining of
ta kaka takes place.?*® In the Wisdom literature both
inside and outside the Hebrew Bible, ta kakd becomes
actions by individuals in deliberate rejection of God'’s
ways and expectations.?*® Thus the righteous Jew will

to turn from the wrong way. The ruin which consists in kaié, and
which is a punishment arising out of God’s permission and precip-
itation, is also a visitation from God, who has thoughts of peace
even when He causes and sends koxd, and who pursues these
thoughts, which are the ultimate impulses of His nature. Human
guilt and divine action are thus combined in the question of the
origin of evil. Evils are the response of God’s righteousness to the
guilt of the people. But as visitations they are also an expression of
the merciful seeking of God. This leads us to a highly significant
feature which controls the whole view of God in the Bible. God
is both One who sends evils and also the One who delivers from
them. In His hand they are means to recall individuals and people
to true worship. At this point the concept of God acquires a solemn
and mysterious character; it becomes a mysterium tremendum. The
question of the origin of evil finds its answer, not in a metaphysical
dualism, but in an ethical monotheism, in knowledge of the God
to whom the evil of man is guilt, and who punishes it accordingly.
This insight underlies the attitude of Job: &i ta dyada £de&apedo €x
YEPOS Kupiov, 10 Kakd oy vmoicopev; 2:10. The prophet relates
it to the further insight that the depth of God’s being is peace and
love. Here are the impulses which lead Him to make evils a visi-
tation. The nature of God is thus mysterium fascinosum as well as
mysterium tremendum. At this point we reach the lonely peak of
prophetic proclamation and the prophetic view of history."

[Walter Grundmann, “Kokog, Akokog, Kaxio, Kaxdéo,
Kaxopyog, Kakonfewn, Kaxomoiém, Kokomodg, Eykoxiém,
Ave&ikokog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:477—-478.]

#"eaov is an ethical concept in the prophets. Micah speaks
of loywouevol komovg kol €pyaldpevor Kokd €v Toig Koitoug
avt@v, 2:1; cf. 7:3; Tep. 7:24; 9:13; 51(44):7, 9. We find the same
view in the Psalms, y 27:3; 33:13 ff. The seat of evil is the human
heart, the centre of human existence: kakn kopdia, Jer. 7:24; koka
&v taic kapdioug, y 27:3. This usage of the prophets and the Psalms
is also found occasionally in the Wisdom literature, especially in
Proverbs." [Walter Grundmann, “Kakdg, "Axaxog, Kaxio, Kakoém,
Kaxopyog, Kakonfewn, Kaxonoiém, Kokomodg, Eykoxiém,
Ave&ikokog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 3:478]

24" The term kokdg occurs 95 times in Prv. In 43 cases it is
used for ¥7, 7¥7; in 21 for very different Heb. words; in 13 cases
the Mas. has a different text; in 18 cases there seems to be noth-
ing corresponding in the Mas. We have here a deliberate contribu-
tion of the translator which has to be evaluated exegetically and in
terms of religious history. To some degree the translator allows his
own moral and religious principles to affect his work. A few exam-
ples will show how this levels down the distinctive and colourful
thinking of the Heb. original. At Prv. 1:18 the Mas. speaks of those
who, trying to trap the innocent, 'lie in wait for their own blood
and lurk secretly for their own lives'; the LXX substitutes a for-
mulation which is in general correspondence: avtoi yop ol povov

solicit the help of wisdom to enable him to keep him-
self from 10 kokd and thus seize 1a ayabd. But this
depends on each person’s willingness to seek God’s
wisdom in Torah.

When Paul asserted earlier to the Galatians
SikalwOMpEeV €k miotew XpLotol Kal ouk ¢ Epywv vouou,
we should be justified out of faith in Christ and not out of
works of law (2:16c), one can easily see the firestorm
among Jews that this would create. Paul is destroying
the Torah was the cry. Take away the demands of Torah
and the evil nature of humanity will unleash an endless
success of lawlessness -- this was the Jewish objection
to the Gospel. Just how deeply this thinking was em-
bedded in the first century Jewish psyche is reflected
in the Judaizing movement that emerged in Jerusalem
(Acts 15) and plagued the Pauline churches estab-
lished on the missionary journeys of the apostle. Many
insisted on a pivotal role for Torah even as professing
believers in Christ. Paul’s radicalism made lots of Jew-
ish believers nervous, including most of the Jerusalem
leadership of the church there (cf. Acts 21:17-26).

As the opposite of T kakd, Ta ayaBd then is closely
attached to the divine. In the Greek philosophical circles
dominated by Plato, a dualism emerged: kakov = the
material visible realm, including humanity but dya8ov
= the eternal, invisible realm). Man is inherently kakdv,
but is capable of achieving ayaBov. How to do that was
the hotly debated topic among the philosophers.

But in Jewish circles by the beginning of the Chris-
tian era, an alternative dualism emerged. There exists
in God’s creation both kakév and ayaBov. Humanity

petéyovtes Oncavpilovoty £0vToic Kakd, 1] 68 KaTasTpoPt) Avopdv
mapavOLOV Kokn. Again, at 2:16 we read that wisdom can protect
a young man from a strange and seductive woman who 'flattereth
with her words, who forsaketh the guide of her youth, and for-
getteth the covenant of her God'; the LXX, which is an exposition
rather than a translation, and which has influenced interpretation
right up to our own times, sees in the strange woman Lady Fol-
ly, kakn BovAr, the evil counsellor, 1} droieimovca ddackaAiov
veotntog Kol dtobnkny Ogiav émdeAnopuévn. That the LXX here
has in view a personification of the opposite of wisdom is shown
by what follows, which quite independently of the Mas. maintains
that she has her dwelling in death and Hades. At 3:31 the Mas.
refers to the opp WX whom we should not envy and whose ways
we should not choose;*? the free rendering of the LXX is un xtion
KoK®V avdp®dv oveidn (do not heap up blame like evil men [gen.
qual.]), unde iiAdong tag 660V¢ avT®v. Again, at 4:27, where the
Mas. simply has 7 the LXX speaks of the 050¢ kaxr|, and adds the
familiar contrast between the two ways.?"

[Walter Grundmann, “Kokdg, Axaxoc, Kokio, Kaxdém,
Kakopyog, Kakonfewn, Kakonoiém, Kokomoldg, Eykokiém,
Ave&ikokog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-). 3:478-479.
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in the freedom granted by God must choose which of
these will orient one’s life and living. There is kakdv in-
side man from Adam’s sin in the Garden of Eden. But
an even greater kakoév is possible if God lifts His pro-
tective hand. The original source of this kakév was de-
bated by the Jewish scribes. But one cannot ignore the
rather well formulated views in Pharseism which the ex-
iled Israelites encountered at the end of the OT era.?*’
Some influences from this religious influence of Zoroas-
trianism can be detected in the emerging Jewish dual-
ism, particularly in the area of a dualism based on good
and evil. Distance between good and evil is widened
and the conflict between the two is heightened. So by
the beginning of the Christian era the Jewish dualism
is morally based with God on one side and Satan on
the opposing side. The question of origins recedes far
into the background and the current hostilities between
God and Satan become the overwhelmning concern.

2"[n Zoroastrian religion the evil principle takes a special
form. The metaphysical dualism of two material principles is here
replaced by that of two contending wills which are regarded as de-
ities.

Of these two spirits that which favoured drug (falsehood)
chose the doing of supreme wickedness, while the most ho-
ly spirit chose asa (truth). The question of the origin of good
and evil in the world is answered as follows. The two spirits
fight for mastery in the world and in man. “The two spirits at
the beginning, revealed in a vision to be twins, are the bet-
ter and the worse in thought, word and deed, between which
men of understanding have made a right choice,” Yasna, 30.%
Thus men have a free choice between two possibilities of ex-
istence. This is made in essential, pre-temporal existence, and
it is worked out in life.?> All evil comes from the wicked spirit.
He effects it through his demons. “Between the two even the
Daevas have not made a right decision, because, when they
deliberated, delusion overtook them, so that they chose the
most wicked thinking. They then went over together to Aes-
ma, through whom they make the life of man sick” (loc. cit.).
Pharesaical eschatology envisages a division of men into good
and evil. They will be assigned to heaven or hell according to
their works. “When these two spirits met, they first agreed
concerning life and non-life, and that at the end of things the
adherents of drug should have the worst existence and those
of asa the best” (ibid., 30, 4). This led to the idea of a final con-
flict and an ultimate destruction of evil and the wicked. “Evil
(sc. drug) will perish, and the chief captain (Ahriman) will pass
away ... the evil mind will be overcome, the good conquers it.
Falsely spoken speech will be overcome, that which is rightly
spoken conquers it. Perfection and immortality will overcome
hunger and thirst. Perfection and immortality will overcome
evil hunger and thirst. The evil-doer Ahriman will weakly yield
and vanish,” Yast, 19, 90, 96.%°
[Walter Grundmann, “Kokog, Axaxoc, Koakxio, Koaxdo,

Kakopyog, Kaxonfewr, Koaxomoiéw, Kaxomodg, Eykokiém,
Ave&ikaxoc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and
Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 3:476.]

Thus every individual discovers two impulses in life:
one toward God and good, and the other toward Satan
and evil. Life presents the necessity of daily choosing
between these. God’s wisdom revealed mainly through
Torah gives him/her the insights to make the correct
choice in each situation. God in the end holds every
person accountable for their choices. And these de-
cisions, along with circumcism that seals one’s cove-
nantal relation with God, will determine one’s eternal
destiny. This scenario dominated Diaspora Jewish life
where Paul’s Gospel ministry was carried out.

Thus Paul’s opponents slandered him fiercely by
contending that he advocated getting rid of Torah.
Although lawlessness morally was the handle used
against him, the deeper fear in their hearts was the po-
tential loss of Torah as the key to their salvation. This
charge found positive echoes among Jewish Christians
who felt it imperative to maintain their Jewish practices
along side their Christian commitment. Now to be sure
a whole bundle of additional dynamics would come to
play in their clinging to their Jewish heritage, but the
thought of loosing Torah was central to their opposing
the apostle Paul.

In the letter body, notice how often the apostle ad-
vocates a value for the Mosaic Law. He condemns it
when it is propped up as a means of salvation, but oth-
erwise it remains a treasure to him in his own Jewish-
ness. To get this across to the Roman Christian com-
munity became a major challenge to the apostle, and
his writing secretary Tertius (cf. 16:22).

@Wv 10 kpipa véikév éotwv (v. 8d) Both the grammar and
the content of this adjectival functioning relative clause
have bothered commentators down through the cen-
turies.?*® The block diagram below illustrates how the
Greek syntax works. The antecedent of the relative
pronoun v can only go back to twec. It can’t go back
to the direct discourse, in which case the singular o0
would be required. The 10 kpipa refers to final judgment
by God in the negative sense of condemnation, not to
human rejection of words. This latter meaning is not

2%8Note how easily the clear syntax of the Greek is ignored:
This may mean either “To condemn such men as these
is surely no injustice’ (NEB) or ‘such an argument is quite
properly condemned’ (J. B. Phillips). The pronoun translat-
ed ‘their’ may refer back either to the people who say such
things (as RSV, NEB, NIV assume) or to the things they say (as
Phillips and some others suppose). In the latter case ‘refuta-
tion” would be a better rendering than ‘condemnation’. For a
reasoned answer to the accusation see 6:2-23.
[F. F. Bruce, Romans: An Introduction and Commentary, vol.
6, Tyndale New Testament Commentaries (Downers Grove, IL: In-

terVarsity Press, 1985), 102.
=
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possible in the NT with to kpiua.?*®
The phrase 10 kpipa €véikov éotlv, condem-
nationis deserved, must be carefully understood.
The predicate adjective &véwkog, -ov is found
only here and in Heb. 2:2, in the expression
£vblkov pLoBamnodooiav, a just recompense. Here
the setting is of God'’s judgments. The idea is
virtually identical in meaning to the adjective
dikalog, -aia, -ov. The main difference is that
the latter references an assessment of char-
acter or action, while the former literally makes
an assertion of justness “based on what is
right.”2%° Thus the English translation ‘deserved’
is correct but omits the idea of correctness cor-
responding to God’s character. The potential
problem with the English rendering “Their con-

29"These are, Paul implies, simply libelous charges
based on sophistic reasoning, which show that those who
mount them know nothing regarding the nature of God,
the message of the Christian gospel, or the character of
those who are Christ’s people—and thus they deserve
the kpipa (“condemnation’) with which God will judge
such people. Or as Origen long ago said with respect to
this verse:
This is an argument raised by unjust people
against the Christian faith. They blaspheme us even
more by suggesting that because we believe that
God’s truthfulness abounds in the falsehood of
men and that his justice is confirmed by our unrigh-
teousness, we also believe that we should do evil
so that good may come of it and that we should tell
lies so that God’s truthfulness will shine out even
more clearly because of it. But in claiming that this
is what we think, they are blaspheming us, as if
these things were somehow the logical conclusion
of our beliefs. But in fact the logic of our beliefs
does not accept this line of reasoning, because we
understand that God is a just and true judge.”
[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Ro-
mans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. How-
ard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New International
Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Wil-
liam B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 351.]

20Arndt, William, Frederick W. Danker, Walter
Bauer, and F. Wilbur Gingrich. 4 Greek-English Lexicon
of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Litera-
ture. Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000.

Nudc AéyeLv
6Tl MOLACWUEY TA KAKA,
tva €A8n T ayab&;

vV 10 kplpa €vdLkdOV €0TLV.

demnation is deserved!” is that this English expression can have
a petty, revenge tone standing behind it. Paul’s statement has
none of this. It simply acknowledges that the condemnation to
Hell of these people slandering him is appropriate given who
God is, a just God who is holy. They have blasphemed not Paul
but the very Gospel revealed by God through Christ.

In summary, what has the apostle put on the table for us to
digestin 2:1-3:8?

In short answer, a lot! It's important periodically to pause
a moment and catch our breath even in the interpretative pro-
cess. Now is such a moment. This will get us ready for Paul’s
summation of 1:18-3:20 in 3:9-20.

First be reminded that 1:18-3:20 are all operating under the
general motif of 6pyn B0l a’ oUpavol, God’s wrath out of Heav-
en (1:18). And this section with its theme of God’s wrath is a
part of the larger theme of &ikatooclvn 800, God’s righteousness
(1:17), which stands as the centerpiece of Paul’s 10 elayyéAiov,
Gospel (1:16). In this message both Jew and Gentile have op-
portunity to respond eig ntiotw, in faith surrender to Jesus Christ.

Second, the entire world, and especially the non-Jewish
side, is presented as under God’s temporal wrath as they wal-
low in their despicable sinfulness in 1:19-32. But God’s es-
chatological wrath is coming to the moral elitist, especially the
Jewish ones, for their hypocrisy in 2:1-3:8. Paul's concludes in
3:9-20 with the assertion of the universal sinfulness of all hu-
manity, which poses very real eternal danger in anticipation of
Judgment Day. Thus 6pyn 6¢o0, God’s wrath, covers all of this
life and leads up to the moment of its most severe outpouring
at the second coming of Christ at the end of human history.

Third, the literary devices utilized by Paul in presenting the
eschatological wrath of God in 2:1-3:8 revolve largely around
an extended diatribe device. At the outset the apostle sets up
an imaginary dialogue partner, and proceeds to carry on a con-
versation with this imaginary partner, often labeled in commen-
taries as the interlocutor. The Greek second person singular
uses set this up unquestionably. Now this imaginary symboliz-
es in the beginning (2:1-16) the moral elitist who felt his superi-
or standard of behavior gave him special privileges both in this
life and, especially for the Jew, would on Judgment Day as well.

Historical identification of this fellow has been debated. But
as the literature of this era becomes better known and under-
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stood the picture is clearer. The moral philosophers
such as Seneca, a contemporary of the apostle Paul,
asserted the superiority of the Stoic who through dis-
ciplined education, gained control of his dark side on
his way to perfection as measured by Stoic principles.
Paul’s initial readers in Rome would have easily found
echoes of an arrogant superiority out of their Roman
educational background as well as from being a part of
daily discussions in social and business contacts.

Paul begins with the moral elitist representing both
Jewish and Gentile elitists who looked with disdain on
their pagan neighbors. But by 2:17, the non-Jewish
elitist fades into the background and the Jewish elit-
ist stands center stage. His personal interactions had
been mostly with the Jewish elitists. The Jewish elitist
becomes the target of Paul’'s condemnation from 2:17-
3:8. At times the conversation partner recedes even
into the background while Paul speaks more directly to
his anticipated readers of the letter. For example in 3:5-
8 he targets those Jews who had slandered his preach-
ing of the Gospel, as the use of the first person “I” and
“‘we” clearly indicate. But the apostle swings back to the
dialogue partner in most every instance, although the
closer to the end of the discussion the more directly the
readers are in view.

The Jewish moralist felt superior to the pagans
around him in Diaspora Judaism simply because of
possession of Torah and proper circumcism. The hy-
pocrisy of mere Torah possession without Torah obedi-
ence in any meaningful way is exposed with brute force
by Paul in 2:17-29. In stinging rebuttal to the Jewish
elitist Paul contends that Law obedience by the Gentile
equals proper circumcism in God’s eyes while Torah
disobedience by the Jew equals uncircumcision before
God.

In 3:1-8 the apostle deals with the inevitable ques-
tion of the Jewish moralist. “Do we Jews then have no
advantage before God? After all we are His covenant
people!” In the collective oriented society of Paul’s
world, the character of a deity depends on the char-
acter of the people worshiping the deity. If the people
are unfaithful, does that not raise questions about the
reliability of their deity? With intense bluntness Paul re
butts such contention in regard to Aimighty God. God
will remain faithful in His just dealings with humanity
no matter how unfaithful the covenant Jews become.
A powerful affirmation of confidence in God for the
non-Jewish believers in Rome.

Although a certain progression of thought can be
traced in 1:18-3:20, it would be a serious mistake to

formulate it in modern western patterns of thinking. He
carefully makes the case for the universal sinfulness
of all humanity, both Jewish and Gentile, to his initial
audience in ancient Rome. But the development of that
case is predicated strictly on first century patterns of ar-
gumentation, and not on modern patters. The brilliance
of the arguments created by both Paul and his writing
secretary Tertius measured against the criteria of stan-
dards of the first century are unquestionable. But these
arguments represent a mixing of Greco-Roman rheto-
ric and ancient Jewish scribal thinking. The hanging of
the presentation of eschatological Judgment Day on an
extended Greek diatribe in 2:1-3:8 provided a beautiful
framing of his blunt, unrelenting condemnation of those
who felt superior to the rest of humanity. With rhetorical
questions peppering his readers along with Hebrew Bi-
ble allusions and citations he goes after this symbolic
figure without mercy. This literary dialogue partner asks
questions being raised by Jews especially who were
critical of apostolic preaching of the Gospel for all hu-
manity. The apostle shoots down every issue forcefully.

Now! How do we apply this to our world? Several
aspects of application are possible. Paul’'s approach
stands as an example of dealing with modern individu-
als who don’t acknowledge their sinfulness and falsely
conclude that they are okay with God. And even those
who feel no sense of the need of God in their life.

What the apostle did we can imitate to some ex-
tent. He depicted the rottenness of first century Roman
society in terms undeniable to any person of that time.
Most would agree with the immorality and violence of
first century Roman society.

But to those feeling superior to their pagan neigh-
bors Paul set up a literary opponent who sought to
make their case against Paul. The apostle identified
key points propping up their phony superiority stance.
Systematically he knocked each one down so that in
the end no defense of their superiority was possible.
In so using the ancient diatribe device, he was free to
demolish the elitism stance without naming names of
individuals. Such would have imposed limits on the
application made in the minds of his targeted readers.
This imaginary dialogue partner enabled a frank and
blunt critique of a stance commonly found in the world
of Paul’s readers in Rome. Here he attacked ideas and
not people. To be sure, there were times in Paul’'s min-
istry when named opponents needed to be vigorously
attacked and in such instances Paul did not hesitate to
do so.

In accomplishing this goal of destroying any defense
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of elitism, the apostle utilized argumentative skills out
of both cultures of the elitists: Greco-Roman rhetoric
and Jewish scribal thinking. He knew both cultures well
and how to use appropriate arguments to defend his
case. In writing to this Christian community that in large
part did not know him personally, he carefully made
his case for His preaching of the Gospel without being
offensive and seeming weak or ignorant. His targeted
readers would realize that when he arrived in their city,
they would have a capable advocate for the Gospel in
their midst. In our modern world, the great challenge of
Paul’s example is to know well our audience and their
culture mind sets. Our presentation of the Gospel must
take into account these dynamics if we hope to be per-
suasive with our audience.

The theological point of 1:18-3:20, 6pyn 6ol ar’
oUpavol, God’s wrath from Heaven, is very central to the
apostolic Gospel. God'’s righteousness, Swkatoclvn Bg00,
depends on it. We cannot grasp a righteous God and
ignore His wrath. Such a portrait creates a fantasy
idol that has no existence. Our holy God cannot tol-
erate evil in His presence. But we humans universal-
ly are pure evil in all of our being. For those claiming
no connection to God, or any deity, their evil is clear
in their behavior and interactions with others. But for
those claiming some connection to Almighty God and
expecting this claim to give them special consideration
with God, Paul's message is clear. The righteousness
of God, dikaloouvn Beold, means one thing: ol otwv
npoownoAnupia mapd @ Be®, no favoritism exists at all
with God.

Our world is virtually ignorant of opyn 6eol ar’
oUpavol. God’'s displeasure with sinful humanity is
continually being expressed simply by God withdraw-
ing Himself from them in order to allow their destructive
passions to bring them to ruin: map£dwkev altoug 6 Bg0g
€v Tal¢ érmubupialg TV kKapdlv avtdv ei¢ akabapaoiav tol
atipalecdat ta cwpata adT®v €v avtoig, God handed them
over in the passions of their hearts to uncleanness so that
their lives would be dishonored within themselves (1:24).
Thus the corruption of modern society represents God
stepping back from sinful humanity to allow it to be con-
sumed by its own evil passions.

But 6pyr) 600 amn’ opavod has another dimension:
an eschatological expression at the end to time. The
moral and religious elitist becomes the special target
here simply because of a false anticipation of special
treatment on Judgment Day due to their higher stan-
dards. Particularly targeted is the Jewish individual as-
suming his possession of Torah and circumcism guar-

anteed him passage into Heaven. “Absolutely not!” is
Paul's response. Thus in 3:4 we encounter Paul’s in-
famous un yévotro, Hell no! for the first time in Romans.
Such elitist thinking only accumulates more intense
divine wrath to be poured out on those with such at-
titudes. How uncountable are the people in our world
who make the similar false assumptions against the
Day of Judgment! In their ignorance of the Gospel they
are simply intensifying the torments of Hell upon them
for eternity. And this especially pertains to professing
Christians counting merely upon profession of faith and
baptism to guarantee passage into Heaven.

In the theme summation of the letter body in 1:16,
the apostle declared OU yap énatoxUvouatl to ebayyéAloy,
Suvaplg yap Bgo00 €0ty i¢ cwtnplav mavtl T mLoTevovTl,

loudaiw te mpdtov katl "EAANvL, for | am not ashamed of the

Gospel, for it is God’s power leading to salvation for every
one living in faith surrender, first to the Jew and also to the
Gentile. All that living in faith surrender means will be
spelled out in great detail beginning in 3:21. But it's
clear that obedience to God through Christ stands at
the heart of that Gospel message. Note 2:5¢-7, 10,
100 B£00 0¢ dnmodwoel EKAOTW KATA TA £pya a0 TOD- TOLG
pEv ka®’ Umopovhyv €pyou ayabol 6o&av kal TRy Kal
adBapoiav {ntolowv {wnv aiwviov.
of God who will pay back to each one according to his
deeds: to those on the one hand by preserving good
work who seek God’s presence and honor and immor-
tality there will come life eternal.

60&a 8¢ kal Tun Kal eiprvn mavtl T® épyalopévy
TO AyaBbov, louvdaiw te mMPp®TOV KAl "EAANVL
But the divine presence and honor and peace will
be upon the one doing good, first to the Jew and also to
the Gentile.
What counts with God, and will determine one’s eter-
nal destiny on Judgment Day, is not claiming formal
religious possession. Instead, how obedient to God the
individual has lived out his or her life is the deciding fac-
tor. Thus the elitist expecting favors from God on Judg-
ment Day will be shocked to discover that such does
not exist. God’s righteousness, &ikatoolvn Bgol, means
simply yet profoundly that everyone will be judged by
the exact same standard in final judgment: an obedient
faith commitment lived out in daily life. Utterly no one
will receive favored treatment in that event that ex-
empts him from this universally applied standard.
This message of the Gospel greatly needs to be
proclaimed both inside and outside of church life.
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10.3.3.2.4.2 Level ground for Jew and Gentile, 3:9-20
9 Ti olv; mpoexdueda; ol MAVIWG TPoNTIAcApEda
yap louSaiouc te Kal "EAAnvag mdvtac U’ apaptiav gva,
10 kaBwg yéyparmral OtTL
oUk €oTtv 8ikatog oSt €lg,

11 oUK €0TLV O ouviwy,
OUK £0TLV O €k{NT@V TOV BEOV.
12 TAVTEC €EEKALVOV A AXPEWBNoAV:

oUK €0TLV O TtOLQV XpnoToTnTa,
oUK €0TIV £WG £VOG.
13 Ttadoc Avewyuévog 6 AdpuyE alT@y,
TolG yA\wooalg avtiv é6oAlolioay,
160G domidwv MO T XelAn adTOV:

14 WV TO oTOMA ApAG Kal Tikplag YEUEL,

15 OEETC Ol MOSEC AVTHV EKYEQL AULUQL,

16 oUVTPLUUA Kol Tadatmwpia év talc 6601¢ alt@y,

17 Kol 060V €lpAvNg oUK Eyvwoav.

18 oUk €otwv dpOPog Beol amévavtt TV dPOAAUDY
aUTOV.

19 oldapev &€ OTL 60a 6 VOUOC AEYEL TOTG €V T VOUW AQAET,
va mav otopa dpayfi Kal UMOSIKOC yévnTal MAg 6 KOGUOG
™ Be®- 20 S10TL € Epywv vopou ol dikalwbrostal mdoa
oapé évwrmiov altol, S1d yap vopou Emiyvwolg apaptiog.

9 What then? Are we any better off? No, not at all; for
we have already charged that all, both Jews and Greeks, are
under the power of sin, 10 as it is written:

“There is no one who is righteous, not even one;

11 there is no one who has understanding,
there is no one who seeks God.
12 All have turned aside, together they have become
worthless;
there is no one who shows kindness,
there is not even one.”
13 “Their throats are opened graves;
they use their tongues to deceive.”

“The venom of vipers is under their lips.”

14 “Their mouths are full of cursing and bitterness.”
15 “Their feet are swift to shed blood;

16 ruin and misery are in their paths,

17 and the way of peace they have not known.”
18 “There is no fear of God before their eyes.”

19 Now we know that whatever the law says, it speaks
to those who are under the law, so that every mouth may
be silenced, and the whole world may be held accountable
to God. 20 For “no human being will be justified in his sight”
by deeds prescribed by the law, for through the law comes
the knowledge of sin.

As the apostle brings his discussion of opyrn 6gol
ar’ oupavol, God’s wrath from Heaven, to a close in re-
gard to human sinfulness, he pulls the present theme
to the central point mavtacg v’ apaptiav eivay, that all are
under the control of sin (3:9). Particularly prominent in his
emphasis is that this includes the elitists along with the

pagans. The framing of this unit in the second person
plural “we” means ‘we Jews.” Paul contends that the
Jews are no better off than Gentiles when it comes to
accountability before Alimighty God on Judgment Day.
They will have absolutely no privileged position when
standing before God in final judgment. He then turns
to the Hebrew scriptures for justification of this conten-
tion. The citations come mostly from Psalms 14:1-3
and 53:1-4. Each set is followed in Jewish scribal fash-
ion by interpretive comments by Paul.

Literary Setting. The inferential coordinate conjunc-
tion olv, then, defines the connection of this unit as
answer specifically the question of Jewish advantage
before God that was first raised in 3:1. There the ret-
rocecal question was Ti o0v T meplocov tod loudaiou
i tic N wdpéAela tiig meptopfic; What then is the advan-
tage of the Jew or what is the value of circumcism? His
answer to this question was moAU katd mdvta tpomov,
much in every way. But in 3:9 the question is raised: Ti
oUv; mpoexopeda; What then? Are we better off? This time
his answer is different: o0 mavtwe, not in any way! This
very opposite answer to the second set of questions
requires careful understanding. This contextual con-
nection of 3:9-20 to 3:1-8 must be kept in mind if we
are to understand Paul’s thinking correctly. The precise
nature of this connection should be explored in order to
better grasp the ideas.

Literary Structure. The unit is presented in two sub-
units, as signaled by the first plural verbs npontiacapeda
(v. 9) and otdapev (v. 19). The post positive coordinate
conjunction &¢ connects the second unit to the first as
adding a similar point but with a slightly different per-
spective. These two sections are presented via yap
as a defense of his answer o0 néavtwg, not at all, in re-
sponse to the rhetorical questions Ti olv; mpoexdueba;
What then? Are we better off?

The challenge of vv. 9-20 is substantial for inter-
pretation. Cranfield in the ICC lists these challenges
around a) text establishment, b) punctuation, and c)
interpretational understandings.?®® Some are major is-

#1"n view of the interrelatedness of the problems, which con-
cern text, punctuation and interpretation, it will be best to set out
the whole range of the main problems before attempting to discuss
any of them.

"First, the main textual variations may be shown as follows:
(i) Nearly all authorities attest either (a) Tpogyoueba (X B etc.), or
(b) mpogydpeda (A L), or (¢) mpoxatéyopey nepiocodv (D* G y 104
Or(Lat) Ambst and other Fathers).

"(i1) The words o0 mévtmog are omitted by those author-
ities which have the reading (i) (c), and also by a few attesting
nmpoeyoueda. 1

"(iil) friacapeba is read instead of mponrtiacapedba by D* G
pc, supported by lat.

"(iv) yap is omitted by D* syp.

"(v) mpdrov is added after t¢ by A.
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sues while the majority are secondary in nature.
Distinctive to this subunit is the way Paul utilizes OT

scriptural based principles as proof for his contention of

universal sinfulness.?®? The closeness of this particular

"Secondly, there are the following questions concerning
punctuation, on the assumption that the text printed by Nestle is
correct:

"(i) Should a question mark or no punctuation be placed after
ovv?

"(ii) Should no punctuation mark be placed after o0 and a co-
lon after mGvtmg, or a comma after ov and nothing after mévtmg?

"Thirdly, there are the problems of interpretation. These are
centred on wpogyopeda and o0 Tavtwc. The basic sense of Tpoéyewv
is ‘hold before’. In the middle it means ‘hold before oneself’, and
so, metaphorically, ‘put forward as a pretext or excuse’. In the
active it is also used intransitively, meaning ‘jut out’, ‘project’,
‘have the start’ (e.g. in running), ‘be superior to’, ‘surpass’, ‘ex-
cel’ (either with a genitive or absolutely). Since mpogyopebo may
be either middle or passive, the following possibilities have to be
considered:

"(i) that it is middle with a proper middle force. One would
then have expected a direct object to be expressed (‘put ... forward
as an excuse’), but Paul—it has been argued—could conceivably
have used it without a direct object with such a sense as ‘excuse
oneself’, ‘make excuses’ or ‘prevaricate’. The subject might be
‘we Jews’ or perhaps the same as that of mpontiacaueda later in
the verse, i.e. ‘we’ meaning Paul himself.

"(i1) that it is middle with an active force. The meaning would
then be: ‘Have we (Jews) any advantage over them (sc. the Gen-
tiles)?” No other examples of the middle of this verb used in this
way have been adduced.

"(ii1) that it is passive, the meaning being: ‘Are we (Jews) ex-
celled by them?’ or ‘Are we worse off than they?’

"mévtog (it occurs in the NT nine times in all, four times in
Luke and Acts and five in Romans and 1 Corinthians), like the
English ‘altogether’, modifies the negative adverb, if placed be-
fore it (thus mdvtog o properly means ‘altogether not’), but is
itself modified by the negative, if placed after it (thus o0 névtog
properly means ‘not altogether’). But there is some evidence of
o0 mavtmg being used where one would expect mdvtwg ov (see,
for example, Epictetus, Ench. 1:5; and (from a much earlier date)
Theognis (Elegiacus), 305); and the Vulgate renders ov mavtog
here by ‘Nequaquam’."

[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), 187-189.]

BMThe carefully constructed catena of scriptural passages
which follows (with near contemporary parallel in CD 5:13—17
and 4 Ezra 7:22-24) may be drawn from preformed material (Ke-
ck) and serves again to underpin the claim just made with scrip-
tural proof. The point becomes clearer when it is recalled that all
the Psalm citations presuppose an antithesis between the righteous
(the faithful member of the covenant) and the unrighteous. The
implication is that when that presupposition of favored status be-
fore God is set aside, the scriptures serve as a condemnation of all
humankind (in suggesting that vv 10—18 are a secondary insertion,
Schenke, “Aporien,” 885-87, misses this crucial function of the
catena within Paul’s argument). The point becomes explicit in v
19: the law speaks to those “within the law,” that is, to those whose
confidence rests in the fact that they belong to the people defined
and marked out by the law. Michel sees a strophe structure—vv

list of OT passages similar listings in the Cairo (Geni-
zah text of the) Damascus (Document) 5:13-17 and 4
Ezra 7:22-24, both very Hellenistic Jewish writings of
the same general time frame, suggests Paul may have
used a piece of pre-formed Christian teaching already
in existence at the time of the writing of Romans in 56
AD. The careful way these OT passages are stitched
together by the sixfold repetition of ouk €otwy, there is no
one..., points in this direction.?*? If so, then even greater
weight is attached to these OT passages in the minds
of the Roman readers.

With all these preparatory issues in mind, let’s dig
into the text itself and see what we can find.

10.3.3.2.4.2.1 First reason for the level ground, 3:9b-18

Here Paul gives the initial reason for his answer o0
Taviwg, not at all. This is clearly signaled by introduc-
ing the answer with the coordinate causal conjunction
yap.

But what is the question being asked and an-
swered?

Questions: Ti o0v; mpoexdueda;
What then? Are we better off?
oU TAVTWC.
Not in any way!
The conjunction olv ties 3:9-20 back to 3:1-8 as an
explicit expression of something deemed implicit in the
previous unit. What that is depends upon the exegesis
of the questions and response in vv. 9-20.

To begin with, the exact reading of the text must be

Answer:

10-12 (2 x 3 lines), vv 13—14 (2 x 2) and vv 15-18 (2 x 2)—which
is hardly self-evident. More impressive and effective is the sixfold
repetition of ovk &otwv (vv 10, 11, 12, 18; cf. Heil)."

[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical
Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 145.]

23"[n 3:10-18 there appears a catena of biblical passages,
which is the most extensive grouping of OT quotations in the en-
tire Pauline corpus. The verses quoted are stitched together by a
sixfold repetition of 'there is no one' (ovk &otv), and they set out
an enumeration of various parts of the body (‘throats,' 'tongues,'
'lips,’ 'mouths,' 'feet,' and 'eyes') to make the point that all human
beings are in their totality sinful. This catena of passages has, in
fact, every appearance of being very carefully structured. Further,
it appears to have been originally brought together within the Jew-
ish world (see the exegetical comments below), and so may be
postulated to have been traditional within Judaism and among the
earliest Jewish believers in Jesus and known by Paul’s Christian
addressees at Rome. And as a traditional collection of OT passages
that was probably known to his addressees, it was used by Paul in
support of his insistence that 'both Jews and Gentiles are all under
sin."”!"

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
334-335.]

7 BIBLICAL INSIGHTS COMMENTARY. T
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established in light of alternative readings.?®* The read-
ing Ti o0v; mpoexdueda; ob mdvtwg has the best manu-
script evidence supporting it. Also, the establishing of
two questions by inserting the Greek question mark ;
as illustrated above is the most appropriate division of
the wording of the text given the grammar used with
the words. The grammar wouldn’t work by combining
Ti o0v mposxdueBa into a single interrogative statement.
The required answer would have to be ou6év rather than
o0 mavtwg. The present middle spelling mpoexopeda
has much greater mss support than the subjunctive
npoexwpeda.?®® Also the evidence is overwhelmning for
the inclusion of o0 mavtwe.2*® Thus the reading adopted

234"We are now in a position to attempt to reach some conclu-
sions. With regard to the textual variations (i) and (ii), there seems
to be little doubt that the words mpogyopedo o0 ndvtmg should be
read; for they are strongly attested, and their difficulty also tells in
their favour. The substitution of mpoxatéyopev tepiocdv (without
o0 mavtmg) for mpogydpeba od mhvtwg would be readily under-
standable, the resulting question Ti 0OV TPOKOTEXOUEV TEPIGGOV;
being so much easier, while the alteration in the opposite direction
would be most unlikely. And the reading mpogydueba looks like
an attempted improvement by someone who understood the verb
in its proper middle sense and so felt a deliberative question was
required." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commen-
tary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commen-
tary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 189.]

235"The present indicative middle verb mpogyouebo — which,
as will be argued below, is best understood interrogatively as 'Are
we superior?' 'Do we surpass/excel?' 'Do we have an advantage?'
or, more colloquially, 'Are we [Jews] any better?' — is attested by
the fourth-century uncials & and B (also the later uncials D¢ and
K), as well as by minuscules 33 1175 1739 (Category 1), 81 1881
1962 2464 (Category II), and 6 69 88 181 323 326 365 424° 436
451 614 629 630 1241 1243 1319 1573 1877 2344 2492 (Category
IID). It is also reflected in the Latin, Syriac, and Coptic versions.
The ninth-century uncial P (025) has the present indicative mid-
dle verb mpogyoueba, but omits the phrase that follows: o0 wévtwg
(which we will argue later should be understood to mean 'Not in
every respect!' or, more colloquially, 'Not at all!"). The subjunctive
npogydpedo (‘Might we have an advantage?') appears in uncial A
of the fifth century and uncial L (020) of the ninth century, whereas
the present indicative phrase npoxatéyopev nepiooov (‘Do we have
excessive possession?') is found in uncials D* (06) G (012) and
Y (044), as well as in minuscules 104 1505 1735 2495 (Category
III). 1t is also reflected in versions it sy cop®™ and Ambrosiaster.
The reading mpoeyopeda 0b mdvtmg of both Codex Sinaticus (X 01)
and Codex Vaticanus (B 03), however, is most likely original, with
the difficulty of understanding how to interpret that reading evi-
dently generating all the ancient scribal variants (as noted above)
and all the modern interpretations. " [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), 328.]

Z"The weight of MS tradition reads o0 ndvtog, 'not at all,' or
'not altogether,' after the verb." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans -8,
vol. 38 A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,

as the most likely original text is Ti o0v; mpoexoueba; ol
navtwg. Now let’s try to figure out what Paul is saying,
in light of a considerable variety of differing opinions
among commentators.

A part of the interpretive dilemma is linked to how
3:9 is connected to 3:1. At first glance the apostle
seems to give opposite answers to essentially the
same question. Note the charting out of the two:

3:1-2a

Questions:

Ti o0v 10 Meplooodv Tol TouSaiou
A ti¢ N wdEAela THi¢ MePLTOURG;
What then is the advantage of the Jew
or what is the value of circumcism?
Answer:
TIOAU KOTA TTAVTO TPOTIOV.
Much in every way.
3:9
Questions:
Ti olv;
npoexoueda;
What then?
Are we better off?
Answer:
oU MAVTW¢
Not at all.
What is happening here? At first glance Paul seems
to be saying the exact opposite thing to essentially the
same questions. Yet to really understand Paul thinking
one must thorough examine the amplified answers be-
yond the brief elliptical response to each set of ques-
tions. But first a careful analysis of each set of ques-
tions has to be made in order to be certain that we
both understand exactly the questions along with each
initial reaction.

In the above section 10.3.3.2.4.1 The Jewish Advan-
tage, 3:1-8, the issue of the first set of questions has
been thoroughly analyzed. The essence of what we
discovered in this can be summarized as follows.

The advantage for Jews over Gentiles is that they
have been entrusted with the oracles of God, émioteBnoav
Ta Aoy 100 Be0l. Though modern interpreters often
equate this with the Hebrew Bible, Paul actually states
that the oral proclamation of God’s will by Moses and
the prophets is his point. The written record of this into
scripture comes only centuries later. But Paul’s point
does not center on divine entrusting of His revealed
will to the “Jew,” tol loudaiou. Instead the apostle fo-
cuses on how this divine trust has been handled. In the
collective oriented society of Paul's world, how God’s
revelation was treated becomes critical to the reputa-
tion of God who provided it. The scenario is set up as

1998), 144.]
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an assumption of actuality that raises the question of
unfaithfulness by some of the Jews, &i Anioctnodv tveg.
That does not mean that God will be unfaithful to His
side of the revelation, does it. His lengthy reaction to
this assumed scenario beginning in verse four is to as-
sert God'’s justice, Beo0 dwaloolvnv, no matter how un-
faithful the Jewish people may be. That God treats all
humanity with fairness and equity is prerequisite to His
being able to subject all humanity to final judgment.
This faithfulness of God in His Sikatooivn doesn’t en-
courage sinfulness by humanity in any way, in spite
of Paul’s having been accused to promoting it by His
preaching of the Gospel. Thus Israel has been given
distinct opportunity to both know and do God’s will.

Now in this second set of question / answer in 3:9,
how does Paul contend that Israel is no better off than
the Gentiles? The heart of Paul’s o0 ndvtwg, not at all,
answer is seen in first amplifying declaration: navtag
U’ apaptiav eivay, all are under the rule of sin. The am-
plification of this core declaration will occupy vv. 10-
20. Having been entrusted with the oracles of God
(émiotelBnoav ta Aoyl tol Beol) in no way brings divine
forgiveness or special status with God by simply being
Jewish. Such would nullify God’s &watoctvn. And noth-
ing will ever cause this to happen!

Thus when properly understood Paul in no possible
way contradicts himself in these two subunits. In fact,
the second unit builds on the foundation of the first one
in order to make its point of universal sinfulness. This
is especially so for vv. 19-20.

Now some observations about the details of the
two key words in v. 9a: npogxoueba and naviwg. The
present tense middle voice mpoexoueba from mpoéxw
can grammatically be taken as either passive voice,
i.e., “are we excelled?” Or as middle voice, i.e., “do
we have advantage?” The passive voice understand-
ing would play off the Jewish elitism condemned in
chapter two, but stand in contradiction to Paul’s point
in 3:1-8. More preferable is the middle voice meaning
with the sense of holding something before oneself for
protection.?®” Contextually, this becomes the idea of the
Jews possessing something to shield them against the
wrath of God. Paul’s answer of ou ndvtwg, not at all, be-
comes clear in light of his vigorous affirmation in 3:1-8
of the faithfulness of God to treat all humanity the same
way in final judgment. Thus Paul reaffirms his point in
chapter two that Jewish assumptions of having special
privilege before God in final judgment are delusional.

The answer oU TTaviwg has been understood in a

27 Arndt, William, Frederick W. Danker, Walter Bauer, and F.
Wilbur Gingrich. 4 Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament
and Other Early Christian Literature. Chicago: University of Chi-
cago Press, 2000.

couple of different ways. Most common is to take it as
roughly equivalent to a more common pattern néaviwg
oU. That is, a very strong negative, “not at all!” Exam-
ples of those taking it this way are “Cornely, Lipsius,
Sanday and Headlam, Barrett, Murray: cf. RV, RSV,
NEB, JB.”?%® Paul’s use of mavtw¢ o0 in 1 Cor. 16:12 is
‘altogether not.” But o0 navtwg in 1 Cor. 5:10 means ‘not
altogether” Probably this is the better understanding
here in Rom. 3:9. This understanding sees Paul going
in not quite so sharply a different direction as in 3:1-9.
Although the Jew has the advantage of holding in trust
the oracles of God, little if any additional advantage
accrues to him. And at one point especially, i.e., sinful-
ness, he has absolutely no advantage over the pagan
Gentile.?®

It is subtle but still important that Paul shifts from
the third person, toloubaiou, the Jew, and -Bnoav, they,
in 3:1-8 to the first person plural -6peba, ‘we’ in 3:9-20.
In continuing to criticize the Jewish elitists mentality
in 3:1-8, which Paul does not hold, he objectivies the
Jews. But now in affirming all of humanity under sinful-
ness he affirms his inclusion by ‘we Jews.” Additionally,
the shift from first person singular, 3:7-8,%% to first per-
son plural, 3:9, adds a signal of a shift of emphasis to
a summarizing of the essential points of 1:18-3:8 that
both pagan Gentiles and Jewish elitists are all under
the domination of sinfulness.

npontiacausa yap lovdaious te kai" EAAnvacg navrog

28 C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegetical Commen-

tary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Critical Commen-
tary (London; New York: T&T Clark International, 2004), 1:150.

29" After long hesitation, we have come to the conclusion that
this view should be abandoned, and the interpretation ‘Not alto-
gether’, “Not in every respect’, adopted.” The fact that in both the
other places, in which Paul uses mévtwg in conjunction with ov,
and the meaning is the natural one (in 1 Cor 16:12 we have mévtwg
ov, and the meaning is ‘altogether not’, while in 1 Cor 5:10 we
have o0 mdvimg and the meaning is ‘not altogether’) strongly sug-
gests that here too his usage is likely to be correct. Furthermore,
the meaning ‘not altogether’ is, as a matter of fact, better suited
to the context. Paul has said in 3:2 that the Jew has an advantage
which is great and important in every respect. He now indicates
that, while the Jews have this altogether great advantage, they are
not at an advantage in every respect. (These two statements are not
contradictory) There is at least one respect in which they are at no
advantage—the matter of sinfulness, of having no claim on God in
virtue of their merit.*" [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and Exegeti-
cal Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, International Crit-
ical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark International,
2004), 190.]

20The first person plural -ovpebo and Nudg in 3:8 represents
narratively an insertion, into the controlling narrative framework
of vv. 7-8, of an example of accusation made against him and his
associates in their preaching of the Gospel. It is not the controlling
narrative framework. The t® éu® and -opot set the controlling
framework as first ingular
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Toudaioug te xai EAAnvag mavtag U’ apaptiav eivat,

3.10 KOBOC yvéypamtal OTL

U@’ auapriav eivai, for we have contended already that
both Jews and Gentiles, all, are under the rule of sin (v. 9).
This stands via yap as the first justifying basis for the
response ou nmavtwe. And as the dependent clause 6t
énotevOnoav ta Aoyla tol Beol in 3:2b provided the
defining amplification for Paul's answer of moAU kata
navta, so also the infinitival phrase navtag 0¢’ apaptiav
eivaw functions the same way for Paul's answer o0
navtwg in 3:9.

Just how Paul introduces this axiom is interesting
also. The direct object functioning infinitive phrase
goes back to the verb mponmiacaueba. Taken from the
verb rpoaiTidopal, this is the only use of the verb in the
entire NT.%" The prefix TTpo signals the making of an
accusation in advance. Or perhaps here the intended
sense is ‘up to now.” Although possible to see implied
in the usual English translation, the existence of some
prior writing or orally delivered message before this
letter, the best understanding is to see that by 1po-
Paul is alluding to the universal sinfulness of pagans in
1:18-32 and of the morally elitist Jews in 2:1-3:8. Thus
the verb underscores to his Roman readers that these
two previous emphases on the temporal and the es-
chatological outpouring of God’s wrath is based upon
the common principle of the universality of human sin-
fulness from beginning to end. As a just God, ¢ dikaiog
B¢og, the outpouring of divine wrath is entirely appro-
priate, and not unfair in the least. Plus God will always
be true to His own holy character. Sin cannot stand
in the full presence of purity, just as darkness cannot
stand in pure light.

Toubaiouc te ke EAARvac ravrac U’ apaptiav givat (v. 9b)
Paul’'s construction is emphatic by including absolute-
ly all of humanity. This standard ancient Jewish divi-
sion of all humanity into two groups, we Jews and the
rest of the world, is deeply embedded into the Jewish
scribe Paul. He first used this expression in 1:16 and
then in 2:9-10. In these instances the singular spelling
was used and next in 10:12 the singular will surface
again.?®? One distinctive here is the absence of the ad-
verb mpwTov, that is present in the first two instanc-

2INeither is the root stem of the verb aitidopon found in the
NT outside of an alternative reading here in 3:9. But the adjective
spelling aitiog, -ia, -ov is used four times by Luke in Lk. 23:4, 14,
22 and Acts 19:40 in reference to legal charges. The noun aitiopo
for charge, complaint is found once in Acts 25:7. Much more com-
mon is the noun aitio (31x NT) mostly designating the cause or
reason for something, especially an action considered to be a basis
for legal charges.

22Cf. Gal. 3:28 and Col. 1:16 for additional examples.

es. Instead, the phrase is completely inclusive without
priortizing one group over the other. 263 Here the appro-
priate accusative case plural spellings are utilized, thus
adding greater emphasis upon inclusiveness.

The grammar structure is uncomplicated for Greek
even though in English the infinitive ‘to be’ can’t func-
tion as a direct object as does ivai. Both'louaioug and
“EAAnvag are tightly woven together by the two conjunc-
tions te kai. They function as accusative of reference
‘subjects’ of the infinitive eivat. The predicate adjective
navroc is attached to both’loudaiouc and "EAAnvoc, thus
adding even more emphasis on absolute inclusive-
ness. Paul goes out of his way to stress that every hu-
man being is under sin.

The infinitive with its adverbial modifier goes
straight to Paul’'s point of universal sinfulness: 0¢’
auaptiav eivat, under sin to be. This is the central point
of 1:18-3:20. Important to note is that sin is pictured
not in the usual designations of deliberate violation of
God’s laws.?* Instead, sin is a state of being which
includes all human beings of all times. This principle
stands as a major contribution of the apostle Paul to
Christian doctrine.

23The phrase 'both Jews and Gentiles' (Tovdaiovg e Kol
"EAMnvag) is obviously influenced by Paul’s entire inclusive argu-
ment in 1:16-3:20. In particular, however, it is influenced by the
wording he used in 1:16 and 2:9—-10: 'both for the Jew first and
for the Gentile' (Tovdai® 1€ TpdTov Kol "EAAnvt). Yet the phrase
'both Jews and Gentiles' here in 3:9 does not possess exactly the
same nuance as that earlier wording in 1:16 and 2:9—10. For while
'both Jews and Gentiles' here incorporates the inclusive emphasis
signaled by the enclitic particle e ('both') found in both 1:16 and
2:9-10, which emphasis is repeated in other ways at many other
places in Paul’s letter to Rome,* it does not include the particular-
istic thrust signaled by the substantival adjective tpdtov (‘first') in
1:16 and 2:9-10 — despite the inclusion of mpdtov in 3:9 by the
fifth-century Codex Alexandrinus (A 02), which is not supported
elsewhere in the Greek textual tradition.®"

[Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
354.]

2The word group is auaptéve, audptnuo, auoaptia,
APOPTOAOG, AVOUAPTNTOG

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdveo, Apdptnuoe, Apoptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:267.]

[Karl Heinrich Rengstorf, “Apaptorog, Avapdptmrog,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:

1:317.
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ApapTavw
sin; do wrong; fail

apaptnpa
sin; failure
APAPTWAGLE
sinner
EEapaptave
fail; miss the mark
okavBahilw
cause to sin
TPOAPAPTAVE
sin beforehand
TapATTWHT
trespass; transgression
napafaivw
transgress; pass beside
oMaBdvw
slip; slip and fall; to slip
TOANpEAEGY
offend; trespass

auaptia
sin; failure

Early Christian writers and preachers in the Gre-
co-Roman world faced a challenge: “The Christian view
of sin is not found in classical Gk.”?®> No philosopher ever
spoke of man’s enmity against God. Thus in the secu-
lar literature auapria is the idea of defect.?® Here the
enormous impact of the Septuagint upon Diaspora
Judaism becomes crucial.?®” The gap in Greek culture

25Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptéve, Apdptnua, Apaptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:296.]

266" The Christian view of sin is not found in classical Gk. In
this we have no sin in the sense of man’s enmity against God con-
sisting in his refusal to understand and will the right.** In this sec-
tion, therefore, it is as well not to use the term sin, but to introduce
the Gk. conception of defect and guilt, since the stem auapt (—
293) means 'missing a definite goal,' whether mistakenly or guilti-
ly, or by a mistake which is itself guilt.

"The terminology has a wide reference. It covers everything
from crime to harmless faults.” It includes moral actions but also
intellectual and artistic failings. The same writers use it in many
senses.”® 'apaptdvey came to be a purely negative term for doing
something which is not — 0p0dv, the word 0p06v being used in the
sense of morality, of formal law, or indeed of that which is intellec-
tually or technically correct."’

"For a full grasp of the thought of guilt interwoven and ex-
pressed in the Gk. apapt-concept, other terms had to be intro-
duced. Thus in early Gk. we have ¢, a word which combines
the thought of destiny and one’s own act.”® In the post-Homeric
period we also find the — adwuc- group. 'Developing from the per-
sonal experience of the poet (sc. Hesiod), the belief that all un-
righteousness is sin constitutes the critical point of the ‘works’ of
Hesiod.”” On the basis of the life of the state and society, which
cannot exist without law, ddikio. came to be understood as a vio-
lation of the norm of existence. Note should also be taken of the
critically orientated &yog and piacpa, of BBpic, and finally, in rela-
tion particularly to the philosophical literature, of xaxég, Koxkia."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdve, Apdptmuo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 296-297.]

2""The concept of sin is linguistically expressed in many ways
in the OT. Indeed, justice is hardly done to this variety either in
the LXX with its summary use of apoptio, GuépTnue, GULOPTOAOGS,
apoptévo, or adikia, ddwkoc, adkéw, or dvopia, acéPela, Kokio

and their derivatives, nor by our modern translations, which nei-

ther express the richness of the original nor even catch the decisive

point in some cases. In English, for example, some Heb. expres-

sions like 0@y and 71y, and sometimes others, are usually rendered

'guilt' as indicating a distinctive aspect of sin, but in the Gk. Bible

the same words (e.g., W)' are usually translated by the terms ad-

duced or sometimes (e.g., a¥X)*> by other equivalents which are

even less appropriate. The following examination will indicate

both the most important LXX usage and also the rich variety of the
Heb. mode of expression.

apoptio is mostly used for nikpr (238 times) and Py (70

times). Of the other derivatives of Xur, Rpr is translated by

it 28 times, nxvn 8 times, and ARPA, ¥°pr, and the inf. Ko

once each. In the case of other Heb. equivalents, it is used for

y¥o19 times, for the verb Wy twice, for a¥y, 7pwR and oWy

4 times, twice and once. In addition, it is used twice for ¥¥n

and 72¥'0, and in what often seems to be a 'theologisation' it

is used once each for 7 (Is. 53:4), 7awnn (Is. 65:2), aawn

(Jer. 14:7), 199 (Ez. 36:19), Aram. 7%y (Da. 6:5), 732 f (Prv.

26:26), axpp (Lv. 14:19), 707 (1 K. 22:53); Aram. 191275 (Da.

6:23) and ¥ in hi (Da. 11:32). apoaptue is mostly used for

nxpn, T and v (8 and 4 times). It is also used once each for

Xpm, v, 107 (Hos. 10:13) and Axp (Nu. 1:53 incorrectly).

apoptoAdg is used 72 times for ¥¥n and twice for y¥), also

for ®pr (11 times), 7Rpr and Xun (once each), and for the verb

xvn (twice); also once each for a3, ¥7 and wan (y 128[129]:3

in a 'theologisation'). apaptévem occurs 162 times for &vn qal

and twice for hi. It also represents the verbs ¥@d (Lam. 3:42),

awR (3 times), Yyn, nnw pi (once), vy (in expressions like

Nu. 5:7: wg ) opRpn) and v hi (each 3 times). It is only

mistakenly or in intentionally free translations that nouns are

rendered dpaptdvo, e.g., NRpn (in Gn. 4:7 fuopteg incorrect-

ly foryan f1; 1 S. 20:1 i fudptnxo for :nRpn ap ete.), Npm,

Xorn and ywo (each 3 times); also awR, TRWR, and @) (each

twice) and Y (once). adikio has 36 equivalents, of which 1y

(50 times) is the most common, whereas ¥ is found only 7

times and nxpr (Da. 9:24) and owR(Iep. 28 [Jer. 51]:5) only

once each. We also find 72w (14 times), 218 (9), 11X and opp

(8), "p¥ (7, confined to Psalms), 7y f and pyy (4). The only

other equivalents of material interest, and occurring only once

or twice each, are ¥ Hyn, M, my (Ez. 21:32), Aram. 9y (Da.

4:24), y2, mpp, TP and Awyn together with the name of the

well in Gn. 26:20 (Pwy) and the abbreviation for »pi n°2(Ez.

12:2). 4diknua, too, is mostly used for Py (5 times) and y¥d

(4) and also pwy (twice) and opf1, 721w, ¥, 7y and vAYN (once

each). ddwog occurs 33 times for NPy (as nomen rectum), 10

times for opn, and 8 for 72w. It is also used for 2y, vwn (4

each), 2w (3), N8, 7P, PYy, ¥7 (2 each), 1723970, 7723, "0

and ¥ (1 each), ddwéw is used for Xvn (3 times), yWd, ¥¥

and ¥ hi (1 each). On the other hand, it is used 14 times for

Pwy, 3 for 2y, (Da. 9:5 ® [A] for 17n). Of relevant nouns, we

may cite 0pp (twice) and 12wWp (once). avoptia is used for 24

Heb. equivalents: 63 times for 71y, 26 for 1)X and 72y (only

in Ez. apart from Jer. 16:18), 20 for y¥s (Is. 53:12 verb), 8 or

5 for nywn and v¥: 7 each for 7pr, opp, 72 and nRpn. More

rarely it is used for 9193, ¥x3, 707, M0, 2vn, YPyn, 190y, 093,

nswn (Is. 5:7), 700, 2w, 28y (Ps. 139:24 perhaps for 7277vx2

'injurious word," Gunkel), ppy, "2p and Py, also once for the

verb nnw hi. dvopog is used 31 times for ¥, but only once




is filled in Hebrew and Aramaic by a large diversity of
terms which the LXX picked up and used the auapT-
stem words in translation.?%® Four Hebrew words pri-

times for vjj, ywo (3 times each), 7p1, NRpn (twice each) and

7223, 72N and n99A (once). dvopelv translates y¥1 (qal and

hi 8 times), ¥¥o and nnw (pi and hi) three each. It is also used

for my, Hvn, Xon (ODa. 9:5?) and some nouns, doéfeto, which
with apoptio has the strongest religious accentuation of all
the equivalents, is most commonly used for v¥p, (27 times),

then for ¥¥1 and 1ywn (4 times), more rarely for 735, 1175, 787,

opm, ARIR, TR, 12M7Y, Y7, 7aYIN ete. It occurs only twice each

for nRpr and 1Y, and even in these cases there is some textu-
al doubt, doePng is mostly the equivalent for ¥ (14 times),
other terms being of little significance. The case is much the
same with dcefeiv, except that now y¥» is strongly represent-
ed (10 times) and Xvr does not occur at all. Worth noting is

7 in Lam. 3:42. xaxio corresponds for the most part to the

derivates of vy, but also, though the MSS. differ, to 7y, in 1

Ch. 21:8; Jer. 16:18; 13:22 (A), to X in Is. 29:20 and to nXyn

inJer. 15:13 (A). The same is true of kaxdc, for which, with ¥

etc., the following equivalents deserve mention: 1)X (3 times),

"7 (Prv. 10:23), 9py (Job 16:2), vywn (Prv. 16:12), 72w (Job

22:23). kokobyv, is used in Is. 50:9 for y¥1 hi, kokomotely in

2 S. 24:17 (A) for my hi. As equivalents for 77» or 771 in the

religious sense we often find a0etelv, dprotdvar (both also for

oY), aueleiv (Jer. 4:17), épiCewv (1 K. 12:14f.), mopaPaivery,
napo&ovew (for M *57nR 7 Nu 20:24), un sicaxovewv (Is.

1:20), and esp. mapamikpaiverv (Ez. 2:3 for »77 and 18 times

for »77; in Ez. olxoc mopomikpaivay 9 times for 230 27).

"The reasons for these defects in translation are not to be
sought only in the methods of the translators but also in the pe-
culiar difficulty of the Heb. usage. It is obvious that among the
many words to be considered none was exclusively devoted to re-
ligious and theological use and therefore none constitutes an ex-
act equivalent to the English 'sin.' All the Heb. words in question
had a secular as well as a religious sense, and, disparate though
the relation often is, the very fact of this twofold usage constitutes
a warning not to overestimate the purely religious content of the
term. On closer inspection all seem to be more or clearly the results
of rational reflection which is religious in content. They are theol-
ogoumena rather than original terms of spontaneous experience,
and the meaning falls into different groups. This explains why the
subjectivity of the translator plays a more important role than is
helpful. Sometimes a religious emphasis is imported where none
was meant,’ and sometimes a secular word is used which weakens
the religious content.* At any rate, the relatively rich linguistic dif-
ferentiation in the Hebrew may be very largely discerned of itself
by reason of the fact that only with the strongest reservations, if at
all, can we count on a uniform and self-contained concept of sin in
the authors of the OT; the problem of sin is complicated by a series
of detailed questions of linguistic history."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptéve, Apdpmmua, Apaptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:267-270.]

28" The language of the OT gives us four different roots to
which the concept of sin is usually attached and which we have
usually to render as 'to sin' or 'sin' without being able to bring out
the etymologically derived nuances of the Hebrew. These roots are
as follows.

moR. This verb is used 177 times in the qal including the

marily stand behind auaptia. They are XON (to put
away sin), VY9 (to rebel), N1Y (to bend), and NAVY (to
err).?® The Hebrew idea of sin originates in Genesis 3

infin. and part. forms, 32 times in the hiphil and 9 in the hith-

pael. We also find 15 forms of the piel, which always have de-

nominative significance in the privat. sense 'to put away sin."”

Even some of the hithpael forms are reflexive in relation to the

privat, piel: 'to free oneself from sin.' On the whole there are

thus 233 examples of the verb, predominantly in a religious
sense.® Of the nouns formed from rvX the most common is

noxn (fem., only Gn. 4:7 masc. — n. 28), which occurs 289

times and seems to be strongly-preferred to nouns from other

roots. In large part,” of course, nkpr follows the intensive con-
structions of the verb and has thus the privative significance
of means to avert sin or its consequences. It thus denotes in
many cases a specific form of sacrifice the occasion and ritual
of which are described in Lv. 4:1-5; 13.® Elsewhere it simply
means 'sin' unless in certain cases we prefer a legal term like

“misdemeanour” or “negligence.” The various plural and suf-

fix constructions of nXpr can all be traced back to the sing.

nRpn which in the absol. form occurs only twice (Ex. 34:7;

Is. 5:18). We find rxvz 8 times® and the masc. Xpp 35 times. '

The nomen agentis &p7 ("sinner”) is found in the sing. only as

a fern. (Amos 9:8); but the plur. either with or without suffix

occurs 18 times.

oWy (“to rebel”) is found as a verb 41 times, including 10
instance of the part. qal; as the noun 5V it is found 92 times
(sing. and plur.).

17 as a verb occurs in 17 forms, of which 6 (niph and
pi forms) have either directly or metaphorically the secular
meaning of “to bend” (— 279). The use of the noun Py is
much greater; this is found in the sing. and the plur.(miy) 227
times and it has a stronger religious emphasis, the thought of
guilt being forcefully asserted” (— 3. and — dwoocvvn).
vi1in are faults which establish guilt.

w1 (“to err”) occurs 19 times as a verb, with the par.
construction ¥ (4 times), and also 19 instances of the noun
waan. Together these bring out a further characteristic of sin as
creaturely conditioned error. !

Apart from 777 and 771, which are particularly close in mean-
ing to ¥¥5, many of the roots mentioned under a., and esp. yw, 21
or Q¥R (— iAdokecOar and 279 f.) might be added to these four.
And the four themselves, for all that they are used in what is es-
sentially the same or a similar theological and religious way, give
evidence of such strong qualitative differences among themselves
that they alone are enough to prove the rich and varied nature of the
thinking about sin either consciously or unconsciously expressed
in their use. Hence a comparison of the content enclosed in these
four main strands of usage will help us to a more or less accurate
understanding of what the Hebrews meant by sin."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptavo, Apdpmue, Apoptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:270-271.]

209" Apart from 7% and 77%, which are particularly close in
meaning to ¥¥9, many of the roots mentioned under a., and esp.
v, W or XWD (— ikdokesHar and 279 f.) might be added to
these four. And the four themselves, for all that they are used in
what is essentially the same or a similar theological and religious

way, give ences amon
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with the fall of Adam and xon M i
B 1 w o crime; ““W_EI o misderneanor
Eve Clearly GUGpTIG was the punlshmeﬂl:lnlsdeezl,iln;gwltcaused by sin r'lbfl?l'l ’ BEYARA
Greek word that caught the \ iy —
attention Of the Lxx trans_ for; uMAI',Inlo;to,lmrds,away‘gr::\;ol.ebmn.;sln;wplallon, sin-offering
guilt; publt-offering: rem-n?h élﬂ'ofmnemenl,(onmrmﬂon

lators, especially for xun,
since both words share the
common root idea of miss-
ing the intended goal. Some
238 times auaprtia, with no
theological meaning at all in
secular Greek, was used for the verb xvun., with the
general sense of putting away sin. Also aupaptio was
used some 70 times for the Hebrew VW9, to rebel.
What is shared in common among the Hebrew words
translated with auaprtia is the basic sense of a devi-
ation from standard norm. This covers both religious
and non-religious usage. The religious angle comes
gradually among the Hebrews and evolves into the
Law of Moses as the established norm for measuring
deviation. Such actions represent sinning. The Hebrew
belief in God as the Creator of all things is an important
foundation to His right to set the norms and then hold
humanity accountable to measuring up to them. The
wide variety of Hebrew words and phrases designating
sin in the OT not only is rich, but each of the words car-
ries definite nuances of meaning appropriate to the ac-
tion being specified as sinful. Unlike the Greco-Roman
religions Paul’s readers encountered daily in the city,
every deviation from God’s standard represents direct-
ly a failure to measure up to God’s standard.?”® One

themselves that they alone are enough to prove the rich and var-
ied nature of the thinking about sin either consciously or uncon-
sciously expressed in their use. Hence a comparison of the con-
tent enclosed in these four main strands of usage will help us to a
more or less accurate understanding of what the Hebrews meant
by sin." [Gottfried Quell et al., “Apoptave, Apdptnuo, Apaptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:271.]

2"Taking the OT as a whole, we may thus maintain that for
the authors of the OT sin is a legal and theological term for what
is contrary to the norm. If in the main the theological use is very
prominent, yet great significance must be attached to the fact that
it is not the only use of the expressions available. Similarly, atten-
tion should be paid to the circumstance that in its rational form the
concept belongs far less to religion itself, to the living dealings
between God and man, and far more to theology, to the theoret-
ical clarification of religious processes. It is this which makes its
impress on a term like sin, and which attempts therewith to denote
symbolically a distinct religious situation or psychical event, ex-
plaining it as best it can in this way. For this reason it is in the very
nature of the case that the OT has a long series of different linguis-
tic modes of expression for sin. We best understand these as dif-
ferent theological formulae mediating different basic theological
insights. They are attempts to represent a religious phenomenon
whose roots escape human understanding.

"The concept of sin itself, which emerges from all these for-

nxen

sin; expiation, sin-affesing.

nRen+a

the; sin; expiation, sin-olfering

dpaptia
sim; failure

Tilﬂ +3
in, at, among, upan, with, away from, when; punishment; misdeed, sin; guilt caused by sin

side note: in the OT unintentional deviation carries the
same penalty as deliberate rebellion.?”! Thus the study
of Torah was imperative for always being knowledgable
of God'’s will.?”2 One of the more noticeable shifts in the

mulae and gives both cause and justification for bringing them to-
gether, acquires many shades of meaning from this varied usage,
yet there is not lacking a certain unity. This is emphasised indeed
by plerophoric expressions in the OT itself, which partly seem to
stress the synonymous nature of the words (cf. the poetically fash-
ioned Ps. 32:5: 'Tacknowledged my nxXpn unto thee, and my 7y have
I not hid. I said, I will confess my 2wp»'), partly seek to impress
by conscious cumulation (cf. esp. Ex. 34:7: Yahweh remits y¥9)
Ty nRpm),*¢ and partly serve either intentionally or unintentionally
to bring out certain nuances (as, e.g., in the development indicated
in Job 34:37: 'He addeth ¥¥5 unto his nxpr,” or Lv. 16:21, also v.
16 etc., where the explanatory addition opXwn=9p% draws attention
to a particular aspect of the preceding terms 71y and ¥¥9).37 It is
obvious that fundamentally all the variations indicate one and the
same thing, namely, the deviation from a required norm which is
the sense of the predominant root Xvr. By the use of various roots,
however, account is taken of the many possibilities of viewing and
assessing this basic content. Sometimes the emphasis is put on the
process of the soul itself, sometimes on the act described as sinful,
sometimes on the state which results from sinning. But as a rule it
is not so much from the root selected as from the context in which
it is used that we can fix the intellectual or emotional content of the
individual statements, or place the religious accent which is not
immediately obvious in itself."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdve, Apdptnuo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:278-279.]

TIA - transgression committed 73302 (‘through ignorance'),
i.e., unintentionally, whether out of negligence (Lv. 4:13, 22) or
some other misapprehension (Lv. 4:2; 5:15, 18; Nu. 15:22 etc.),
incurs no less guilt than a misdeed committed 71 772 i.e., with a
high hand, or intentionally (Nu. 15:30, cf. 712 and 1977, v. 31). Even
if the nature of the matter is concealed from the one who does it,
he becomes unclean and guilty: awR) Rpp X137 33pn 27vn (Lv. 5:2).
To set aside his guilt, the same ritual is used as that which restores
cleanness (— thdokecbor).**" [Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptéve,
Apéptnpo, Apoptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:280.]

22"The concept of sin in Judaism is determined by the law
(— vépog). The transgression of each individual command of the
Torah is sin. For the Torah is the revelation of the will of God.
Therefore all its definitions, including the civil and judicial which
we might regard as secular, are ius divinum. On this basis all

all rebellion
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Judaism emerging from the Exile is moving away from
collective responsibility for sin to individual responsibil-
ity. The covenant Jew became a dominating focus in
being personally responsible to do his part in obeying
Torah for the nation in order to not face again the wrath
of God for its sinfulness.?”® The universality of sin was
widely accepted in the Judaism of Paul’'s day.?”

against God. They are all sin." [Gottfried Quell et al., “Apoptdvem,
Apapmpae, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1:289.]

2B3"Yet the idea of general responsibility is not completely
dead. This may be seen from the comparison of the sinner with
a man who bores a hole in a boat on the sea. When asked what
he is doing, he says to his companions: 'What is that to you? Am
I not boring under myself?' And he receives the answer: 'This is
our affair, for the water will come in and the boat will go down
with us' (Lv. 1., 4 on 4:1).71" [Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdvo,
Apdapmue, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 290-291.

274" As a whole Judaism accepts the view that sinning is gen-
eral.”> All men are sinful, cf. 4 Esr. 7:68f.: 'For all who are born
are marred by ungodliness, full of sin and laden with guilt. And it
would be better for us if after death we did not have to go to the
judgment'; 9:36: 'We who receive the Law must perish because of
our sins, along with our hearts in which they are committed.' Ex. r.,
31 on 22:24; Lv. 1., 14 on 12:2 (on Ps. 51:5): 'Even if a man were
the most pious of the pious, he would still have one page of sin';
Philo Vit. Mos., II, 147: mavtl yevT® ... GOUPLEG TO GUAPTAVELY
éotiv; also Fug., 158. The Gentiles, too, come under this sinfulness
as religious responsibility and guilt before God. According to Jew-
ish theory they have the Adamic and Noachic commands in respect
of theft, licentiousness, idolatry, blasphemy and the shedding of
blood, S. Lv., 18, 4. Indeed, the Torah has been offered them, but
they have refused it. R. Jochanan has stated: 'This teaches (i.e.,
Dt. 33:2; Hab. 3:3) that God has published the Torah to every na-
tion and language, but it was not accepted until He came to Israel
and Israel accepted it' (b. AZ, 2b).” For this reason they are not
without guilt in their sin. On the other hand, this basic principle
is not so sharply applied as might have been expected. 4 Esr. 7:48
says that almost all are sinners. Especially distinguished saints like
Abraham, Moses and Elijah are accepted as without sin (cf. Test.
Zeb., 1; Jos. Ant., 7, 153; Pesikt., 76a, ed. Buber).” This postu-
late of sinlessness is possible because of the individual freedom
of the will and the gift of the Law. The observance of the Law
makes possible a pure life. 'Thus God ... has said to the Israel-
ites, My children, I have created you with an evil impulse, but I
have given you the Law as a means of salvation. So long as you
occupy yourselves with it, that impulse will not rule over you' (S.
Dt., 45 on 11:18). The testimony of Paul may be cited in this re-
gard: KoTd dkaocvVNV TV €v voum yevouevog duepmtog (Phil.
3:6).” If the sinlessness of isolated saints is maintained, and the
possibility of a sinless life is provided by observance of the Law, it
can almost be taken for granted that the sinlessness of the Messiah
will be assumed. We read already of the Servant of the Lord in
Dt.-Is.: ... he had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his
mouth' (53:9). In Ps. Sol. 17:41 it is said of the Messiah: kai avtog
kaBapog and apaptiog; and in Test. Jud. 2:4 (A): kai mdco apoptio
oVy ebpebnoetat &v avt®; cf. also Test. L. 18:9. Linked with this is

Itis in apocalyptic Judaism that one begins noticing
the idea of sin as a power, in addition to being actions
both morally and religiously.?”® In Hebraic Judaism, the
two impulses given to every person at birth by God
remained the dominant perspective. Therefore when
Paul speaks of sin as a ruler over humanity in 3:9, he
was not expressing an unheard of concept to the Ro-
mans Christians, especially the Jewish Christian mem-
bers.

In seeing apaptia as a controlling force or power,
is Paul pointing his readers to a personified Auaptiat
xBoviay, the species of demons in the underworld?27

the expectation of Jewish eschatology that sin will be set aside and
the sinlessness of man established in the Messianic kingdom (cf.
En. 5:8f.; Ps. Sol. 17:32; Test. L. 18)."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdve, Apdptnuo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:291.]

213"Sin derives from Adam’® or from Eve, and has spread from
them and established its dominion over the whole race. Cor ...
malignum baiulans, primus Adam transgressus et victus est, sed
et omnes, qui de eo nati sunt. Et facta est permanens infirmitas et
lex cum corde populi, cum malignitate radicis; et discessit quod
bonum est, et mansit malignum (4 Esr. 3:21f.). Cf. also Sir. 25:24;
4 Esr. 3:26; 7:48f.), esp. 118: 'Alas, Adam, what hast thou done?
When thou didst sin, thy fall came not upon thee alone, but upon
us thy descendants.’ Cf. also S. Bar. 48:42, where sin is derived
from Eve; and esp. Bar. 54:15: 'If Adam first sinned and brought
premature death on all, each of his descendants has incurred future
pain.' In these apocalyptic passages there is a view of sin, largely
shared by the NT, as a power which profoundly shapes the world. A
variation from the view which attributes sin to Adam is to be found
in En. 10:4ff.; 64:1ff. and Mart. Is., 5, 3, in which its origin is found
in the fallen angels of Gn. 6:1 ff. Alongside this historical expla-
nation we should set the more basic view that the root of man’s
sin, the fomes peccati, lies in the evil impulse implanted in him by
God. Cf. Sir. 15:14; 37:3; 4 Esr. 3:20; 4:4; 7:48 (cor malignum);77
Pesikt., 38b—39a, ed. Buber; Vit. Ad., 19 (émbopia ... EoTi KePaAN
mhong apaptiog)."”

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdve, Apdptmpo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:291-292.]

Ze"personifications of sin are found in the Paris Gk. mag-
ic papyrus and also in Judaism, the one referring to Apaption
x06vian (Preis. Zaub., IV, 1448), a species of demons of the un-
derworld, and the other to the woman of sin as in Zech. 5:5f1.*°
and also to apaption lurking like lions (Sir. 27:10), both within the
framework of the currently developing view of a cosmic power
of sin.”! A similar idea is originally presupposed by the person-
al conception of auaptio (mostly with the art.)®® which is often
found in the NT, esp. in R. 5-7.93 The initial reference is simply
to the personal appearance of sin; it came into the world (R. 5:12).
Originally it was vexpd (7:8), but 1 apaptio dvé{noev through the
évtoAq or the vopog (v. 9). It receives from this the impulse (v. 7,
11) to deceive man (v. 11; also Hb. 3:13) and to 'beset' him (Hb.
12:1, gvmepiotorog); it dwells in him (R. 7:17, 20); it brings forth

mofnpota (v. 5) and émBopia (v. 8): and it thus becomes a demon-
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Not likely, but the apostle does envision auaprtia in very
personalized tones as a enslaving power over human
life. Some have suggested that the apostle moves to-
ward seeing apaptia as the demon called “Sin.” But
again this is hardly possible.?’” The wide fluidity of nu-
anced derivative meanings from the core idea of fail-
ure to measure up for apaptia allows for the concept
to be expanded to cover a lot of territory semantically.

ic power ruling over him. Man is 0’ apaptiov (R. 3:9; Gl. 3:22;
cf. R. 11:32); he is sold to it as a slave (R. 6:16, 20; 7:14; also Jn.
8:34; cf. Gl. 2:17); he serves according to its law (6:6; 7:23, 25;
8:3); he loans it his members as 6mha aduciog (6:13). Its sphere
of power is the cdp&, where it exercises its dominion (kKvpiedet,
6:14; Bacthevel, 5:21; 6:12), which culminates in its giving man
the wages (6:23) of death (5:21; 7:11; cf. Jm. 1:15). But through
and with Christ man dies to sin (R. 6:2, 10), and is thus vekpdg for
it (v. 11) and liberated from it (v. 7, 18, 22). Sin itself is condemned
(8:3). Nevertheless, the battle against it must not cease (Hb. 12:4)."

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdveo, Apdptmuo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:296.]

211"t is hard to say how far what we have here is the concrete
notion of a demon 'sin' (Dibelius) standing in place of Satan, who
is not mentioned at all in R. 6 f., and how far it is simply poetic
imagery (Feine). How fluid are the boundaries between these NT
forms of the auaptia concept may be seen from John (cf. esp. Jn.
8:34; 1 Jn. 3:5; and e.g., Jn. 8:21 with v. 24)." [Gottfried Quell et
al., “Apoptévo, Apdptnua, Apoptia,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geof-
frey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:
296.]

As is illustrated in the above chart, to find a fuller de-
velopment of the concept of sin in Paul, the letter to
the Romans is the best document. Hebrews and the
Johannine writings are important sources also.
Interestingly in the Synoptic Gospels, Jesus spoke
very little directly about sin and its consequences. He
acknowledged its reality, and gaining victory over it
was central to His earthly mission.?®John’s Gospel de-
velops the image of Jesus helping humanity overcome
sin even further than what the Synoptic Gospels pres-
ent.?’® In_his letters John provides his own definition

28"n the Synoptic Gospels it is striking how slight is the role
of terms for sin as compared with their application in other parts
of the NT. If we investigate the terms and their place in these Gos-
pels, we find certain significant features which may be reduced to
the twofold statement, first, that Jesus did not speak of sin and its
nature and consequences, but was conscious of its reality (e.g., in
the Sermon on the Mount) and acted accordingly, and second, that
in His acts and sayings He was conscious of being the Victor over
sin. These features may be illustrated from the Gospels." [Gottfried
Quell et al., “Apaptave, Apdptnua, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:302-303.]

2"In the Christ kerygma of John'** we again see the fact of
the overcoming of sin by Christ as it is first displayed in the pic-
ture of the historical Jesus presented by the Synoptists. The sig-
nificance of this fact is further developed by John. The mission
of Jesus consists in the overcoming of sin: kai oidote &t £kelvog
€pavep®On tva tag apaptiog dpr, Kol Gpaptio v aOT@® oK 6TV
(1 Jn. 3:5). ChI’lSt is the One who takes sin to Hlmself and bears 1t

o, Apoptia,’
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of sin: mdg 6 mowdv AV apaptiav Kal TtV avopiav ToLel,
Kal 1 apaptio éotiv | avopla (1 Jn. 3:4) and ndoa adikia
apaptia éotiv (5:17).2° The Book of Revelation extends
John’s concept of sin further in terms of Christ’s aton-
ing sacrifice for the sins of humanity.

Against this backdrop we can understand Paul’s
idea better. But a detailed presentation must await the
exegesis of chapters five through eight which contain
the most concentrated terminology related to sinful-
ness that is found in the entire Bible.

Paul's perspective on sin differs from the Greek
and Hellenistic world which focused on the idea of the
power of fate over human life.?8! Death was one’s fate
regardless of his actions in the Greek mind. For Paul
death is linked to sin and gained entrance in human life
through Adam. It can only be overcome in the Christ

event of His death and resurrection. By participating in
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:305.]

280"Sin is action opposed to the divine ordinance, which cor-
responds to the right. It is thus dvopio and ddicio. As adwia it is
contradiction of what is right, and therefore of God’s will, so that it
is also avopia. It has its origin, therefore, in opposition to God, de-
rives from human godlessness, and finds expression in sins against
one’s neighbour. Thus the basic character of the universality of
sin is established. It is not merely a human state. It involves guilt
and brings about separation from God. The statement: oidapev 61t
6 0edg dpoptOA®V ovK GKkoveL, GAL £av TiC OcocePRc 1) Kkoi TO
0éAnpa avtod motf], tovtov akovel (Jn. 9:31), necessarily implies
that sin separates from God. This separation is absolute: 0 mou®dv
v apoptiov €k Tob daPforov Eotiv, 6Tl an’ apyflg O Suforog
apoaptévet (1 Jn. 3:8). In the opposition to God there is manifested
the demonic character of man’s sin as it binds him to the diéfoAoc.
We can thus understand quite well the familiar saying: aunv aunv
Aéy® VIV ETL G O TOLDV TNV ApLapTioy S0DAOG EGTLY THG GUaPTIOG
(Jn. 8:34). This is not a general sentence, as we see from the two-
fold — aunv, but a perception of human existence in the light of
Christ, namely, that human sin is servitude to demonic power'*” and
therefore complete separation from God." [Gottfried Quell et al.,
“Apoptave, Apdptnpo, Apaptie,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1:306.]

28I"To the question of the origin of sin Paul gives the answer of
Judaism that sin entered the world through Adam. The act of Adam
in opposition to God is the beginning of sin. Sin thus derived from
the freedom of man. With sin death also came into the world, as we
read in the short statement: ta yap oydvio Thg apoptiog Odvatog
(6:23). Sin as the master gives its paid underlings the wages of
death. Thus the dominant power of death in the world is attributed
to sin (cf. 1 C. 15:56). The world in its being is not determined on-
ly by its creatureliness (R. 1:20) but also by sin. Paul differs from
the Greek and Hellenistic world in the fact that, though he, too,
can talk of the power of fate, for him the power of fate is closely
linked with that of death,'” and human sin is the basis of death’s
rule." [Gottfried Quell et al., “Apoaptéve, Apdptua, Apaptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:309.]

that event the individual via faith commitment both dies
to the power of sin over him and is resurrected into a
new existence by which he now can say no to the at-
tempts of sin to regain control over him. This means
to die a death so that the yoke of sin is broken through
Christ’'s death (Rom 6:10). Yet as long as he remains
in a corporeal body the Adamic nature will constanti-
ly tempt and test him. Only in the resurrection at the
end will he finally be freed totally from the Adamic body
through receiving a new resurrection body in which sin
no longer can touch him.

In distinction from Judaism, sin in Paul’s thinking
is the source of all evil and envelops every human be-
ing.282 Not only is it manifested by human actions, sin
is a state of being into which every person is born. The
prepositional phrase U@’ auaprtiav, under the rule of
sin, (3:9) is key to understanding Paul’s view of sin. A
graphic image of slavery is put before his readers here.

The role of the Mosaic Law becomes very differ-
ent than the standard Jewish view in Paul’s day. For
them, the Law is the path to overcoming sin and gain-
ing Heaven. But for Paul, the role of the Law of God is
to expose sinfulness in its full destructive nature (Rom.
3:18; 7:13). In such exposure the sinner can flee to
Christ who overcame sin and death as the only real
solution to his sinfulness.

Paul’s inclusion of all humanity is emphatic in two
ways: a) first he picks up the Jewish division of human-
ity into two groups, lToudaioug te kai"EAAnvag, and b) the
inclusive adjective navtag, all, adds more emphasis.

loubaioug te kal “EAAnvag mirrors a similar employ-
ment of this framing of humanity beginning in 1:16. No-
tice the structuring of this phrase in Paul's usage:

Romans:

1:16, loudaiw te mp&TOV KAl"EAANVL
2:9, 10, loubaiou te mp®TOV KAl "EAANVOG

22"Sin is the author of all evil: ... éBaciievoey 1 dpaptio &v
@ Bavate. Here we have a Christian rather than a Greek under-
standing. But from the sway of death there may also be discerned
the universality of sin as hostile striving against God (3:9, 23;
5:9, 10; 8:7; Gl. 3:22). At this point Paul differs from Judaism.
For Paul sin does not consist only in the individual act. Sin is for
him a state which embraces all humanity. The individual is always
in this all-embracing state of sin, and thus he does not have the
Jewish freedom of choice which constitutes the Jewish concep-
tion of sin (... 41 Ti|g TOPUKOT|G TOD £VOG AvOpPOTOL ApOPTOAOL
Kateotdanoayv ot moArol ... 5:19). There is an indissoluble con-
nection between the act of Adam, the fate of death and the general
state of sin. This does not mean that a doctrine of inherited sin is
presented. It means that a judgment is pronounced on men in their
being as such—a judgment which is certainly shaped by human
reality but which is possible only in the light of Christ." [Gottfried
Quell et al., “Apaptave, Apdptnua, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:309-310
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3:9,’loubaioug te Kal"EAAnvag
10:12, loudaiou te kol "EAANVOG
1 Corinthians:
1:24, loubaioig te kai EAAnotv
10:32, kat'loudaiolg yiveoBe kal"EAANGCLY
12:13, eite’lovdaiol elte "EAANVEG
Galatians:
3:28, loubaioc oUSE EAANV
Colossians:
3:11,"EN\nv katloudaiog,
Elsewhere in the NT, it surfaces only in Acts and in
relation to Paul’s ministry.

Acts:

18:4,loudaioug kal"EAAnvag

19:17, loubaiolc te kai EAAnowv

20:21, loubaiolc te kol EAAnoty
Careful observation uncovers the fact that this expres-
sion, especially loudaioug te kal"EAAnvag, where te...kal
are combined is a bit more emphatic. Thus the NRSV
translation pattern of “both Jews and Gentiles”. Of the
thirteen NT uses five of them are singular. But the con-
textual usage determines both number and case spell-
ings. The essential meaning is the same uniformly: all
humanity across time.

The inclusive adjective navtag from nég, ndoa, ndyv,
also matches the accusative case and stands in appo-
sition as a substantivally used word. It adds more em-
phasis to the universal inclusion of all humanity under
the reign of sin. Every person born after Adam and Eve
to the end of time is included.

kadwg yéypantar 6t (v. 10a) This comparative depen-
dent clause, introduced by kaBwg, sets up a compara-
tive basis for measuring the accuracy of Paul’s conten-
tion mavtag U’ apaptiav eivat. The OT text stands are
the standard and thus will provide confirmation that all
humanity is under the reign of sin.

The fascinating aspect is how numerous OT texts
from different sources, mostly from the Psalms, are
woven together in a pattern.2®® The formal structuring

283" A number of factors—principally, (1) the complex nature
of the biblical quotations in this collection of passages, (2) the
rather exact correspondences between the wording of these quo-
tations and the wording of these same verses in the oldest versions
of the LXX, (3) the obvious compositional care that has been tak-
en in bringing these passages together into one unified catena of
texts, (4) the striking coherence of the unit’s overall presentation,
and (5) the absence in this catena of passages of any distinctively
Christian teaching or traits — have alerted a number of NT inter-
preters to the probability that this group of biblical texts should be
understood as an early festimonia collection or traditional set piece
of texts. Further, it has also been postulated by some NT scholars
that such factors as indicated above suggest the possibility that this
grouping of passages was formed originally by some Jewish or
(perhaps) Jewish Christian teacher prior to Paul, who in all like-
lihood wanted to highlight the fact of a definite biblical basis for
his teaching that no one can claim to be righteous (dikai0¢) before

of these OT citations?®* gives evidence of having been
previously drawn together before the writing of this let-
ter.285 Whether this was done by Paul or whether in
the early church, it has the appearance of catechismal
usage for teaching believers, and new converts espe-
cially, some of the basics of their new Christian faith.
Since none of the citations contain any overtly Chris-
tian teachings, it may be possible that the arrangement
of these texts reaches back into Judaism, although
nothing comparable thus far exists in the Jewish writ-
ings of this era. Further, that these texts come over-
whelmingly from the Psalms and are supplemented by
the wisdom texts from Ecc. and Prov, and only one
text from the prophets, stands in noticeable contrast to
Paul’'s almost exclusive use of OT texts from the Law

God on the basis of one’s own efforts.”" [Richard N. Longeneck-
er, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text,
ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New Internation-
al Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B.
Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 355-356.]

2"The catena ('chain') of biblical passages in 3:10b—18 con-
stitutes an important feature in support of the conclusion that the
apostle has set out in 3:9. Paul evidently believed that this group
of passages would be of particular significance to his Christian
addressees at Rome, and so he used it to clinch all that he had ar-
gued earlier with respect to these matters. The catena of passages
(1) draws principally on the Psalms, (2) ties these OT passages
together by a sixfold repetition of the expression obk £otwv (‘there
is no one'), and (3) itemizes in the process six parts of the human
body ('throats,' 'tongues,' 'lips,' 'mouths,' 'feet,’ and 'eyes') as a rhe-
torical means of highlighting the totality of humanity’s lack of
understanding, the extent of its unrighteousness, and the nature
of its injustice. Further, it is a collection of passages that Paul in-
troduces by his usual introductory formula when citing Scripture,
kabmg yéypamtor ('just as it is written') — thereby laying stress on
the fact that this conclusion of 3:9 is backed by the authority of
Scripture." [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 Commen-
tary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 2016), 354-355.]

25"The catena consists of seven citations of varying lengths,
five of them from the Psalms. As can be readily seen, the LXX is
followed in every case, with the opening lines modified (but not
the sense) to fit the pattern of the catena (vv 10—11), some later
lines abbreviated (again without affecting the sense—vv 14-15),
and only minor modifications elsewhere (vv 12b, 15, 17). That
Paul is drawing on a catalog previously minted by others is possi-
ble (van der Minde, 57; Keck; cf. particularly Justin, Dial. 27.3),
but the degree to which the verses fit his particular point (Jewish
condemnation of Gentiles becomes self-accusation) makes it un-
likely (despite Keck, Justin’s catena could well have been inspired
by Paul’s); see particularly Zeller. Of course, the sequence may
have been formulated by Paul himself on a previous occasion with
the same object in view (the degree of structuring evident sug-
gests a more formal rather than a spontaneous composition while
dictating the letter)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A,
Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998),
149-150.]

Mo
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and the Prophets section of the Hebrew Bible suggest
a pre-Pauline composition of this catena of texts.¢

The implications of such a use of pre-formed tra-
dition are substantial. We do know from the Apostol-
ic Fathers of the second century that widely circulat-
ed collections of texts including the sayings of Jesus
were in existence after Pentecost among Christians.
These were replaced gradually in the second half of
the first century as the letters of Paul and the four gos-
pels began to be extensively circulated as authorita-
tive Christian teachings. Known as Testimonia, these
uncollected documents were loosely distributed in dif-
ferent regions where Christian communities existed in
order to facilitate Christian understanding for both new
converts as well as established believers. Acts 20:35,
containing a saying of Jesus not found in any of the
four gospels, is one such example of the circulation of
this material: pakdaplov éotv pdAlov St6oval i A\appBavely,
it’s more blessed to give than to receive. Unfortunately, we
lack a detailed knowledge of exactly how this process
took place in the first century, in spite of having very
thorough knowledge of the subsequent centuries. But
church fathers such as Tertullian in the second century
do allude to these collections being in circulation. The
compilation of numerous OT texts together around a
central theme was a very Jewish scribal tendency.?®”
Whether composed by Paul, or used by Paul from
pre-existing sources, the catena of OT texts is tightly
packed together in a sophisticated manner.

86"Possibly of even greater significance in support of this the-
sis of a pre-Pauline, Jewish (or perhaps Jewish Christian) prove-
nance for this collection of texts are the facts (1) that the passag-
es quoted are drawn principally from the Psalms, which was the
hymnal and prayer book of Judaism (as well as, of course, of early
Jewish Christianity), with only one passage from the prophet Isa-
iah and two rather traditional echoes of material in Proverbs and
Ecclesiastes, and (2) that such a pattern of selection varies from
Paul’s usual habit in his selection of biblical passages to quote. For
when Paul quotes Scripture elsewhere in Romans and his other
letters, the great majority of passages are drawn from the Prophets
and the Pentateuch—that is, more than seventy from the Proph-
ets and the Pentateuch (as occurs in Romans, 1 and 2 Corinthians,
Galatians, but also a few times in Ephesians and the Pastoral Epis-
tles) — with only twelve or thirteen quotations, in addition to those
here in 3:4 and 3:10b—18 (perhaps also 3:20; see below), drawn
from the Psalms.”®" [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the
Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. I. Howard Mar-
shall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 356.]

87 Among the Rabbis the stringing together of quotations
from different books of the OT was a familiar practice, but they did
not normally run the quotations together but introduced each one
with a formula of quotation." [C. E. B. Cranfield, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, Internation-
al Critical Commentary (London; New York: T&T Clark Interna-
tional, 2004), 192.]

LITERARY DESIGN
Rom. 3:10-18

The Person:

The Group: 3:1315

3:10-12

8 Ta@og dvewypévog 6 Adpuyg auT@v,
9 Taig YAWooaig auT®V £50Aloloav,
10 i6g AoTidwWV UTTO T XEIAN AUTGV-
11 v 76 oT6PA Aapadg Kai TKpiag YEpEI,
12 6&eig oi TOBES AUTGIV EKYEQ Aipa,

1 oUk £oTiv Sikalog oUdE ig,
2 oUK £0TIV 6 ouViwy,
3 oUK EOTIV O £KNTQV TOV BEOV.

4 avTeg £§EKAIVaV
5 dua Axpewdnoav-
6 oUK £0TIV 6 TTOIRV XPNOTOTNTA,
7 oUK £0TIV £wg £VOG.
The Results:
3:16-18

13 oUvTpIPpa Kai ToOAaITTwpia év Taig 6801 aUTGV,

14 kai 686V gipARvVNg oUK Eyvwaoav.
15 oUK €0TIV OBOG BE0U ATTEVAVTI TV OPOAAPDV AUTN

What is the structure of the listing?2% If Cranfield (ICC)
is accurate, then we have three sets of assertions: vv.
10-12; 13-15; and 16-18. See charting above right.
In the first set (#s 1-7), emphasis is upon not finding
a single individual in the group who would qualify as
not being a sinner. In the second group (#s 8-12), the
entire individual is seen as wicked as body parts are
singled out as instruments of wickedness. Finally, in
the third group (#s 13-15), the ruinous results of this
wickedness are seen on society (#s 13 & 14) and upon
relationship with God (#15).

The scripture citations are taken almost entirely
from Psalms and Isaiah. The apostle modifies the LXX
text only slightly in order to make it fit grammatically
into this ‘package’ of texts.?®® We will examine both the
citation and its source in one of the older LXX tradition
of manuscripts. One should note that these OT texts
originally were targeting covenant Israel by drawing a
distinct line between the wicked and the righteous. But
Paul sees a broader picture of all of humanity being rel-
evant to the principles set forth, and not just covenant
Jews. The central theme of the catena is the universal
sinfulness of all humanity before a holy God.
__ Remember that this text is continuing the large

28"The catena has been constructed with considerable care
and artistry, so as to form a real new unity out of a multiplicity
of excerpts. It is arranged in three strophes, the first (vv. 10-12)
consisting of two sets of three lines, the second (vv. 13—14) and
third (vv. 15-18) each consisting of two sets of two lines. The six
times repeated ovk €otwv (it occurs five times in vv. 10—12—once
more than in the original psalm-passage—and once in v. 18) and
the mavteg of v. 12 express the theme of the cento, the universality
of sin’s hold on men, and drive home the nédvtag of v. 9. " [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), 191-192.]

289" Ag can be readily seen, the LXX is followed in every case,
with the opening lines modified (but not the sense) to fit the pattern
of the catena (vv 10—11), some later lines abbreviated (again with-
out affecting the sense—vv 14-15), and only minor modifications
elsewhere (vv 12b, 15, 17)." [James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol.
38A, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,
1998), 149-1
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oUk éotiv Sixaitog oude eig,
OUK éoTLVv O ouviwv,
OUK €é0TILV O €x{nTdv TOV B€lV.

navteg €EERALvVav

dua nxpeddnoav -

OUK €é0TLV O moLGV xpnorotnra,
[oUx écTiVv] éwg €vog.

Tapog &vewyuévog o Adpuy& autdv,
Tal¢ yAdooalg autdv €50AioGoav,

(o¢ donmidwv Umo T xeliAn avtdv-

Ov 10 otépa dpdc¢ xal mikpiac yépet,
6fel¢ oi nédegc autdv éxxéar aipa,

TaAdainepia év talg Odoig authdv,

N odov elipnvng oUkK éyvwoav.

[o) 3.18

theme announced in 1:18 of AmokaAUntetal yap 6pyn
Beol am’ olUpavol, for God’s wrath is being disclosed....
He has made the case strongly for divine wrath being
pouted out on paganism (1:18-32) and also upon the
moral / religious elitist, mainly Jews (2:1-3:8) having no
loop hole when facing a holy God on Judgment Day. In
this context, 3:9-20 bring to a conclusion the first major
section of the letter body with pointed assertion that all
of humanity is under the influence and control of sin
(mawvtag U’ duaptiav ivat, V. 9b). This catena of Jewish
scripture texts cited by Paul confirms the universality of
sin.

oUk £otwv Sikaog oUSE glg, there is not a just person,
not even one (v. 10b) Most likely this assertion is drawn
mainly from Psalm 14:1 (LXX 13:1), oUk €otwv mot®v
Xpnototnta, oUK £0TWV EwG €VOG, there is no one showing
mercy, there is not even one. Clearly it captures the es-
sence of Eccl. 7:20 (LXX 7:21), 6tL &vBpwrog ouk €oTv
Sikalog év T vij, 6¢ molnoeL ayabov kal o) AUaPTHOETAL,
Surely there is no one on earth so righteous as to do good
without ever sinning. An echo of Psalm 53:3 {LXX 52:4)
is present as well: o0k €oTv moldv dyabdv, oUK €0TLV EwG
£vog, there is no one who does good, no, not one. Ecclesi-
astes provided Paul with &ikatog, which is a virtual syn-
onym of &yaBdév going back to the Hebrew 110-nwy.
The LXX mowv xpnototnta, showing mercy, of Psalm
13:3 also reflects the Hebrew 210-nwWy. The switch to
Sikatog from ayaBov allows Paul to highlight the oth-
er theme covering more of the letter body, &wkatoclvn
Beol, God's righteousness (1:17), which he vigorously de-
fended in 3:1-8. The universal sinfulness of humanity

OUK €é0TILV @pOBog Oeol &mévavTti

TOV OPOaAuGV aUTAV.

was commonly accepted by first century Jews, except
that they considered the Jewish people to be the righ-
teous ones (oi 6ikatol) Favored by God, while the rest
of humanity was wicked.

The literary role of this strophe is as a leitmotif that
sets the tone and thrust of the subsequent strophes
in the catena. The subsequent strophes should be un-
derstood as amplifications. They are presented in the
standard interpretive methodology of ancient Jewish
scribes called Midrash. The use of parallel passages to
explain and clarify the first passage was widely utilized
in the Jewish world of Paul, as a major tool of their
interpretive methods. Given Paul’s particular concern
to address the Jewish attitude here, the use of an in-
terpretive method, which his Jewish Christian readers
would be quite comfortable with, reflects insight into
the apostle’s strategy.

oUK €oTLv O ouviwy,

oUK EoTIv 0 Ek{nNTaV TOV Feov (v. 11)

There is no one with understanding,

There is no one seeking God.

The second and third strophes represent an adap-
tation of Psalm 13:2. kUplog €k 100 oUpavold Siékuev
£l TOUC LioUG TV avBpwnwy tol I6elv el éoTiv ouviwy f
Ekintv tov Jeov, The Lord looks down from Heaven upon
the sons of men in order to see whether there are those

with understanding and seeking God.?*° The formulaic ouk

20ne should not overlook the very similar LXX text in Psalm
53:1-3 (LXX 52:1-3). 6 8e6¢ €k 100 oupavol SiEkudev €Mt TOUG
vioUg TV avBpwnwv tod 16tV €l Eotv ouviwv A EkINTGOV TOV
Beov. God looks down from heaven on humankind to see if there
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gotw, there is no..., is repeated as the header for the
citations from the psalms. Note its use six times in vv.
10-18.

The substantival participle 6 cuviwv comes from
ouvinu®' and contains a built in tone of moral and
religious understanding. The substantival participle
0 ékint@v tov Bedv likewise possessed some ‘code
tones’ in Paul’s usage. The righteous are perceived all
through the OT as those seeking after God.?*? By the
use of this well understood phrase the apostle merges
both Jewish and Gentile disinterest in God into a sin-
gle group -- something very radical in the Jewish syna-
gogues in the city of Rome. Psalm 14 is a denunciation
of godlessness. Those denying God are deemed 7,1,],
adpwy, fools.

navreg eEEkKAvay dua nypewdnoav:

0oUK £€0TLV O MOLWV XpnotoTnta,
oUK €0tV Ewg €vog. (v. 12)
All turn aside, together they have become worthless,
There is no one showing kindness,
There is not even one.

This section stands as an almost exact quote of
Psalm 14:3 (LXX 13:4). This Psalm is virtually the
same as Psalm 53:2-3.2%

TTavTeG EEEKAIVAY, APa AxpewOnaoav,

oUK £0TLV oL@V ayabov,
oUK €0TIV £WG EVOG
Only two words vary. Paul inserts the article 6 before
the participle TToi®v. The impact is minimal and adds

P2"suviov (from cuview, a collateral form of cuviévan) is used
both in the psalm and by Paul with reference to religious and mor-
al understanding. With 6% éx{nt@v tov 0e6v we have an explicit
reference to man’s relation to God. References to ‘seeking” God
are of course to be found very frequently in the OT (compare, for
example, Exod 33:7; 2 Chron 15:12, 13, 15; Ezra 8:22; Ps 9:10;
24:6; 27:8 (in Pss examples are specially numerous); Prov 28:5;
Isa 9:13; 31:1; 51:1; 55:6; Jer 29:13; Zeph 1:6).3" [C. E. B. Cran-
field, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the
Romans, International Critical Commentary (London; New York:
T&T Clark International, 2004), 192.]

23"This verse is drawn verbatim from LXX Ps 13:3, which in
turn appears to have been adapted from Ps 52:3—4, with the change
of a single word.* Here are the two versions, for comparison:

Ps 13:3 and Rom 3:12: mdvteg &&ékhvov dua
Nypedbnoav: ovK 6TV O OOV YPNOTOTNTA, OVK EGTIV EMG
€vog (“All turned aside; at one and the same time [all] were
corrupted; a human who does what is proper does not exist;
not even one exists”)

Ps 52:3-4: mdvreg €EExAvay Gpo ypeddnoav:  odK
£otv 0 moldV ayabov, ook oty Emg £vog (“All turned aside;
at one and the same time [all] were corrupted; a human who
does what is good does not exist; not even one exists”)
[Robert Jewett and Roy David Kotansky, Romans: A Com-

mentary, ed. Eldon Jay Epp, Hermeneia—a Critical and Histori-
cal Commentary on the Bible (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press,
2000), 260.]

more emphasis than the LXX rendering. Also instead
of ayaBov, good, as in the LXX the apostle substitutes
xpnotétnta, kindness. The original Hebrew 210~ NWY,
doing good, can be translated equally accurately either
as ‘good’ or ‘generously.’?%

¢€ékAwvay in the gnomic aorist function from ékkAivw
graphically pictures humanity steering clear of God’s
ways, as a nautical term. nxpew6noav, the aorist pas-
sive gnomic aorist verb from axpeldw depicts humanity
that has been turned into uselessness. The substanti-
val participle phrase 6 nowdv xpnototnta, one showing
kindness, equals the LXX mowv xpnototnta, showing
kindness, but is slightly more emphatic.

The final strophe o0k £€otwv £wg évdg, there is not even
one, translates the Hebrew TNX~DA which is emphat-
ic. Paul uses the exact wording as the LXX here. The
three inner connected lines build to the climatic third
one which denies there being a single person genuine-
ly seeking God.

In this section the apostle takes loubaioug te kai

“EAANvag, both the Jews and Gentiles, and collapses them

into mavtag, all. This conforms to the teaching of the
Hebrew Bible. Humanity as a group thus come under
the label of being sinners.

The gnomic aorist tense verb é&xkAwav, taken
from ékkAivw, a heavy nautical secular meaning with
the idea that one must stay clear of a specified object
due to danger being present in the object. For good
or evil, the psalmist that Paul cites here contends that
humanity has sought to steer clear of God and His will.
The gnomic aorist passive verb fxpewbnoav, from
axpeldw, is a hapox legomenon, i.e., one time use in
the entire NT. It is part of a word group -- axpelog, -ov,
axpelow, Gxpnotog, -ov -- that references things and
people as having become worthless and useless. The
adverb Gua marks the occurrence of both verbs as be-
ing simultaneous. Thus while steering clear of God, hu-
manity has lost its sense of purpose completely at the
same time. The participle phrase ¢ mowlv xpnototnta
denotes the Hebrew idea of showing kindness to oth-
ers as validating devotion to God. The participle object
xpnototnta, from xpnototng, reflects the opposite of
nxpewOnoav in that showing kindness reflects the di-
vine purpose. Note the Jewishness of the expression.
Kindness must be demonstrated for one to claim to be
a kind person.?® But there’s not one person doing this,

24As every bilingual person knows from personal experience,
moving from one language to another means translating ideas rath-
er than just words. And the receptor language normally has several
optional words to choose from. Plus, if you are recovering an ex-
pression written several centuries previously, you well understand
that a living language constantly is evolving with other words be-
ing more the idea than the original one.

#MypnototnTa = ‘goodness” in the widest sense, with the idea
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especially within the framework of God’s
kindness (cf. 2:4, to0 mhoUtou Tfi¢ xpnotdTNTOG
autod).

TAQPOC AVEWYUEVOGS 0 Adpuyé aut@v,

talc yAwooais avtwv £éoAoloav (v.
13ab)

Open graves are their throat,

with their tongues they deceive.

With this pair of accusations the psalmist
and Paul turn the microscope from the group
(vv. 11-12) to examine the individual. A series
of OT texts are drawn together highlighting
various parts of the body as tools of humanity’s
depravity: throat, tongues, lips, mouths, and
feet. Foul speech receives particular attention.
Both in word and deed humanity shows its true
nature. The exact thrust of each of these body
part references is usually open to debate be-
yond either speech or action.

Tadog dvewypévog 6 AapuyE alt@yv, an open
tomb is their throat. This accusation is taken
verbatim from Psalm 5:9 (LXX, 5:10): tadog
Avewypévog 6 AapuyE avt®v. The image is dra-
matically clear, especially in a world which did
not embalm its dead at burial. But what is the
image pointing to? Psalm 5 belongs to the first
psalter of David. Its later liturgical use made it
suitable for use in the morning worship con-
ducted in the temple. The psalmist asks God
for deliverance from his enemies (v. 8) and ac-
cuses them of being evil (vv. 9-10). The stench
of the evil inside them flows out through their
mouths, i.e., words. You most likely have been
around people whose talking had the smell of
a sewer spilling over.

Thus Paul picks up on this OT image and
asserts that such is the character of humanity.
What's actually inside a person will find its way
up through the throat and mouth to smell up
the space around him. As Jesus pointed out,
to0 meplooelpatog TG Kapdlag 1O otopa AaAel,
out of what abounds in the heart the mouth speaks
(Matt. 12:34).

Talc yAwooalg aut®v £€6oAkoloayv, with their
tongues they deceive. Again this is taken from
the same source and reproduced verbatim to
Psalm 5:9, talc ylAwooalg adt®v €dolloloav.
Thus the same context for this strophe applies
from the above strophe. The gnomic aorist

of ‘utility’ rather than specially of ‘kindness,” as in 2:4."
[W. Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, 4 Critical and Ex-
egetical Commentary on the Epistle of the Romans, 3d
ed., International Critical Commentary (New York: C.
Scribner’s Sons, 1897), 78.]

verb €8oholoav, from 6oAldw, is only used here in the entire
NT, while the noun d6Ao¢ is rather commonly used some 30
times. The charge is that people use deceit to take advantage
of others. Taken from the Hebrew 'g;):?, meaning to conspire
against, this issue of deceit loomed large in Paul's world and
was made more difficult in the Greco-Roman part of it due to
the lack of integrity and honesty in the judicial system of the
Romans.?%¢
i0¢ domiébwv Uno ta xsiAn avtwv (v. 13c),
under their lips is the poison of vipers.

Once again Paul uses the psalms for building his case of
universal depravity. This accusation is taken verbatim from
Psalms 140:3 (LXX 139:4), id¢ aoTmidwyv UTrd 10 XeiAn alT@V.
Psalm 140 is a psalm of lament in which the psalmist seeks
God’s deliverance from his enemies. Of the five strophes in the
Hebrew text, v. 3 falls in the first strophe of vv. 2-4. The image
of a viper snake poised to spit its poison conveys the idea of
sharp verbal attack on others.?%”

Paul follows up the more direct reference to speech using
the tongue which is a graphic image of a viper snake ready to
spit its poison out. This image intensifies the reference to the
tongue and false speaking dramatically.

WV TO oTopA apdc Kai mukpiac yéuel, whose mouth is stuffed
with pronouncing curses and bitterness (v. 14). Paul turned here
to Psalm 10:7 (LXX 9:28). Paul here paraphrases the psalm
which states:

PO"DECEIVE [X23 nasha’, no pathah; tiavdem planad, é€anatdom exa-
patad, dpevamatdw phrenapatad, doldwm doliod]. A large number of Hebrew
and Greek terms express the idea of deceiving and acting falsely. Although
some texts state that God is without deceit (Deut 32:4; Heb 6:18), the OT
reports that God can deceive (Ezek 14:9). Jeremiah accuses God of deceiv-
ing others (Jer 4:10). Job asserts that God is behind those who deceive (Job
12:16). Jesus was also accused of deceiving (John 7:12).

"Persons are admonished against cheating their neighbor (Lev 6:2 [Heb.
5:21]; Jer 9:5 [Heb. 9:4]), even in jest (Prov 26:19). Falsely accusing a person
(Ps 69:4 [Heb. 69:5]; Luke 3:14), testifying falsely (Job 13:7; Mark 10:19),
or swearing falsely (Matt 5:33) are all serious offenses. Specific individuals
who deceive include: Laban (Gen 29:25); Jacob (Gen 31:20, 26-27); Michal
(1 Sam 19:17); Saul (1 Sam 28:12); and Abner (2 Sam 3:25). Countries also
deceive (Num 25:18; Jos 9:22; Obad 7). Furthermore, humans engage in
self-deception (Obad 3; 1 Cor 3:18; 1 John 1:8).

"False prophets and diviners are capable of deceiving people (Jer 29:8;
Lam 2:14). Within the NT, sin (Rom 7:11) and Satan (Rev 12:9) can deceive.
Wicked people, impostors, and the rebellious deceive believers (2 Tim 3:13;
Titus 1:10). New Testament writers exhort believers repeatedly not to be de-
ceived by false teaching (1 Cor 15:33; Eph 5:6; 2 Thess 2:3). See DECEIT;
LYING."

[F. Rachel Magdalene, “Deceive,” ed. Katharine Doob Sakenfeld, The
New Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible (Nashville, TN: Abingdon Press,
2006-2009), 2:80.]

2"The phrase in v 3 is a metaphor for verbal attack; one may compare
Pss 55:21 (20); 109:3; 120:7. For the figure of sharp, biting speech in v 4a,
Ps 58:5 (4) is comparable. Dahood (301) aptly refers to the hissing sounds of
the three cases of shin in the first colon." [Leslie C. Allen, Psalms 101—150
(Revised), vol. 21, Word Biblical Commentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated,

2002), 336.]
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00 dpéc T0 oTépa auTol yéue! Kai mikpiag Kai 56Aou,
0o TV YADooav altod KOmog Kal movog.
Their mouths are filled with cursing and deceit

and oppression;

under their tongues are mischief and iniquity.
This is the third line concerning speech by depraved
humanity. Paul restructures the psalmist’s declaration
but without changing the essential meaning.?®® This
makes the catena work more smoothly for memoriza-
tion. Since deceit, 66Aou, has already been listed, it is
dropped off the catena here. One should note that the
noun d&pa used by Paul does not designate foul lan-
guage. This is specified elsewhere in the NT by differ-
ent words.?®® Rather, apd specifies pronouncing a curse
upon another person or persons. Actually in classical
Greek the core meaning of apad is “prayer.”® Transla-
tors often are careless about the distinct meaning of
source language texts in translating them over into the
receptor languages.®®' Is the English word “cursing”
incorrect? No, but the limited range of meaning that
excludes ‘cussing’ must be understood.

In the ancient world, to place a curse on someone
was a very serious action. The essence is to ask God
to bring harm and possible or injury or death upon the
individual or group being cursed both / or physically
and spiritually. Paul will on a few occasions invoke a
curse on some individuals or groups in his letters, e.g.,
avadepa £otw, let him be accursed! (Gal. 1:7-8).

But both Paul and the psalmist of 10:7 signal that

2%8That is, Paul did this. Or else the original composer of the
catena of OT texts that are strung together. Probably the latter.

#’See Louw-Nida, Grk. Lexicon, topics 33.470 - 33.475 for a
listing. Especially note Eph. 5:4, kal aioxpotng kal pwpoloyia i
guTpamelia, & oUK Gvijkev, Entirely out of place is obscene, silly,
and vulgar talk. The double meaning of the English word 'curse' is
where the uncertainty about meaning arises. Thus the problem is in
translation and not in any any ambiguity of the Greek text.

0apa, Ton. éapn, W, prayer, 11.15.378,598, 23.199, Hes.
Op.726, Pi.1.6(5).43; apnv éromocovto moida yevéshot Apiotmvt
offered prayers that a child should be born, Hdt.6.63

[Henry George Liddell et al., A Greek-English Lexicon (Ox-
ford: Clarendon Press, 1996), 233.]

3"Note some translations of apdg:

Latin Vulgate:
maledictione
English:
NRSV, NIV, ASV, CEB, HSB, KJV, LEB, NASB, NCV, NKJV, Wey -
cursing; BBE, ESV, TEV, NLT, RSV - curses; Tyndale - coursynge
German:
Elberfielder (1905), Luther 1912- Fluchens; Luther 1984, GNB -

Fluch;

Spanish:

LBA -MALDICION; NTV - maldicién; BJ 2000, BR-V, SE (1569) -
maledicencia; NVI - maldiciones

French:

Segond (1910), Ostervald - malédiction

their targeted individual has a mouth to spews out
curses at the drop of a pin. The verb yéuet, from yépw,
asserts that something / someone is filled with some-
thing (genitive case object). The emphasis is state of
being rather than procedure or action taken. The fill-
ing has already taken place previously; now the entity
is completely full. The mouth becomes the organ for
spewing out the cursing and bitterness that fills the in-
dividual’s life. But because this filling is perpetual, such
a person never ceases to spew out his rottenness. As
Jesus stated in Lk. 11:39 concerning the Pharisees,
“Now you Pharisees clean the outside of the cup and of
the dish, but inside you are full of greed and wickedness,”
vOv Upelg ol Qaploaiol 0 £€wbev tol motnpiou kal tol
Tiivakog kaBapilete, T0 6& Eowbev LUGV YEUEL ApTayfig Kol
novnplag.

Not only is apag filling up the life, but also mukpiag,
bitterness, is doing the same. nukpiag comes from nukpia
and references something tasting bitter and also some-
one being bitter. The latter is the sense here. In the
vice listing of Eph. 4:31, nukpla is closely linked to néoca
Tukpla kol Bupog kal 6pyn kot kpauvyn kal PAaconuia, all
bitterness and wrath and anger and wrangling and slander.
nukplia is a trait that has no place in the Christian’s life,
but is commonly found among humanity. Interesting-
ly, while Christians must not have any bitterness, de-
praved humanity is full of it.

OEETC ol TOSEC AVTHV EKXEAL OO,

oUVTpLUHA Kol Tadamwpia év talc 6601¢ alt@y,

Kal 080V eipnvng oUk Eyvwoav (vv. 15-17)
Their feet are swift to shed blood;

ruin and misery are in their paths,

and the way of peace they have not known.

Now the focus shifts to a characterization of the
Jewish people through the perspective of the prophet
Isaiah (59:7-59:8a).

ol 8¢ mobeg autv &ml movnplav tpExoucotv Taxlvol

gKxEaL aLpa-
Kal ol Staloylopol alt@v Slaloylopol ddpovwy,
oUVTPLUHA Kal TaAatmwplia év Talg 0601¢ alTv.

Kal 680V elprivng oUk oibaaty,

Their feet run to evil,

and they rush to shed innocent blood;

their thoughts are thoughts of iniquity,

desolation and destruction are in their highways.

The way of peace they do not know.
Here we encounter an abridgment of the prophet Isa-
iah that expands the characterization of the Jewish
people in Isaiah’s time to all of humanity in Paul’s time.
This prophetic text from 2 Isaiah stands as a warning
to exiled Israel reminding them of the world they found
themselves caught in. Most of chapter 59 is cast in
the first person ‘we’, but vv. 7-9 are framed in the third
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person ‘they.’ The ‘they’ is the surrounding nations, es-
pecially Babylon. The ‘we’ focuses on the remnant of
returning exiles to their homeland. The apostle takes
parts of vv. 7-9 that he considers to be relevant for his
purpose as further explanation of the universal sinful-
ness of humanity.

Also in the background of the first part of this string
of citations stands Prov. 1:16,

ol yap modeg alT®v €ig Kakiav Tpéxouaty

kol Taxwol Tod EkxEat opa
for their feet run to evil,
and they hurry to shed blood.

These proverbs are targeting navtwv t®v cuvteholvtwy
T Gvopa, all of those greedy for gain (v. 19a). The point of
these proverbs is to emphasize that such orientation
of life will suck the ver life out of the individual, v. 19b.
Again they provide Paul with dramatic images for the
catena of texts to use here.

6€elc oi modec auTv ékxéan aipa, their feet are quick
to shed blood (v. 15). This graphic image stresses the im-
pact of depravity upon sinful human beings. The pred-
icate adjective 6&elg, from 6&ug, -€la, -0, is a Romans’
word with all eight NT uses found in this one letter. It
can specify either sharpness (7x) or swiftness (1x). In
modifying either poudaia, sword, or pénavov, sickle, the
idea is of sharpness. But in modifying nodec, feet, the
idea shifts to swiftness, which is here in v. 15. Field
combat meant how a soldier could manage his feet in
standing and running was a matter of life and death,
instead of taywol, quick, in Isaiah 59:7, Paul uses 6¢gic
as a synonym with essentially the same meaning.3%

gkxéat aipo. means to shed blood, as an euphemism
for killing another person. The rewording of lsaiah
heightens the image and pushes it toward that of a per-
son stalking another with intent to murder. This could
be both a military expression and a regular life ex-
pression. The aorist infinitive éxxéaL comes from ékxéw
which means to pour out something. Here with aipa as
its object, that something is blood, cf. Acts 22:20 and
Rev. 16:6. The intent of the image here is that humanity
is prone toward violent acts of killing others.

oUVTPLUpA Kal TaAanwpia év taig 080i¢ auT®v, ruin
and misery are in their paths (v. 16). Isa. 59:7d is an ex-
act expression to Paul’s: kat talaumwpia év talg 060ig

32"While all three passages refer to 'the feet' of those who
'shed blood,' the catena is more vivid in using the adjective 60£0g
(“swift”) in place of the cumbersome Hebraism 'run quickly to
wickedness/evil.' This detail suggests that the creators of the origi-
nal catena had a well developed sensitivity to Greek style. It seems
likely that the association between feet and bloodshed derived
from stalking others (LXX Prov 1:11-16; 6:18)." [Robert Jewett
and Roy David Kotansky, Romans: A Commentary, ed. Eldon Jay
Epp, Hermeneia—a Critical and Historical Commentary on the Bi-
ble (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 2006), 262.]

avt®v. While depicting the quality of life being experi-
enced, the strophe defines the beginning of the result
of the pagan life lived apart from God.

ouvtpiupa connotes the idea of rubbing together
until the items are broken and destroyed.*® Their lives
are shattered into pieces by their sinful lifestyle. But
also they are in tohawwpia, misery. By ancient defini-
tions, this noun means “hardship resulting in wretched-
ness—‘hardship, wretchedness.”% Sinful humanity lives
out most of its life with emotional turmoil.3%

The brokenness, cuvtpiuua, of life produces the ex-
periencing of misery, tahamwpia.®*® The prepositional

303" 3 Strict Use. cuvtpiPo, attested from the 5th cent. B.C.,
is made up of oVv and tpifw. It thus means by composition 'to rub
together' and in this sense it is used for kindling which is heated
and catches fire by friction, Luc. Verae hist., I, 32. Another positive
use is when the verb is used for 'to grind,' 'to rub,' 'to crush,' Plut.
Def. Orac., 47 (I1, 436b), e.g., ointments, medications, or means of
magic, CIG, III, 2, 5980, 15 ff. (2nd cent. A.D.).3 Then the word
means 'to break,' 'to smash,' 'to destroy.' It is used for breaking
bones* or smashing the limbs, skulls,’ or entire bodies of men or
animals, e.g., in battle, Xen. An., IV, 7, 4; Eur. Cyc., 705; Lys.,
3, 8; 3, 18, Spears are broken in or after the battle, Xenoph. Hist.
Graec., 111, 4, 14; Diod. S., 15, 86, 2. A fighting force is smashed or
destroyed, Diod. S., 12, 28, 2. The verbal noun covipyuuo occurs
in the sense of 'reaking,’ 'destruction’ from Aristot. De Audibilibus,
p. 802a, 34.

b. Looser Use. It is a sign of weakness when something
breaks or is crushed and twisted and finally perishes altogether,
KAdTon pev yap kol cvvpiferat kod kapmreTon kot OAmg eBeipetan,
Aristot. Metaph., 4, 12, p. 1019a, 28. This applies in the social and
political as well as the psychological sphere. Fear humiliates and
wears down a man, Plut. Superst., 2 (II, 165b). In detail trouble,
anxiety, or remorse6 may be meant, Polyb., 6, 58, 13, or shattered
hope, Diod. S., 4, 66, 4; 16, 59, 3. In Demades7 Fr., 12 (4th cent.
B.C.) we read that the misfortune of the dead has destroyed the
hope of the living."

[Georg Bertram, “Zvvtpifw, Zovrpyupa,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
7:920.]

3%Johannes P. Louw and Eugene Albert Nida, Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains (New
York: United Bible Societies, 1996), 243.

tohoummpio belongs to a word goup depicting hardships and
trials. See L-N Lexicon, topics 22,15-22.20.

303"as an emotional condition that arises from inner or outer
torment misery, wretchedness; plural hardships, miseries (JA 5.1)."
[Timothy Friberg, Barbara Friberg, and Neva F. Miller, Analytical
Lexicon of the Greek New Testament, Baker’s Greek New Testa-
ment Library (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Books, 2000), 374.]

36"Rom 3:16: — covtppa Koi tokomwpio, “ruin and mis-
ery” (citing Ps 13:3 LXX; Isa 59:7 LXX) as the result of the actions
of sinful people (cf. 1 Tohommpia @V TtydY, 1 Clem. 15:6 [cit-
ing Ps 11:6 LXX]). Al tolommpiot ... ai Exepyopévarl in Jas 5:1
refers to the eschatological miseries that will come upon the rich;
their wealth and misuse of power (vv. 2ff.) will subject them to
judgment and ruin (cf. Isa 13:6; Jer 5:26ff.; Amos 5:7ff.; Mic 2:4;
1 Enoch 94:8f.; 97:8ff.; Rev 3:17). Spicq, Notes II, 875." [Horst

Robert Balz and Gerhard Schneider, Exegetical Dictionary of the
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phrase év talig 6601 att®v simply designation the dura-
tion of one’s life from beginning to end, i.e., from birth
to death. Life is the road that individuals follow to the
very end. These are some more typical experiences of
depraved humanity.

Kai 060v giprivng oUk éyvwoav, and the way of peace
they do not know (v. 17). This line comes from Isaiah
59:8a. Paul only uses the first line of the prophets dec-
laration.

Kol 060V gipnvnc ouk oibaoy,

Kol oUK 0TIV KpLoLg &v Talg 6801¢ alThv:
at yap tpifol avt®v SlecTtpapéval,
a¢ lodevouaty, Kal ouk oldacv eipAvnv.
The way of peace they do not know,
and there is no justice in their paths.
Their roads they have made crooked;
no one who walks in them knows peace (Is. 59:8)

Clearly the result of the violent way of living by hu-
manity means no enjoyment of anything close to peace-
ful living. Of course, the Greek word €iprijvn means
much more than its English counter point, peace. The
English word simply designates a situation without vio-
lent conflict. But the Greek word goes well beyond the
absence of conflict to put a dominantly positive perspec-
tive of enjoying the positive things that enrich one’s life.

The aorist plural verb &yvwoav, from ywwokw,
stresses understanding gained mainly through learn-
ing from experiences, while oida primarily emphasiz-
es understanding gained from training and intellectual
analysis. But the two verbs are used interchangeably
a few times in the NT in the Johannine writings. Thus
the psalmist that Paul uses here asserts that humanity
experiences little, if any, peace while traveling through
life. History does indeed assert that man is basically
a violent person. Life in the first century was hard and
difficult, unless you were born into aristocracy, which
meant less 5% of the people.

oUk E€otiv oBo¢ Jeol amévavrt twv o@daAuwv
autwv, there is no fear of God before their eyes (v. 18)
This line comes fro Psalm 36:1b (LXX 35:2b). Again
only the second line of this strophe is taken from the
psalm, but it is quoted exactly as in the LXX:

Onolv 6 mapdvopog Tol AUAPTAVELY &V EQUTEH,

ouk €otwv oBo¢ dcol amévavrt twv o@IaAuv
autod-

Transgression speaks to the wicked deep in their hearts;

there is no fear of God before their eyes.
The key concept here is the meaning of ¢6Bog Beod.
Does it meant to ‘be afraid of God’? Actually in part,
yes! Mostly it means to recognize the awesome power
of Almighty God and thus give Him proper respect and
admiration. There is always in the expression the ap-

New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1990-), 1:332.]

prehension of what God can do to us in His anger. This
provokes us to mind our ps and gs as we travel through
life. Reverence is the key! And not just while we are in
church. Rather throughout every day of our lives. To be
clear, there is a level of fear that is disabling. And Paul
contrasts that in 8:15,

oU yap é\aBete mvedpa SouAeiag maAv ig¢ dpopov

GAN €NGBete mvedpa uioBesiag v M kpdlopev- apfa O

natnp.

For you did not receive a spirit of slavery to fall back
into fear, but you have received a spirit of adoption
It is not a matter of quality, but appropriate quantity that
we are dealing with here. In chapter 13, the discussion
of fear pertains to human rulers, vv. 3, 7, rather than
to God. These are the five times when @6B0¢ is used.

What the psalmist and also Paul assert by this dec-
laration is not that all but a few are atheists, or even ag-
nostics. Instead, it is that humanity as a whole does not
bend its knee to God in surrender and acknowledge of
His sovereignty over His creation that includes them.
The davidic psalmist makes this declaration of the sin-
ner (To0 auaptavelv €v éaut®, 35:2 LXX). The Hebrew
VYV (ra-8a‘) as a masculine noun, here translated by
the LXX as 100 Guaptdvelv év €aut®, speaks of deep
rebellion against God’s ways and demands, i.e., being
wicked. Such a person is defined as 6 mapdavopoc, the
one going well beyond the law in disobedience. Vers-
es 3 and 4 depict evil dominating in both words and
deeds, as well as in their very being.

Is there any observable rationalé in the sequencing
of these citations? The detectible organizing structure
seems to be signaled by grammar. Note ouk £oTIv in
v. 11 twice with Travteg followed by oUk £€oTiv in verse
12. Either the predicate adjective or noun stands at the
beginning of each line in vv.13-17. Two more instances
of ouk £€oTiv surface in vv. 1b and 18. In vv. 10b and
12b the emphasis falls on not a single person. in vv.
10b-12 the emphasis is upon the individual, while in vv.
13-15 it is upon various body parts. It shifts to nega-
tive consequences in vv. 16-18. What should we make
of this literary analysis? Numerous conclusions have
been drawn over the centuries of interpretive history
but none have much persuasiveness. .

Quite clearly vv. 10-18 that affirms universal sin-
fulness is intended to answer the questions posed in
v. 9. The linking of vv. 10-18 to the questions via the
conjunction via yap makes this very clear. The thesis
needing to be supported by scripture quotations is sim-
ply: loudaioug te kai “‘EAAnvag mavtag U’ aupaptiav sival,
that both Jews and Gentiles, all are under the rule of sin (v.
9b). The point being made to the Jewish elitist by the
apostle seems to be that all people are sinners, and
that includes all Jews. The emphatic denial in v. 10a of
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anyone being ikatog targets his opponent especially.

Some hint of Paul’s intention here may be gleaned
from his application statement in vv. 19-20 (cf. below).
The most likely conclusion to be drawn from this liter-
ary analysis is that this catena of Hebrew scriptures
in vv. 10b-18 reflects a piece of pre-formed Christian
tradition that Paul incorporates in his assessment of
the Jewish elitist addressed in 3:1-8 especially. In fact
it could easily have been composed by Jewish scribes
for teaching Jewish boys, since nothing overtly Chris-
tian is contained in these scripture selections. If this be
the situation, then Paul’'s incorporation of it here adds
dramatic weight to his condemnation of the Jewish elit-
ist. 307

The general theme of vv. 10b-18 clearly is of the
universal sinfulness of all humanity, including the Jews.
This is without serious question.3®

3" The biblical passages quoted and the traditional materials
used in 3:1-20 should therefore most likely be viewed as (1) rooted
in a milieu of Jewish and/or Jewish Christian piety and theology,
(2) known and appreciated by Paul’s addressees at Rome, (3) used
by Paul because he believed there was a basic agreement between
him and his addressees regarding these materials and what they
taught, and (4) given the apostle’s own interpretive “spin” at cer-

3.19 6 é
71 oidapev

OTL 60 O VvOuog Aéyel
TOolg &V

dLoT L
€& épywnv vouou
oU JLRALWOACETAL mEACA oXpPE
EvOmLoOV aUToU,
\gele
dLd vouou
eniyveoLg apaptiag.

72

73

tain crucial points." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the
Romans: A Commentary on the Greek Text, ed. 1. Howard Mar-
shall and Donald A. Hagner, New International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2016), 336.]

3%8"Dieter Zeller and Heikki Réisénen, for example, have ar-
gued that it is difficult to identify where the apostle in Romans
has made such an inclusive assertion and such a damning accusa-
tion.*> Admittedly here in 3:9 is the first time that he uses the word
apoptio ('sin'). But surely he has enunciated, at least in essence,
such an all-inclusive assertion (‘both Jews and Gentiles') and such
a damning accusation (‘are all under sin') in what he wrote earli-
er in 1:18-2:29—that is, in speaking so extensively and pointedly
about (1) 'God’s wrath' as 'directed against humanity’s godlessness
and wickedness' in 1:18-32, (2) 'God’s condemning judgment' on
all 'unrighteousness' and 'injustice' as being 'just and impartial' in
2:1-16, and (3) 'Jewish unfaithfulness and failures' in 2:17-29. As
James Dunn has aptly said: 'The force of 1:18-2:29 here becomes

What role does vv. 10-18 play in Paul’s larger argument
particularly in 3:1-20? In the apostle’s argument regard-
ing AtrokaAUTrTeTal 6pyn B€ol, God’s wrath is being
uncovered, in 1:18, he has concluded the sinfulness
of paganism (1:18-32) and of Jewish people (2:1-3:8).
Thus he concludes for certain that sinfulness has en-
veloped the Jewish people without exception (3:9-20).
Therefore 3:10-18 becomes the scripture proof of the
spiritual principle loudaioug te kal “EAAnvag mavtag vo’
apaptiav eival, regarding both Jews and Gentiles, all are
under the rule of sin (3:9).

10.3.3.2.4.2.2 Second reason for the level ground, 3:19-20

19 oibapev 6 OtL doa 6 VOUOG AEyeL TOTC &V TR VOUW
AaAel, (va mav otopa dppayfi kal UMOSIKoG yévntal Tag O
KOOHOC T® Be@®- 20 S10TL €€ Epywv vopou ol Sikalwbnoetal
ndoa oap¢ évwriov autold, Sl ydp vopou Emiyvwolg
apaprtioc.

19 Now we know that whatever the law says, it speaks
to those who are under the law, so that every mouth may
be silenced, and the whole world may be held accountable
to God. 20 For “no human being will be justified in his sight”
by deeds prescribed by the law, for through the law comes
the knowledge of sin.

10 VOu® AcAEeT,
{va név otdpa pporyfi
| Kol

Unéd LKOG yévntal n&g O xb6ouoc 1 Oed -

Here Paul gives the second reason for his answer
o0 mavtwe, not at all (v. 9). It grows out of the first an-
swer by defining the objective of Torah in declaring all
humanity as sinners largely by applying the Law to the
Jews, and in particular to his Jewish elitist opponent
in the diatribe begun in 2:1. In one sense, the apos-
tle summarizes the central points made in 1:18-3:18
about humans sinfulness. Particular emphasis is given
to the Jewish side of humanity being sinful in 2:1-3:18.

fully clear.”®® And it is this accusation that Paul seeks to support by
the catena of biblical passages that he sets out afterward in 3:10b—
18." [Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary 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),
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oidauev 8¢, and we know. oidauev comes from oida
and asserts an understanding derived to intellectual
analysis. The “we” includes Paul and his Jewish op-
ponent in the diatribe. There’s one point on which both
could agree. The oti-clause defines what that one com-
mon point is. The phrase in Paul specifies something
held as common knowledge. No one would dispute
this. Compare 2:2 and Gal. 2:16.

otL 6oa 0 vouog Aéyel toic v @ vouw AaAel, that
whatever the Law says it is speaking to those in Law. What
does 6oa 0 vopog Aéyel include? Crucial here is the
inclusion signaled by the quantitative relative pronoun
ooa that comes from 6oog, -n, -ov, encompasses for
sure the above quoted texts from the Psalms and Isa-
iah in vv. 10-18. It has the sense of including everything
contained within a stated framework.

And that framework here is 6 vouoc, the Law. Paul is
using 0 véuog here to refer to the contents of the He-
brew Bible. Remember the different levels of inclusion
by vouog in the 74 uses of the term in Romans alone:
(1) the Books of Moses; (2) the Hebrew Bible; (3) the
scribal writings, called the Halakhah, interpreting the
Hebrew Bible, especially the Books of Moses?®; (4) the
unwritten Law of God.?'® These 74 uses constitute the
majority of the 121 uses of 6 vopog in the writings of
Paul. The core concept of véuog in Paul's world is that
of what is proper.3"" With a religious origin, vouog be-

3%"In his statements about the law Jesus did not call for an
end to the Mosaic prescriptions; in fact, he denied that such was
his intention (Matt. 5:17-20). But he distinguished between the
law of Moses and scribal Halakhah ('tradition,’ Mark 7:1-8 par.).
Rather than calling for an end to the law, Jesus called for a deeper,
more radical living by the law, which embodies that which the law
intends to produce—justice, mercy, and self-denial (Luke 11:42
par.; 18:18-22 par.).

Allen C. Myers, The Eerdmans Bible Dictionary (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: Eerdmans, 1987), 645.

31%Here are the listings for the 74 uses in Romans:

(1) the Books of Moses: 2:12 (2x), 13 (12x), 14 (3x), 15, 17,
18, 20, 23 (2x), 25 (2x), 26, 27 (2x); 3:19, 20, 21, 28; 4:15; 5:13 (2x),
20;7:1(2x),2,3,4,5,6,7(3x), 89,12, 14, 16; 8:4; 10:5.

(2) the Hebrew Bible: 3:19, 20; 7:22, 25.

(3) the scribal writings interpreting the Hebrew Bible, espe-
cially the Books of Moses: 3:31; 4:13, 14, 16; 6:14, 15; 8:3; 9:31
(2x); 10:4.

(4) the unwritten Law of God: 2:14 (4x); 3:21 (2x), 27 (2x);
4:15; 7:21, 23 (3x), 25; 8:1 (2x), 7; 13:10.

These should be understood against the image of concentric
circles beginning with (1) as the smallest circle and (4) as the larg-
est circle, each building on top of the previous one. The above is
mainly an estimate. Paul's diverse use of 0 vopog with or without
the article remains a puzzle to most moderns, since he uses an an-
cient Hebrew reasoning pattern, which remains largely a mystery
today. And as the above suggests, he can shift meanings in an in-
stant without any warning.

3Myduog belongs etym. to vépw, 'to allot,' and thus has the

came an obvious choice for the OT LXX translators to
use primarily for the Hebrew word Nn1IN (téré) some
200 times out of 220 uses of NININ. For the Israel-
ites, Torah became the basis of their existence. In the
Abrahamic covenant with God, the Torah defined not
just how to worship God, but rather the prescribed way
of living of life in a manner that is pleasing to God.*'"?
Torah gives life when obeyed. It came to be viewed as
their exclusive possession.

The idea of the abrogation of Torah was utterly

abhoﬂ:ﬁnt to Ihe EE||g|Q||S |EEM in Ea”l s !M.Q[ld 313 B”I

sense of 'what is proper,' 'what is assigned to someone.' ”

[Walter Gutbrod and Hermann Kleinknecht, “Nopog, Avopia,
Avopog, "Evvopoc, Nopkog, Noppog, Nopobétge, Nopobeoia,
Nopobfetém, IMapavopia, [Tapavopéw,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geof-
frey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary
of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
4:1023.]

312"The pentateuchal laws encompass all areas of religious and
social life, with no absolute demarcation between the two, and treat
disparate matters with equal seriousness. Their intent is to establish
and preserve the people of God as an ideal just and worshipping
community. In this way the Israelite law codes resembled other
ancient codes, which often stood not as guides for the actual prac-
tice of law but as statements of the ideal of an ordered communi-
ty—the gift of kings who delivered peoples from oppression and
established order.

The history of Israel’s conquest and settled life shows that the
detailed codes of the Pentateuch were never completely known or
followed. Numerous variations derived from local practices, and
the covenant-legal traditions were challenged by forces within and
outside Israel. The discovery of “the book of the law,” perhaps
closely akin to the book of Deuteronomy, in the reign of Josiah
(2 Kgs. 22:8-20) brought about a limited reformation (23:1-25;
cf. vv. 31-32), though it may have precipitated a penitential, Deu-
teronomistic rewriting of Israel’s history (cf. 1-2 Samuel—1-2
Kings) intended to demonstrate that the curses threatened by Deu-
teronomy had indeed come to pass on Israel and Judah."

[Allen C. Myers, The Eerdmans Bible Dictionary (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1987), 644—-645.]

313" The abrogation of the contents of the Torah is rather trans-
ferred to the time of the Church and for that reason recorded in-
stead in Acts. Thus, the nullification of the cultic food laws takes
place in Acts 10-11: God has declared unclean food clean (10:15:
éxafapioev, aor.!), without, however, using the word vopog (Hiib-
ner, Synoptische Tradition 189-91). At the synod on the Gentile
mission in Acts 15 Gentile Christians were released from the re-
quirement of circumcision “in accordance with the custom” of
Moses (15:1: t® &0gt 1@ Mobdcéwg; £€0o¢ here is nearly synony-
mous with vopog; cf. v. 5); the regulations of the “apostolic decree”
(15:20f., 28f.), however, remain in effect, i.e., the prohibitions of
eating meat offered to idols, blood, and strangled animals and of
adultery (— mopveia). The entire composition is clearly Lukan and
describes a gradual and only partial lifting of the Torah after Pen-
tecost. Along with the fundamental retention of the validity of the
law, a partial release was conceded in order to remove unbearable
burdens (v. 10). Consequently, the at least partial abrogation of the
Torah was more Church-political pragmatism than theological re-
flection.”

[Horst Robert Balz and Gerhard Schneider, Exegetical Dic-
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in Paul's discussion here it was basic that when the
Law speaks, it is talking to those in covenant relation
to God. Every religious Jew of Paul’s day would have
agreed with Paul’s claim. How does the Torah speak?
The apostle makes a play on verbs here. The Law
which Aéyel does then AaAe to the person in the Law.
The latter verb is limited to only humans talking, while
the first verb includes both humans, animals, and inan-
imate objects such as books being able to talk, that is,
communicate ideas. Thus when the Law wants to com-
municate its ideas, it does so mainly through the voice
of the scribal teacher of Law to the Jewish people. At
minimum it speaks when it is read aloud in both family
worship and in the sabbath service at the synagogues.

The preposition év is very important in defining the
indirect object phrase tolg év 1@ vouw, to those in Law.
Different phrases have different meanings.?'* The following

chart illustrates the variety of constructions. For example,
Prepositions with vopog ava
Omép A
Vit
\éniG,D

Tapd D,A

TpdG
oy
HETA G
€ig
TP6 Sa
Tepl G
0Tép G

mOn6 G

OO A

HETAA H KaTd A

Katd G

significant differences exist between being év 1@ vouw, in
the Law (3:19)*" and being Umo vouov, under Law (6:19).
The first use defines people who live within the frame-

tionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans,
1990-), 475.]
S4PHRASES with vopog in the New Testament:
P1pri® Tod vépov, Book of the Law
Code or collection of laws read by Moses to the Israelites.
Ko pynToL @d 100 vopov, is instructed by the Law
Law in the NT:
£pyov vopov
Works of the law; the requirements of the old covenant.
vopov tod Xprotod, Law of Christ
A phrase used by Paul in Gal 6:2 and 1 Cor 9:21 to describe
humble submission to other people’s needs.
vopov Moiocémg, Law of Moses
The OT laws found in the Pentateuch.
vopog 100 avopog, Law of the Husband
The collection of laws applicable to the covenantal relationship
between a husband and a wife.
0 vopog kol oi wpo@ijtar. the Law and the Prophets
The whole of the Hebrew Scriptures (before the writings of the
New Testament were added).
[Source: Logos Systems Inc. with adaptations.]
35Note the translation error of the reference in 3:19. It is not
"under the law." That would require U0 ToU vOpov. Here it is

£€v T® VoW, within the law.

work of the Torah. But the second use defines people
be ruled by the Torah. It is much more forboding as umno
1ol vépov. Paul sees vouog as an animated evil mon-
ster seeking to enslave us under its control. It once had
us as its slave, but in Christ we have traded masters,
from Satan to Christ. And that is liberation. But vouog
still enslaves the Jewish people outside of Christ. And
that includes his elitist opponent, who has been his tar-
geted opponent in chapters two and three.

iva ndv otoua @payi, so that every mouth may be
shut tight. What is the goal of the Law? The iva clause
defines what it is. The two aorist subjunctive verbs
@payn and yévntai provide the answer. The first part
of this iva clause asserts the intention of the divine law
to shut up any ciritic: nav otopa dpayfj, so that every
mouth may be shut up. This aorist passive voice verb
from @pdoow asserts a definite moment in time, the
eschatological judgment day, when not a single person
will be able to complain of not getting pure justice from
Almighty God. Not only will their guilt be overshwhem-
ingly against them, but the divine authority of Law will
force them to keep quiet.®'®

Kol Urtédikog yévnral ma¢ 0 koouog @ Je@, and that
all the world may be accountable to God. Although the
adjective UTT6dIKOG, -0V is only used here inside the NT,
Paul's Roman readers would have been quite familiar
with the concept of being held accountable in the Ro-
man courts.®'” His Diaspora Jewish Christian readers

316m

iva mdv otopa epayi, 'that every mouth may be stopped.'
The metaphor is of someone being prevented from speaking (cf.
particularly 1 Macc 9:55)—here not simply by the weight of ev-
idence brought in accusation, but also by its authority as the law
of God, the scriptures, the sacred oracles entrusted to Israel (3:2)."
[James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical Com-
mentary (Dallas: Word, Incorporated, 1998), 152.]

SMyrodcog] (from Aesch. Eum., 260) denotes a person or
thing which by reason of certain facts is so struck by penal dikn
(— II, 178, 18 ff.) that he must be subjected to a trial, to judi-
cial examination, prosecution and punishment: 'guilty' in the sense
of having offended against the law, 'culpable,' 'judicially action-
able,' 'accountable.' The law says: €av tig pdokn dmoPePfAnkévar,
Vmodkov eivay, 'if someone charges a man with throwing away his
shield (sc. in the battle), that man must be brought to trial,' Lys., 10,
9. Of things: ovy vVnddKa Ta €ikodTa, 'the (merely) probable is not
open to accusation,' Aristot. Rhet., I, 15, p. 1376a, 22, cf. Ps.-Ar-
istot. Rhet. Al., 5, p. 1427a, 13. The thing a person can be tried
for is in the gen.: tod @dvov, 'for murder,' Demosth. Or., 54, 25;
g Kaxkdoemg, 'for neglect' (sc. of the duty of supporting parents),
Isacus, VIII, 32; vmddkog OELeL yevéaBar ypedv,2 'he wants to be
brought to trial for his debt,' Aesch. Eum., 260: vm661kog €6t T0D
BAdpovg, 'he should be held accountable for the damage,' P. Hal.,
1,241 (3rd cent. B.C.). The dat. is used for the court one comes be-
fore or more commonly the person to whom the right of complaint
belongs: €av 0¢ t1g amedf), T@ Tiig mept TadTa doePeiog elpnuéve
vou® vddKog OpOdg v yiyvorto peta dikng, 'if a person does not
comply he may rightly and properly come under the law of ungod-

liness which regul ' Plat, L IX, 868e-869a;
: Page 148




would have well understood this, even though Jewish
law did not work the same as Roman law.3'® Paul’s use
of the term within the framework of his Jewish heritage

means that the entire world is liable to divine punish-
i 319

@ Praedévty, Plat. Leg., VIII, 846b; t@® mabovti, Demosth. Or.,
21, 10; t® adwovpéve, P. Fay., 22, 9 (1st cent. B.C.)." [Christian
Maurer, “Ymodwog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 8:557.]

318" a, The word does not occur in the LXX. This is perhaps
connected with the fact that the OT concept of law is not orientated
to abstract dikn but to the person of God and to human society.
Hence we find &voyog (— 11, 828, 16 ff.), which has the respon-
sibility of the guilty in view, but not dmddcoc, which expresses
rather the ineluctability of condemnation.

" b. Philo has the term in connection with accountability: The
owner of an animal which butts or gores people is to be held ac-
countable @omep aitiog VmoOdKog Eotm, Spec. Leg., 111, 145, and
so too the shepherd who leads his flock on to unsuitable land, IV,
25, cf. 37. The ref. in II, 249 is to blood-guiltiness in desecration
of the Sabbath: ¥m6dkog E6tm TOU Bavdtov; except in the case of
premeditated murder the owner is not guilty if a slave he has struck
does not die at once punkéd’ opoimg 6 deomdTCS8 VIOdIKOC E0TM
@ovov, 1. 142, cf. also 121. In a normal judgment on those who
are of noble houses but do not appropriate the virtue practised in
them: Hrdd1kot 6’ VEIS o1 €K peydAmv euVTES oik@V 'you are open
to, worthy of punishment,' Virt., 197. Of things: £€t1 6¢ yexta Ta
€notveta Kol vVodka To Tiig G&a, 'what is praiseworthy (to us)
is reprehensible (to others), and what is honourable is deserving of
punishment,' Ebr., 194.

"c. Josephus: vmodikov® tod v dvvaocteioy dloikodvtog,
“after the administrator of the kingdom had become subject to
punishment,” Vit., 74.

"d. In view of the difference between Gk. and Jewish views
of law it is hard to find an exact Rabb. par. to Vmd6dwkoc. The closest
is 277 'guilty,’ 'responsible,’ whose stem came into the OT as an
Aramaism,* e.g., Ez. 18:7; Da. 1:10, and which in the later Jewish
period expresses the various kinds of legal accountability. It is thus
used for the financial accountability of a debtor in BM, 12b, the
obligation deriving from a commandment, e.g., to recite the she-
ma, Ber., 3, 1, the guilt incurred through transgressing a command-
ment, Shab., 1, 1, the liability to a penalty, e.g., 7n 227 Qid., 1, 1
(58d, 23). The Syr. transl. renders the V6dwkog of R. 3:19 (— lines
19 ff.) by the etpa’al of the corresponding verb.’

[Christian Maurer, ““Yodwog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 557—
8:558.]

39"In the NT the word occurs only at R. 3:19 — 1V, 1074,
15 ff.; V, 443, 6 ff. 'But we know that the law says what it says to
those who are under the law,' iva wiv otopo epayi] Kol VLOSKOG
yévntat mag 0 kKOopog @ 0e@d. vVmddkog here denotes more than a
general unspecified liability to punishment6 but less than defin-
itive condemnation.” It describes the state of an accused person
who cannot reply at the trial initiated against him because he has
exhausted all possibilities of refuting the charge against him and
averting the condemnation and its consequences which inelucta-
bly follow.8 Since not merely the Gentiles but the Jews too, who |
Thook down on them, are forced by their own divinely given Law
to accept this, the result is that every mouth will be stopped and

The 1@ Be®, to God, specifies the person that the
world is liable to. még 6 kdopog, all the world, echoes the
earlier n&c kpwel 6 Bed¢g tOV KOopov; How will God judge
the world? in 3:6. Thus Paul’s point is made: every per-
son, Jew and Gentile, is accountable to God, and on
his own is facing an impossible challenge before God
on Judgment Day.

Inv. 20, the apostle draws his final conclusion about
the roll of Torah: 616t €€ £pywv vopou ol SikatwBrostal
ndaoca oapf évwriov autold, & yap vopou Emiyvwolg
apaptiag. For “no human being will be justified in his sight”
by deeds prescribed by the law, for through the law comes
the knowledge of sin.

The causal coordinate conjunction 81611 links the
following statement to the preceding one as evidence
and reason for.%2° What the Law says is based on the
axiomatic principle stated in v. 20. The declaration in
v. 20 most likely is an allusion®' to Psalm 143:2 (LXX
142:2). Note the wording in the LXX of the strophes for
the reference for this psalm..

Kal un elo€AOnc eig kpiow petd tod SovAou cou,

OTL 00 SlkalwOroeTal EVwLov oou ma¢ (v

Do not enter into judgment with your servant,

for no living being is righteous before you.

Clearly Paul doesn’t cite the psalm. There is no sig-
nal of citation such as the standard introduction of a
citation: yéyparmtay,, it stands written. But he takes the
central idea of the psalm, o0 SwawwBroeTaL évwmnoy cou
ndc (v, and expands it.

€€ Epywv vopou ol Sikalwbnoestal ndoa odpé EVwTiov
avtol, out of works of law all flesh will not be justified be-
fore Him. This highly literal translation attempts to pre-
serve the emphasis made by Paul in the Greek. This
axiom stands very close to a similar statement of the

the whole world falls under the judgment of God to condemnation,
unless God Himself establishes a new right, which is what R. 3:21
ff. proclaims as a reality actually accomplished in Jesus Christ."

[Christian Maurer, ““Yrodwoc,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 8:558.]

320" A161 is found in the Lucan writings, the Pauline Epistles,
Hebrews, James and 1 Peter. In the modern Greek? it takes the form
ywri. Once (Ro. 8:21) some MSS. (W. H. read 6tt) have 3161t in
the sense of objective 61t (‘that’) as in later Greek (cf. late Latin
quia=quod). Instances of causal d16tt may be seen in Lu. 1:13; Ro.
1:19, etc. It is compounded of 614 and 6t (cf. English 'for that").
In Ph. 2:26 6161t is causal and 6t is declarative. In modern Greek
dwot survives in 1 kaBapevovoa. The vernacular has apod, £meidn,
ywi (Thumb, Handb., p. 194).." [A. T. Robertson, A Grammar of
the Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research (Lo-
gos Bible Software, 2006), 964.]

32IThe label "allusion" is different from "citation." In biblical
studies the difference is largely centered on the level of exactness
of citing the OT source. If exact or near exact use means that it is
considered a "citation." But if only a key idea is used with mini-

mum reproduction of wording, then it is an "allusion."
A glc

Page 149



apostle in Gal. 2:16b, £¢ £épywv vopou oU SikalwBnoetal
ndoa odap¢. The only difference is the prepositional
phrase évwmniov avtod added in Romans, which adds
eschatalogical judgment clearly to the phrase. This
stands rather like a theme for the preaching and teach-
ing ministry of the apostle Paul. Most of his theological
understanding grew out of the principle expressed in
the axiom.

The phrase & €pywv vouou, out of works of Law,
builds off the reference to the contemporar stance
among the Pharisees stance that eternal destiny on
Judgment Day would be determied first by proper cir-
cumcism and also by the quantity of obedience to Di-
vine Law that one had accumulated during his life.

This phrase along with its repetition numerous time
in several of Paul’s letters, has occasioned consider-
able discussion among modern scholars.??? But the
most simple and accurate meaning is that in somewhat
coded terms it specifies the perceived path to salvation
in first century Judaism. This would have been dom-
inantly by the Pharisees rather than from the Saddu-
cees who did not believe in an afterlife. It is another
question as to the matter of this implying religious le-
galism, which is where much of the modern discussion
has centered.

Sl yap vopou £miyvwolg aupaptiag, for through Law
comes understanding. If salvation can’t gained through
Law, then what can? {Paul's answer is understand-
ing. The divine Torah is intended to serve as teacher,
pointing out God’s expectations to His people. Note
that the term used here is émiyvwoig, which connotes
the idea of profound grasping of an idea. Additionally,
the focus of this understanding is that of aGuaprtiag, sin.
Paul speaks here mostly out of personal experience.
As a Pharisee, he would have boasted that he under-
stood the meaning of sin. But now as a Christian, that
understanding has expanded manyfold. Only in Christ,
has he come to fully grasp the profound meaning of the
idea of auaprtiag. See the above discussion above for
the details of Paul’s perspective.

*hkkkkhkkhkhkhkhkhkhhkhhhkhrhhrhhkhhkhx

Let’'s pause here and assess how far we have come
on Paul’s discussion of human sinfulness. Note the fol-
lowing observations:

1. We are still under the broad theme of God’s
righteousness as the heart of Paul’'s Gospel (1:16-17).
His message of to ebayyéhov is that Swaloouvn yap
Beol év auT® amokaAvuntetal, for God’s right dealings with
humanity is being uncovered. That God is fair in His treat-

322For the sake of clarity, below is Longenecker;s excellent
summary of this issue:
€€ Epymv vopov

ment of everyone is clear, because His character is the
standard of measuring what is fair and proper.

2. Also 1:18-3:20 comprises the subtheme of
AmokaAuTttetal yap épyn Bgol, for being uncovered is God’s
wrath. (1:18-3:20). One cannot correctly understand
God’s righteous apart from God’s wrath. The latter is
an essential part of the former.

What is God mad about? The answer is €nt ndcav
acéfelav kal adikiav avlpwrnwv TV THV AARBeslav €v
adikig katexovtwy, against ungodliness and wickedness
of people who in wickedness are suppressing the Truth
(1:18b). The raw unfiltered wickedness of humanity is
dramatically depicted in 1:18-32. But to make sure that
he means all humanity, in 2:1-3:8 the apostle scorches
the moral elitist, and in particular the Jewish moralist,
who felt that they were superior to the pagans around
them (2:9-3:8). In , the apostle pulls that together by
focusing primarily on the Jewish moral elitist.

In 3:9-20, the apostle sums up the totality of hu-
manity as sinful and deserving of God’s wrath. He
makes use of a pre-existing catena of OT quotes in
order to establish that mavtag U’ apaptiav eivay, all are
being ruled by sin (v. 9b).

The prepositional phrase £ £€pywv vopou, out of
works of law, which stands as a key concept for Paul’s
belief system, signals a source for the verb action.
What does Paul mean?3%

The phrase £pywv vouou stands as an aphorism.32*
That is, it was something of a code phrase first in an-

383"This phrase &pya vopov (‘works of the law') appears eight
times in Paul’s letters: six times in Galatians, most significantly in
2:16 (three times) and then in 3:2, 5, and 10; twice in Romans, most
significantly here in 3:20 and then a few verses later in 3:28.'7 In
Paul’s earlier letter to his own converts in the province of Galatia,
who were struggling with issues regarding commitment to Jesus
vis-a-vis observance of the Mosaic law, the expression 'works of
the law' appears at a strategic point in the development of his ar-
gument, in 2:15-16, which constitutes the opening statement of
Paul’s propositio or thesis statement (vv. 15-21), which, as Hans
Dieter Betz has rightly pointed out, both 'sums up the narratio’s
material content' that precedes it and 'sets up the arguments to be
discussed later in the probatio' that follows.!”® And here in Rom
3:20 Paul uses that same phrase “works of the law” in the closing
sentence of the first part (1:16-3:20) of the first section (1:16—4:25)
of the body middle (1:16—15:13) of his letter." [Richard N. Longe-
necker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek
Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William
B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2016), 360-361.]

324"The words drawn from Ps 143:2 and the phrase 'works of
the law' were viewed by Paul as being similar in nature, that is, as
traditional religious aphorisms (whatever may have been their dif-
ference of origin and dissimilarity of content)." [Richard N. Lon-
genecker, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary on the Greek
Text, ed. I. Howard Marshall and Donald A. Hagner, New Interna-
tional Greek Testament Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: William
B. Eerdmans._ ishi
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cient Judaism, where Paul first learned it in Hebrew,
NMINN ‘Wyn, and especially in Christian use by the
apostle.®”® The essential idea is that of one’s eternal

325n

€€ Epyov vopov, “by works of the law, by nomistic ser-
vice.” The way in which this most striking variation from the LXX
text of the psalm brings out Paul’s point is indicated by several fac-
tors. (1) Its use here and in Galatians shows that it is a key phrase
in Paul’s polemic against what he regards as the typical Jewish
misunderstanding of how God’s righteousness manifests itself,
since it occurs only in the immediate context of that polemic, with
the full phrase either explicit (3:20, 28; Gal 2:16; 3:2, 5, 10; cf.
Eph 2:9) or implicit (3:27; 4:2, 6; 9:12, 32; 11:6). The contrast
with 2:13 confirms that €pya vopov is thus more narrowly and po-
lemically focused than ot momztai vopov. For the different sense
of the singular (16 €pyov 10D vopov), though with a complemen-
tary polemical thrust, see on 2:15. (2) Paul’s purpose throughout
the preceding paragraphs was to show that the Jewish particular
should be merged with the human universal as 'all alike under sin.;
The &€ Epywv vopov are another example of the Jewish particular.
Throughout the preceding paragraphs the Jewish particular con-
sisted of the assumption that God’s covenant with Israel gave them
a special ground of justification, a special defense in the final judg-
ment. The €pya vopov are Paul’s concluding summary reference to
that special defense. Since 'works of the law' are no defense, the
verdict of Ps 143:2 is truly universal. (3) As Lohmeyer has argued,
the phrase €pya vopov means 'service of the law' (‘'nomistic ser-
vice'—Tyson, “Works,” 424-25), service not so much in the sense
of particular actions already accomplished, but in the sense of the
obligations set by the law, the religious system determined by the
law (“Gesetzeswerke”; cf. Schlatter). Lohmeyer’s insight is borne
out by the way in which the equivalent phrase is used in the Qum-
ran writings—a11n Wy, 'deeds of the law' (cf. Moo, 91). For it was
precisely by reference to his 'deeds,' his 'deeds within, or by means
of, or with reference to the law,' his 'observance of the law' as un-
derstood within the community, that an individual’s membership
in the covenant was tested (1QS 5.21, 23; 6:18; cf. similar phrases,
particularly 7p7v(77) "wyn, 'deeds/works of righteousness' — 1QH
1.26; 4.31; and nonnRa o77wyn, 'their deeds in your truth' — 1QH
6.9). Likewise 7110 "wyn were what marked out the community of
the end days in its distinctiveness from the outsiders and enemies
(4QFlor 1.1-7). The precisely equivalent phrase 71071 "wyn appar-
ently occurs in an as yet unpublished 4Q scroll in the hands of J.
Strugnell. Cf. also 2 Apoc. Bar. 57.2: 'the works of the command-
ments.' The phrase therefore as used also here refers to a religious
mode of existence, but a mode of existence marked out in its dis-
tinctiveness as determined by the law, the religious practices which
set those 'within the law' (v 19) apart as the people of the law. (4)
This is what we would have expected anyway in the context here
and in Galatians. The concluding summary of the first main stage
of the argument must refer back to what Paul had been attacking
for the last chapter and a half, particularly Jewish pride in the law,
and especially in circumcision as the most fundamental distinctive
marker of the people of the law (see on 2:25). Just as in Galatians
the phrase is introduced (Gal 2:16) immediately following and in
clear reference to the preceding controversies regarding circum-
cision and food laws (2:1-15) — two obligations laid upon the
devout Jew which most clearly functioned as boundary markers,
distinguishing him clearly from the Gentiles. See also Introduction
§5, on 9:32 and 11:6, and, further, Dunn, “New Perspective” and
“Works of the Law.” Gager, Origins, 200, 222, follows M. Barth,
Ephesians (AB [New York: Doubleday, 1974] 244-48), in arguing

destination depending on the circumcised Jew ade-
quately obeying the Torah. It was a “pick myself up by
the bootstraps” approach to salvation. God in theory
provided salvation, but whether we maintain that de-
liverance depends entirely on our keeping God’s com-
mandments. This the apostle totally rejects. Rather, if
God has truly justified us in conversion, that justifica-
tion will be lived out in obedience to God’s ways and
demands. If it isn’t, then God has not actually justified
us in conversion. Ultimately this will be proven in es-
chatological judgment when the true condition of our
lives will become known publicly.

The verb phrase ou dikawwbroetal reflects a future
passive verb from dwkaiéw that references being accept-
able to God on the Day of Judgment. Of the 39 NT uses
of this verb, 27 are found in Paul’s letters, with 15 of
these in Romans. It is closely connected to Swkatoolvn
Beol, God’s righteousness (1:17), which is the general
theme of this material. The idea of justification is both a
past, present, and future experience. At conversion the
believer is justified (aorist passive é8wawwbnv, 5:1), are
being justified (present tense, dwkalovpevol, 3:24), and
will be justified (future passive, dwawwbnoestat, 3:20).
Historically most of Protestantism has erred by stress-
ing only the future aspect and understanding it against
a forensic courtroom background.

Although the courtroom backdrop is possible for
eschatological judgment day, it clearly is inadequate
for the past and present tense uses of the verb. The al-
ternative understanding for dikawow instead of to justify
is to make righteous. This lays the foundation for the
idea of to vindicate. In conversion, God makes us righ-
teous thus vindicating His own &wkatocuvn. Throughout
our journey, our obedience to God through Christ, in
becoming more like Him, vindicates the correctness of
God’s saving action in conversion. All of this will then
be vindicated on Judgment Day when we stand before
Almighty God in final judgment. The Jewish problem
that Paul opposes in Rom. 3:20 was laid out by Jesus
in His criticism of the Pharisees of whom He said this:
You are those who justify yourselves in the sight of others,”

that Paul’s polemic against 'works of the law' is not directed against
the Jews and that the phrase itself never occurs in Jewish texts and
refers only to the adoption of Jewish practices by Gentiles. But this
ignores the DSS evidence cited above and the clear implication
that &pya in 3:27; 4:2, 6; 9:12, 32; and 11:6 is shorthand for the
€pya vopov of 3:20 and 28. Gaston, “Works,” surprisingly ignores
the same data and argues the idiosyncratic view that the work(s)
of the law are the law’s 'work' of wrath (4:15); though why then
Paul should bother to deny that justification comes through wrath
(3:20) becomes rather baffling. Contrast also Cosgrove’s dubious
distinction between justification by means of and on the basis of
works (“Justification™)."

[James D. G. Dunn Romans 1-8, vol. 38A, Word Biblical

Commenta 153-154.]
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OpElg éote ol SikaoUvTteg EautolG Evwriov TV AvOpwrwv
(Lk. 16:15b).326 The aorist passive SikawwBrostatin 3:20
underscores that God is the only one qualified to judge
and declare innocent. We may declare ourselves to
be okay spiritually, but only God’s verdict carries any
weight in determining eternal destiny.

The verb subject is ndoa capg, all flesh. It is often
translated “no flesh” due to the limitations of English
grammar with the negative o0, no in front of the verb.
“No flesh will be justified” is stylistically better than “all
flesh will not be justified.”

This phrase ndoa ocap§ is but one of many ways
found in the NT to designate all of humanity, past,
present, and future (cf. Mat. 24:22; Mk. 13:20; Lk. 3:6 fr.
Isa.40:5; Jhn. 17:2; Acts 2:17 fr. Job 3:1; 1 Cor. 1:29; Gal.
2:16; 1 Pet. 1:24 fr. Isa 406).3” Other figurative ways of
designating all of humanity include aiparog kai capkog,
flesh and blood, (cf. 1 Cor. 15:50; Heb. 2:14). 328 In also

326A distinct but closely related error of the Pharisees that Je-
sus targets here is their assumption that the approval of men rep-
resented God's approval. The Lord blasted such false thinking re-
peated throughout His public ministry.

32'This variety is illustrated in the beginning paragraph of the
article on odp& in the TDNT

Contents: A. c@p& in the Greek World: 1. cdpg as the Muscu-

lar Part of the Human or Animal Body; 2. The Origin of Flesh;

3. oap& as Body; 4. Special Meanings; 5. cdpkivog; 6. The

Corruptible cép& in Distinction from the Incorruptible Part

of Man; 7. oap€ as the Seat of Emotions in Epicurus; 8. The

Influence of Epicurus. B. Flesh in the Old Testament: 1.:7w32

a. Flesh in the Strict Sense; b. In an Extended Sense; Twa92

.c; d. As a Term for Blood-Relationship; e. Euphemistically;

f. In a Transferred Sense; g. Metaphorically; 2. °8®: a. Flesh

in the True Sense; b. As a Term for Blood-Relationship; c. In

a Transferred Sense; 3. Translation of the Hebrew Terms in

the Septuagint; 4. Texts not in the Hebrew Canon. C. Flesh in

Judaism: I. The Concept in the Dead Sea Scrolls: 1. The Gen-

eral Concept; 2. A Term for the Person; 3. The Collective Use;

4. Man’s Corruptibility; 5. The Relation to Sin; 6. Flesh and

Spirit; II. The Usage in the Targums; II1. Flesh and Body in the

Talmud and Midrash; I'V. The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha;

V. Philo and Josephus. D. Historical Summary. E. The New

Testament: 1. The Synoptic Gospels and Acts: 1. The Synop-

tics; 2. Acts; I1. Paul: 1. oép& == Body; 2. cap& as the Earthly

Sphere; 3. capé kai aina, nico capé; 4. clpé as an Object

of Trust; 5. xatd cdpka with Verb; 6. cap& as the Subject of

Sin; 7. The Vanquished cdp&; 8. Summary; III. Colossians,

Ephesians, Pastorals: 1. Colossians; 2. Ephesians; 3. Pastorals;

IV. John: 1. The Gospel; 2. The Epistles; V. Hebrews; VI. The

Catholic Epistles; VII. cépkivog, capkicog. F. The Post-New

Testament Period: 1. The Post-Apostolic Fathers; 2. Apocry-

phal Acts; 3. The Apologists; 4. Gnosticism.

[Eduard Schweizer and Friedrich Baumgirtel, “Xapé,
Yopkikog, Xapkwvog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),9: 98.]

38For a detailed listing see Louw-Nida, Greek Lexicon Hu-
man Being, topic 9:1-9.23. [Louw, Johannes P., and Eugene Albert

following the pattern of the OT, wuxn can be used to
designate the entire person: Acts 2:41; 27:37; Rom.
13:1; 1 Pet. 3:20. wuxn tends to refer to the individual,
while odp¢ more naturally refers to groups of individu-
als giving human traits to each member of the group.
Most impotrantly, in Platonism the cdpg is the corrupt
part of the individual.

It also had a negative connotation, as the slogan
ndovn oapkog, desires of the flesh, served as “anti-epicu-
rean slogan, esp. popular in Hell. Judaism. It was con-
stantly regarded as a summons to the crudest forms
of pleasure.”?° This provided the apostle Paul the key
to interpreting odpg as the way evil and Satan gain
entrance into our existence. So when Paul uses the
phrase 1réoa odpé, he depicts humanity negatively as
enslaved to evil. This is central to the premise of their
being completely unable to justify themselves before
Almighty God.

The adverbial prepositional phrase évwmniov adtod,
in his sight, locates the place where justification takes
place. Here Paul appropriately modified the psalmist’s
VWOV oou, before You, to évwmiov avtol, before Him.
This phrase évwmnov avtod amplifies the formal tone of
humanity coming before the throne of God in Heaven
for judgment.

The causal coordinate conjunction yap provides
the rationale for why works of Law cannot justify. The
Law was not intended to provide a means of salvation.
Rather, 6wa yap vopou éniyvwolg apaptiog, for through
Law comes full understanding of sin. The grasping of both
the full range of sinful actions, as well as the very es-
sence of sin, is taught us through the law. The noun
émmiyvwaoig highlights full comprehension of something.
The law is our discipling teacher, or better still, our
rnoadaywyov, disciplinarian, as Paul affirmed in Gal. 3:25.

The law teaches us about auaprtiag, about sin. Of
the 172 NT uses of auaprtia, 64 of them are in Paul’s
writings, and 48 of these are in Romans.*° While the
word was used in the Greek speaking ancient world, it

Nida. Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Se-
mantic Domains. New York: United Bible Societies, 1996.]

3Eduard Schweizer and Friedrich Baumgirtel, “Xap&,
Yopkikog, Xapkvog,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley,
and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 9:104]

30The word group is auaptévm, audpTnuo, Guoaptic,
APOPTOAOG, AVOUEPTNTOG.

[Gottfried Quell et al., “Apaptdve, Apdptnuo, Apoptia,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:267.]

Karl Heinrich Rengstorf, “Apaptoids, Avapdptnrog,” ed.
Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:
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early Christian meaning was basically established by
the LXX of the OT. NRYVN is primarily the Hebrew word
translated as auaprtia (238x).*3' The secular Greek
meaning of the term based on the root idea is that of
missing the objective and had no religious meaning. 3%
The closest to a religious sense of apaprtia in the Greek
world of Paul is the use of the verb auaptdvelv in a
purely negative sense of doing something which is not
opBbov, i.e., to miss doing what is correct, morally, le-
gally, intellectually. But this idea had no religious over-
tones.?® To Paul's Jewish Christian readers, auoprtia,
out of the Gk. apapt-concept, would have been easy
to grasp due to their familiarity with the Septuagint. But
his non-Jewish readers would be learning something
very new. In this statement in v. 20,

Paul thus affirms the essential importance of the
OT: it teaches us with discipline the meaning of sin.
Thus apaptia,and the other words from the auapt-con-
cept, can be understood primarily by knowing the OT
teaching on sin.

The LXX translators faced a real dilemma in bring-
ing the Hebrew text over into Koine Greek two centu-
ries before Christ. The concept of sin in the Hebrew Bi-

Bguoaptio is mostly used for nxpr (238 times) and Ny (70
times). Of the other derivatives of Xvri, Xpp is translated by it 28
times, nRVI 8 times, and 7XpH, 80, and the inf. Xvp once each.
In the case of other Heb. equivalents, it is used for ¥¥d 19 times,
for the verb yws twice, for oYy, Tp¥R and awR 4 times, twice and
once. In addition, it is used twice for ¥¥) and 72y, and in what
often seems to be a 'theologisation' it is used once each for 227 (Is.
53:4), nawnn (Is. 65:2), nawn (Jer. 14:7), 199% (Ez. 36:19), Aram.
mov(Da. 6:5), 730 £ (Prv. 26:26), nxnp (Lv. 14:19), 107 (1 K. 22:53);
Aram. 7927 (Da. 6:23) and %1 in hi (Da. 11:32)." [Gottfried
Quell et al., “Apaptave, Apdptnua, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,
Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:268.]

32"The Christian view of sin is not found in classical Gk. In
this we have no sin in the sense of man’s enmity against God con-
sisting in his refusal to understand and will the right.** In this sec-
tion, therefore, it is as well not to use the term sin, but to introduce
the Gk. conception of defect and guilt, since the stem apopt (—
293) means 'missing a definite goal,' whether mistakenly or guilt-
ily, or by a mistake which is itself guilt." [Gottfried Quell et al.,
“Apoptavo, Apdptnpo, Apaptie,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1:296—
297.]

333"No matter what the field in which it is committed, such
apoptavewv always rests on dyvota (for the ethical field, cf. Eth.
Eud., VIIL, 1, p. 12464, 32 ff.; Pol., 11, 11, p. 1231b, 28). The word
group is totally divested by Aristotle of its association with moral
guilt. "The word or word group does not belong ... at all to the
moral sphere, but to the intellectual.'124" [Gottfried Quell et al.,
“Apoptavo, Apdptnpo, Apaptie,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1:300—
301.]

ble is built around covenantal obedience to the Torah.
Sin represents a failure to obey God. Ingenuously, the
non-religious idea of missing the goal in apaptia corre-
sponded reasonably close to NXRVN in Hebrew in its
root meaning. apaptia became the primary translation
word for the Hebrew word.

Although the secular meaning for both the Hebrew
and Greek words corresponded, only the Hebrew had
an inherent religious meaning, along side the non-reli-
gious meaning. The religious sense had to be picked
up from the surrounding context of usage. This urges a
lot of caution against reading too much religious mean-
ing into the word as it shows up inside the LXX. Also
the the OT chiefly provides four different “roots to which
the concept of sin is usually attached and which we
have usually to render as ‘to sin’ or ‘sin’ without being
able to bring out the etymologically derived nuances of
the Hebrew.”3** These root words are KON (“to miss”),
VYO (“to rebel”), NIV (“to bend”), and NAY (“to err”).
The translator and interpreter must always determine
whether the action specified by each word is secular or
religious in its usage in each text. The context of usage
is the determining aspect each time.

Therefore Paul, in this letter of introduction called
Romans, will need to amplify his understanding of sin
built on the foundation of the Hebrew Bible. This he
does rather thoroughly, especially in the first eight chap-
ters of Romans with 46 of the 48 uses of auaprtia, along
with several uses of the other words in the auapt- word
group.

The final question about sin is this; What did Paul
believe about sin? The Pharisee Paul saw sin only
within the framework of Torah. But the Christian Paul
saw sin wrapped around the work of Christ whom he
encountered on the road to Damascus. Sin becomes
personified as a demon in an ongoing opponent to hu-
manity with its own identity apart from human action.33®

3Gottfried Quell et al., “Apoaptdve, Apdptnpa, Apaptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:270

333"t has already been noted that sin is here personified as a
demon (— 296). Sin has a demonic character. This demonic char-
acter emerges quite clearly in the fact that it uses the holy will of
God to increase its power: 1 apoptia, tvo eavi] apoaptio, did T0d
ayaBod pot katepyalopén Bavatov, tva yévnton kad’ vrepfoinv
apoptoAOg 1 apoptio S g évtoific (7:13). That is to say, the
function which we assert the Law to have in the divine plan for
the world is finally achieved when sin is unmasked in its demonic
character as utter enmity against God. The state of the world and
each individual since Adam has a demonic character as directed
against God. Hence the situation of man is quite adequately de-
scribed when Paul says of him: éy® 8¢ capkivog gipt, menpopévog
V7o Vv apaptiov (7:14). Man is a slave sold under sin, and there-
fore even before his physical death he is delivered up to the power
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Sin is discussed in detail in chapters five through eight.
336 It nfects humanity with its deadly presence. It pos-

of death (kai vudc 6vrag vekpoLg ... Toig auaptiong vudv, Eph.
2:1). This situation of man emerges clearly in the inner conflict of
man in his action—a conflict which is to be explained by the fact
that he is possessed by demonic power: ... 0 po® To0T0 TOU®" €1
3¢ 0 00 B€A® TOVTO TTOLD, COUENUL TA VOU® OTL KAAOS ... €l O O
00 0éAm £yd T0DTO TOLD, OVKETL &y KOTEPYALOHOL OOTO ALY 1|
oikodoa £v €nol apaptio (7:15, 16, 20; cf. also v. 17). Man is under
the Law as God’s claim. But he cannot fulfil the Law. He is pos-
sessed by the demonic power of sin. Sin controls him and finally
gives him the reward of death.'”” This train of thought introduces
an essential feature in Paul. As we have seen above that the do-
minion of death is based on the reality of sin, so we now recognise
that the demonology and satanology of Paul is not dualistic specu-
lation, but a way of expressing the fact of sin. The demonological
and satanological statements are all determined by the view of sin."

[Gottfried Quell, Georg Bertram, Gustav Stdhlin, et al.,
“Apaptave, Apdaptnua, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:311.]

3"How does Paul see the reality of sin in detail?

"This question leads us to a presentation of the thoughts
contained in R. 5-8, where from the purely lexical view we have
the most frequent occurrence of the terms for sin in the NT. The
Christ event is first depicted in the words: cvviotnow 6& v
€anTod ayannv &ig Nuag 6 0gdg dtL ETt AUAPTOADY OVTOV HUDV
Xpiotog vmEp NudV anébavev (R. 5:8). What this means we are
told in 5:12ff. in connection with what precedes:154 ... domep o
€vOg avOpamov 1 apoptio €ig TOv KOGHOV gioTABev, Kai dud Tig
apoptiag 0 Bavatog, kKol oVTOG €ig TavTag avBpmmovg 0 BavoTog
S1fiMlev £¢° © mavrec fjuoptov. To the question of the origin of
sin Paul gives the answer of Judaism that sin entered the world
through Adam. The act of Adam in opposition to God is the begin-
ning of sin. Sin thus derived from the freedom of man. With sin
death also came into the world, as we read in the short statement:
0 yop oymvie Tig apaptiog OGvatog (6:23). Sin as the master
gives its paid underlings the wages of death. Thus the dominant
power of death in the world is attributed to sin (cf. 1 C. 15:56). The
world in its being is not determined only by its creatureliness (R.
1:20) but also by sin. Paul differs from the Greek and Hellenistic
world in the fact that, though he, too, can talk of the power of fate,
for him the power of fate is closely linked with that of death,155
and human sin is the basis of death’s rule. Sin is the author of all
evil: ... éBacilevcev 1| apoptio &v 1@ Bavdato. Here we have a
Christian rather than a Greek understanding. But from the sway of
death there may also be discerned the universality of sin as hostile
striving against God (3:9, 23; 5:9, 10; 8:7; GI. 3:22). At this point
Paul differs from Judaism. For Paul sin does not consist only in
the individual act. Sin is for him a state which embraces all hu-
manity. The individual is always in this all-embracing state of sin,
and thus he does not have the Jewish freedom of choice which
constitutes the Jewish conception of sin (... dwdt Tfig TopoKoTig
0D €VOGg AvOpdOTOL AUAPT®AOL KotesTAON oAV 01 TOAAOL ... 5:19).
There is an indissoluble connection between the act of Adam, the
fate of death and the general state of sin. This does not mean that
a doctrine of inherited sin is presented. It means that a judgment
is pronounced on men in their being as such—a judgment which
is certainly shaped by human reality but which is possible only in
the light of Christ." [Gottfried Quell, Georg Bertram, Gustav Stéh-
lin, et al., “Apaptéve, Apdptnuoe, Apoptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel,

sesses power greater than that of any human being.
Both the physical and spiritual death of individuals is
its ultimate objective. It manipulates the divine Torah
as an important part of its strategy.®*” But in the Christ
event sin meets its superior, Christ, who defeats sin and
makes this victory over sin available to all humanity.33®

Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictio-
nary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964-),
1:309-310.]

31"Paul speaks expressly of the interrelation of sin and Law in
R. 7. The experience of Paul is stated generally in the sentence: 6te
Yap eV &v T capki, To TadHpaTe TAV AHOPTIGV TR 516 TOD VOOV
EvnpYyeiTo &v 10ig HELESIY MUDV €i¢ TO KapropopTfioot T@ Oavitd
(7:5). The carnal reality of man is his sinful reality, yet not for Paul
in such a way that sin and the flesh are identical and sinfulness is
constituted with corporeality (— cdp&, odpa), but rather in such
a way that man is determined by sin in his carnal being, and has
firmly linked himself to it. This union is disclosed by the Law: ...
TNV apoptiov ovk Eyvev et pun 61 vopov: Ty te yap Embupioy 00K
fidew €l un 6 vopog Eleyev: ovk EmBLUNGELS APopunV o8 Aafodoa
1N apaptio i TG VTOATIC Katnpydoato €v £uol ndoav Embovpiov:
YOPIC YOp VOpoL apoptio vekpd: €Yo 8¢ Elmv ywpic vopov moté:
€M0ovong o¢ tiig Evtoliig N apaptia avélnoev, £yod 6 anédavov,
Kol €0pEdn pot 1 EvtoAn M &ig Lonv, avtn &ig Odvatov (7:7-10).
Different expressions are used to bring out the one fact that actual
sin is by way of the Law. The Law awakens slumbering desire.
At this point — €mBopia is not to be taken as merely a specifical-
ly carnal, i.e., sexual desire, but in a more comprehensive sense
(maoa émbopio) as the yearning of man, kindled by the Law but
opposed to it, for self-assertion against the claim of God. This is
the nerve of every individual sin from the failure to acknowledge
God, which is for Paul the original sin (R. 1:21), to that in which
he sees the punishment of sin on the part of the God who punishes
sin with sinning, i.e., to sexual perversity and expressions of the
hatred which destroys fellowship (R. 1:24-31; 1 Th. 2:16). From
this standpoint every individual sin committed by and against men
acquires its significance before God and has before Him the char-
acter of guilt.'s"

[Gottfried Quell, Georg Bertram, Gustav Stdhlin, et al.,
“Apoaptive, Apdptnpa, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of
the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964—), 1"310-
311.]

338"t is in this reality that the Christ event strikes man.'*® This
event is the overcoming of sin ... 6 8e0g TOV £0VTOD VIOV TEUYOG
€V OLOLONOTL GOPKOG ApapTioG Kol TEPl ApopTiog KOTEKPIVEV TNV
apoptiov év tf) capki ... (R. 8:3). The aim of Christ’s sending by
God is to judge and destroy sin. This is the meaning of the incar-
nation. Paul states this graphically in the words: tov pn yvovta
apoptioy drep MUAV apaptiov €noinoev ... (2 C. 5:21). The sin-
lessness of Jesus is the presupposition of His mission. According
to Paul’s description of the mystery of the Christ event, this sin-
less Jesus became sin. All the sin of man rests on Him, wheth-
er past or present: Ov mpoéBeto 6 Be0g thactnplov ... &ig Evdel&v
g dwatoovvng adtod O TV TAPECSY TV TPOYEYOVOT®V
apopmuatmv v T avoyf tod 0god (R. 3:25). For the sake of
Christ and His victory over sin there has been and is the day of
God’s grace and the postponement of judgment. Christ’s victory
over sin is described as expiatory or propitiatory atonement. For

this reason Hi ntial, | n the cross that there took
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The individual who reaches out to Christ in faith sur-
render experiences this victory over sin that gives him/
her a new beginning now insulated from the power of
sin to dominate one’s life. A constant warfare will begin
where sin seeks to control, but the believer possess-
es both redemption and the indwelling Spirit of Christ
which both mandate resistance to sin and enable victo-
ry against its onslaught.®*

place, in a way which is valid for all ages, the conquest of sin: & yop
anéBavev, T apoptia anébavey Epdmag (R. 6:10; cf. 1 C. 15:3; GL.
1:4). For this reason the cross is the sign of triumph over sin, over
the dominion of death and demonic power. Hence the preaching of
the cross is the dOvapg 0eod and the cogia tod Oeod (1 C. 1:18 £.).
The cross cannot be separated from the resurrection. The mission
of Christ would have been in vain without the resurrection: &i 8¢
APLOTOG OVK EyNyepTal, ... &1t €ote v Toig apoaptiog vudv (1 C.
15:17). This total event is representative or substitutionary (Omep
nuév, 2 C. 5:21; 1 C. 15:3; Gl. 1:4). Because in virtue of the deed
of Adam there is a fatal nexus of sin and death within humanity;
because for Paul men are not individuals who can be considered in
isolation but a society with a common destiny, this representation
or substitution on the part of Christ is possible. The Christ event
means for humanity the overcoming of sin and the beginning of
the dominion of life. This is the cosmic alteration brought about
by Christ: ... donep épacikevoey 1 apaptio &v Td Bavito, oVTeg
Kol M x&p1s faciredorn o1 dkaocvvng gig Loy aidviov did Incod
¥xplotod tod kupiov NuUAV (R. 5:21)." [Gottfried Quell, Georg Ber-
tram, Gustav Stdhlin, et al., “Apaptéve, Audptnue, Apoptio,”
ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich,
Theological Dictionary of the New Testament (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1964-), 1:311-312.]

39"This Christ event comes to man as an event which releases
him from the reality of sin and constitutes him anew. The content
of the Gospel is that man is justified by faith and baptism, that he
is made a new creature risen with Christ, that he is redeemed and
reconciled, in short, that he has attained the remission of sins'*® (cf.
Eph. 1:7). Through fellowship with Christ in His destiny (— o0v),
which is fulfilled in baptism and of which there is awareness in
faith, it may be said of the Christian: ameBdavopev i auaptig (R.
6:2). This is the theme of Romans 6, which deals with the question
of Christ and sin. There is first laid down the basic insight that the
Christian is freed from sin. This is brought out in different ways
throughout the chapter. Christians are dead with Christ and have
thus died to sin. In this the Christ event achieves its purpose: iva
Kkatapynof 10 odua tiic apaptiag (6:6). There is fulfilled in Chris-
tians the old and familiar thesis: 0 yap dmoBavav dedikainTor dmod
g apaptiog (6:7).'° Moreover: auaptio yop DudY 00 KLPEVCEL
00 Yap €oTe VIO VOOV ALY VIO Yapwv (6:14). Redemption is si-
multaneously liberation from the Law and from its function as
that which evokes sin. Finally, Christians are éAevBepwbévreg ...
amo g apaptiog (6:18, 22), i.e., they are freed by Christ from the
bondage to sin in which they found themselves—... oDAot fite Th¢
apoptiog (6:20). The Christian has to realise this fact: Aoyilecbe
£a0TOVG £lvol vekpodg pev Tf apaptig ... (6:11). He must draw
the deductions from it according to the insight: SodAoi dote @
VIOKOVETE, fjTot apaptiog €ig OGvartov f vraxofg ig dikatocHVIV
(6:16). There is no more possibility of remaining in sin and sinning
as if nothing had happened (6:1, 15). The only possible conclusion
is to this effect: pm odv Pocihevétm 1 auaptio &v @ OVNT® VUGV
copatt gig 0 Hrakovew Taig EmBupiolg avtod (6:12). By libera-

Thus the role of Law is that of an instructor and not
that of a savior. Or it could be summarized as the role
of a mirror that reflects back to the individual exactly
who he is before Almighty God.

************Summary*************

Romans 2:1-3:20 stands as a continuation of the
larger unit begun at 1:18. The central theme focuses on
opyn B¢o0, God’s wrath (1:18). The pagan world expe-
riences that wrath both in this life, as well as on Judg-
ment Day (1:18-32). The second part of 6pyr 600 is
the eschatological Day of Wrath in final judgment (2:1-
3:20). The apostle repeatedly hammers in the point
that there are no exceptions and absolutely all of hu-
manity will face the wrath of God on that day. And that
especially includes the moral elitist who feels he has a
loophole around this day because of moral superiority,
particularly if he is Jewish.

Through exceptional use of the Koine Greek lan-
guage, the apostle builds his case against the moral

tion from sin, man is given the possibility of resisting the claim of
sin, of not living to it and thus asserting himself against God, but
rather: AoyilecBe €avtovg ... {OVTAG ... T@ 0@ &v ypotd Incod
(6:11). To live to God is to be dead to sin and liberated from it. Paul
describes this new possibility in various ways: Und¢ mopiotdvete
0 péAN dpdv Omho adwiog TR auaptig, GAAG TopocTACATE
€00TONG TM Be® doel £k vekp®dv (Dvtag Kol To PEAN DU®YV dTAa
dwooovvng @ Oed (6:13; cf. v. 18: £dovAmOnte T dikaocvvn;
19: tapaothoate Ta péAN VU@V SoDAa 1] Stkatochvn &ig aylacpudv
etc.). — aylwaopog, the life dedicated to God, is the goal of the
Christ event (cf. the iva in R. 8:3 f. and 2 C. 5:21). This ayloondc
is the life of faith. Freedom from sin is fulfilled in the obedience
of faith (R. 14:23: nav 8¢ 6 ovk €k mictemg apoptio €otiv). The
life for God as a life of faith is manifested in love for the breth-
ren which is the fulfilling of the Law, for: apaptdvovteg gig To0g
G0EAPOVG ... €ig xprotov apaptaverte (1 C. 8:12).

"The Christian stands in the tension of a double reality. Ba-
sically freed from sin, redeemed, reconciled and sinless, he is ac-
tually at war with sin, threatened, attacked and placed in jeopardy
by it. He must be called to ayiaopoc.'® The tension of this double
reality is finally manifested in his life as follows: €i 8¢ ypiotog €v
VULV, TO HEV 6B VEKPOV d1d TNV apoptiov, 10 6& mvedua {on ot
dwatocvny (8:10). In his somatic life the Christian is given up
to death. This is the final outworking of sin. But the Christian has
also a new pneumatic life deriving from the pneuma of Christ and
received by death and resurrection with Him. He now lives his life
in a new and pneumatic possession (510 ToD £volKoOVTOg AHTOD
mvedpatog &v Uiy, 8:11; cf. in contrast 7:18, 20). This pneumat-
ic life has overcome death and derives from the dominion of life
which has commenced with Christ and which will be consummat-
ed with His coming again, when sin in its final outworking in death
will be completely abolished (R. 8:11; 1 C. 15:26). The tense dou-
ble reality is thus a state of expectation wpog v péAlovoav d6&av
amokaAvEOvar gig nuac (8:18)."

[Gottfried Quell, Georg Bertram, Gustav Stdhlin, et al.,
“Apaptave, Apdptnpa, Apaptio,” ed. Gerhard Kittel, Geoffrey
W. Bromiley, and Gerhard Friedrich, Theological Dictionary of the

i : —),1:312-313.]
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elitist. Both Jewish terminology and religious heritage
as well as creative use Greek literary devices, Paul
stresses the accountability of the moral elitist before
Almighty God. He targets both the religious Jew and
the non-Jewish elitists who felt themselves against the
immoral pagans around them.

Then in 3:9-20 all of this is pulled together in sum-
mation by Ti o0v; mpoexopeda; o MAVTWG: TPoNTIACAUED
yap loudaiouc te kai “EAANvoS mavtac Ug’ dpoptiov gva,
What then? Are we any better off? No, not at all; for we
have already charged that all, both Jews and Greeks, are un-
der the power of sin. This lays the foundation of human
need for divine intervention on man’s part in order to
come out from under the enslavement to sin which ne-
cessitates God’s wrath. Rom. 3:21 will begin the depic-
tion of that deliverance provided by Christ through His
death and resurrection.

Everyone who has ever lived comes under the
scope of Paul’s depiction in 1:18-3:20. And that cer-
tainly includes all of us alive today. Thus the application
of this text is total and vital to our perception of human
existence, particularly from the religious angle. To deny
this is to doom oneself to that coming Day of Wrath
completely without adequate preparation to survive it
and not face the awesome reality of eternal banishment
to Hell. That preparation can only be found in faith sur-
render to Jesus Christ, our Savior and Redeemer. This
will be the focus beginning in 3:21.

glc
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