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Synopsis

‘Chapter 1: Introduction: Definitions & Issues’ clarifies the systematic-theological terms
‘active’ and ‘passive’ obedience of Christ, in the light of the recent interaction between
exegetes and systematicians in the debates about imputation. The recent interpretation of
Romans 5:18-19, particularly Sukalwpe, differs markedly to that which pertained historically.
Some advocates of imputation adopt an exposition of Romans 5:18-19 that is vulnerable to

criticism. Reasons for re-examining Romans 5:18-19 are provided.

Chapters 2 to 3 provide an analysis of important exegetical matters that partly have arisen
from the recent debates about imputed righteousness and partly from trends in NT
scholarship. They provide necessary preparation for the main contentions of this thesis.
‘Chapter 2: Genesis 15:6 and the meaning of righteousness (Sikatoolvn)’ analyzes the key
text (Genesis 15:6MT/LxX) which uses the language of ‘imputation’ (Aoyi{ouat) and
‘righteousness’ (dtkaLoovn). It investigates whether dikaLootvn has an habitual moral or
ethical connotation. ‘Chapter 3: Paul’s appropriation of Genesis 15:6 in Romans 4’ analyses

the Pauline usage, informed by a parallel construction in Romans 2:26.

Chapters 4 to 8 form the heart of the thesis. These chapters not only test and apply insights
from NT scholarship to Romans 5:16-19, but also extends the application of some recent
Pauline scholarship, and challenges other exegetical decisions of modern scholars, whether

‘Reformed’, ‘broadly Evangelical’ or ‘NPP’.
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‘Chapter 4: Receiving and possessing the gift of righteousness (Romans 5:17)" exegetes
Romans 5:17 in context, and argues that the text ‘those who receive the abundance of grace
and of the gift of righteousness’ (ol v TepLooelar Thg xapLtog kol The Swpeds Thg
dikactootvng AapParovteg), in the light of Philippians 3:9 and Romans 9:30-10:6, provides a
corrective for those who assert that ‘righteousness’ cannot be given or possessed. It also
discusses the relationship of imputation of righteousness with the motif of union with

Christ.

Chapters 5 to 8 engage in detailed exegesis of Romans 5:16, 18-19 in context, with
discussion of the key terms dikaiwue and dikaiwolg. ‘Chapter 5: The Meaning of Sikalwpa
and dikaiworg and the motif of resurrection in Romans 4’, consists of a broad usage survey
of ikalwpe and Sukalwolg in the Graeco-Roman corpus, the Lxx, the non-Pauline NT, and
Paul’s usage prior to 5:16, 18 and 8:4, and closes with exegesis of Romans 4:25 in context.
The motif of resurrection (Romans 1:4, 4:17, 24-25; cf 1:17; 2:8) brings the resurrection of

Christ into relationship with Paul’s doctrine of justification.

‘Chapter 6: The Resurrection in Romans 5 and the Meaning of dikaiwue in Romans 5:16’
continues the analysis of the motif of resurrection into Romans 5, determines the probable
referent of evdg in verses 12, 15-19, and assesses the recent suggestion of J R D Kirk, that
dikalwpe means in Romans 5:16, ‘judgment’, ‘penalty’, or ‘reparation’, and not

‘justification’," against the modern consensus.

! Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaioma’ (2007), 787-92.
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‘Chapter 7: The évo¢ dikatwpatog of Romans 5:18” argues that Sukelwpe in Romans 5:18
should be rendered ‘sentence of justification’, as it is in Romans 5:16, against the modern
exegetical consensus. The phrase ‘the justification of the one’, refers to the resurrection of
Christ as his divine judicial vindication, which then produces the ‘justification of life’ for
those in Christ. Support for this contention is found in Isaiah 53:11Lxx and 1 Corinthians
15:21-22, 45-49, and the arguments of some modern NT scholars. Imputation’s modern
advocates will find that if they accept these arguments, which simply re-institute the
accepted understanding of Sukalwpe from Augustine to the start of the 20" Century, they
will have a sound foundation for the exegetical grounding of the imputation of Christ’s

active obedience in Romans 5:19, subject to the findings of Chapter 8.

‘Chapter 8: The referent of tfic Umakofic tod €vog and the action of ka@lotnutL (Romans 5:19)
finds firstly that ‘the obedience of the one’ refers to the whole course of Christ’s obedience,
and there is no reason why any of Christ’s obedience should be excluded from its reference.
Second, after a survey of Graeco-Roman, LXX and NT texts, the conclusion is drawn that
keBlotnuL in Romans 5:19 means ‘judicially establish’ (cf Susanna 1:60Lxx), and does not
connote ‘transformative righteousness’. Thus Romans 5:19 teaches that through the
obedience of Jesus Christ, being his entire life of obedience to the precept of the Mosaic
law, and any other intratrinitarian command received by him, the many will in the future be
judicially established as righteous before the tribunal of God. Further, against a number of
proposals, both the ground and instrument of initial and final justification is seen to be the
same, the ground being the active and passive obedience of Christ, and the instrument
being faith. Justification’s beginning, continual progress, and consummation is by fiduciary

faith, not works (however categorised).
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The final chapter ‘Chapter 9: Beyond Romans 5: Re-evaluating dikaLdw in Romans 6:7 and
dikalwpe in Romans 8:4° provides an initial sounding which works out the implications of

the exegesis offered in Chapters 4 to 8 to two key texts in justification debates.

First, in Romans 6:7, (‘For the one who died has been justified from sin’), it is suggested that
Paul is speaking primarily about Christ’s own experience of death and resurrection, the
latter of which was his justification, and secondarily about the believer’s union with Christ in
that justification, in which both Christ’s death (Romans 3:21-26; 4:25) and resurrection
(Romans 4:25, 5:18-19; cf Romans 5:9-10) bring about the believer’s justification. The

justification spoken of is forensic.

Second, another key text (Romans 8:3-4), thought by many to say nothing regarding
imputation, is considered in context, especially the key phrase to Sikalwue T0d vépov
TANPWOT €v Mulv (8:4). After providing an account of Paul and the law in Romans 1-7, and
especially looking at Paul’s apology for the law in Romans 7:7-25, an account of Christ’s
coming ‘in the likeness of the flesh of sin and for sin” entails that Christ fulfilled the law’s
precept and bore the law’s curse. The polyvalent genitive T0 dikalwue tod vouov firstly
refers to the justification of the Mosaic law, the topic of Romans 7:7-25, which comes by the
justification of the Christ, who received court-approved righteousness (Romans 5:18), and
secondly refers to ‘the justification that the law requires’. It is fulfilled év nuiv by God
because the theatre of sins operations was ‘in us’ (Romans 7:14-25), and because Christ

dwells in our hearts by faith (Galatians 2:20-21; Ephesians 3:16-17).
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Chapter 1
Introduction: Definitions & Issues

Introduction

This thesis assesses on exegetical grounds the Reformed systematic-theological concept of
‘imputed righteousness’, and whether both the ‘active’ and ‘passive’ obedience of Christ is
imputed to the believer in justification. This necessitates interaction between two distinct
domains of discourse, exegesis and theology.” In this introduction, first the systematic-
theological terms pertaining to imputation will be analysed. Second, the place of Romans
5:18-19 in the recent debates about imputation will be introduced. Third, reasons for re-

examining Romans 5:18-19 will be given.

1. Christ’s ‘Active’ and ‘Passive’ Obedience

Christ’s obedient work as the Mediator [...] was distinguished by the scholastics into
obedentia activa and obedientia passiva, active and passive obedience. The obedientia
activa describes the life of Christ from his birth to his passion, and particularly his ministry,
during which Christ acted sinlessly and in perfect obedience to the will of God. The
obedientia passiva refers to Christ’s passion, during which he accepted passively, without
any resistance, the suffering and cross to which he was subjected for the satisfaction of sin.’

The term ‘passive obedience’ does not mean that in anything Christ did was he passive, the
involuntary victim of obedience imposed upon him [...] The distinction between the active
and passive obedience is not a distinction between periods.”

In current discourse concerning Christ’s ‘active’ and ‘passive’ obedience, there is confusion
as to the meaning of the distinction among both systemeticians and exegetes. Muller’s

definition above sharply distinguishes two phases of Jesus’ life chronologically, and imports

2 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 47.
3 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 205.
4 Murray, Redemption Accomplished and Applied (1961), 21

MTh Thesis 9
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notions of passivity and activity. This is at variance with Murray and others, who distinguish
between Christ’s ‘active’ obedience to the law’s precepts, and his ‘passive’ obedience
rendered to the law’s penalty.5 Murray’s analysis is to be preferred to Muller’s. It seems that
traditional Reformed systematic theology used ‘the righteousness of Christ’ to refer to
Christ’s ‘active obedience’ to the precepts of the law,® mainly during his pre-crucifixion
earthly life, but not to the exclusion of his death. By contrast, Christ’s ‘passive obedience’
traditionally refers not to Christ’s ‘passivity’ to the Father’s will, but the obedience that
leads up to and results in Christ’s ‘passion’, that is, his sacrificial death as a penal satisfaction
for sin. The English adjective ‘passive’ is derived from the Latin verb patior, ‘I suffer,
endure’.” Sometimes this distinction is expressed by distinguishing Jesus’ ‘blood’ (‘passive’

obedience) from his ‘righteousness’ (‘active’ obedience).

For clarity in this thesis, this first distinction shall be labeled ‘the essential or proper
distinction’. The distinction is between Christ’s obedience to the law’s ‘precept’ (active) and
‘penalty’ (passive). This is the traditional distinction used by Reformed theologians. Christ’s
active obedience fulfills the precept of the law, which can be stated as ‘do this and you shall
live’.® Christ’s active obedience is rendered to the law’s commands by doing them.? In

contrast, Christ’s passive obedience satisfies the penalty of the law, which can be stated as

> Murray, Redemption Accomplished and Applied (1961), 20-1; Reymond, ‘The Obedience of Christ’ (1984),
785.

e Shedd, Dogmatic Theology (1889-94), 720-2; R L Dabney, Systematic Theology (1878), 626-6; Buchanan,
Doctrine of Justification (1867), 333-4.

7 Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 230; cf Baker, ‘Obedience of Christ’ (1988), 474

® Leviticus 18:5; Romans 7:10; 10:5.

° Galatians 3:12.
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‘the soul that sins shall die’.*® Christ’s passive obedience is rendered to the law’s curse by

enduring it."!

This proper or essential distinction between Christ’s active and passive obedience is fluid.
Christ was commanded to offer satisfaction, and thus his ‘passive’ obedience is in a sense
‘active’, as it was rendered in obedience to the Father’s precept to redeem and to the moral
law, ‘love your neighbor as yourself’.*> Moreover, Christ conceivably bore the law’s curse
(properly ‘passive obedience’) by bearing the sickness and diseases of his people as he went
around doing good."® Nevertheless, the ‘essential or proper distinction’ between Christ
obeying the law’s precept and enduring its penalty serves a heuristic purpose. It provides
conceptual clarification when it is denied that Christ’s preceptive obedience is part of the
righteousness with which the believer is justified, or when it is asserted that Christ’s penal

obedience alone is imputed.**

For further clarity, a second and more fluid and controversial distinction™ is made in this
thesis. This distinction follows strictly only as a connotation of the ‘essential or proper
distinction’. This second distinction relates to the time when each aspect of Christ’s
obedience was rendered, and will be labeled the ‘chronological distinction’. It is evident in
Muller’s definition above. Christ’s active obedience is mainly demonstrated in his sinless

pre-crucifixion life of obeying the law’s precepts. However, this was not to the exclusion of

‘% Ezekiel 18:4; Romans 1:32; 6:23.

" Galatians 3:10, 13; Reymond, ‘The Obedience of Christ’ (1984), 785; idem, Systematic Theology (1998), 631;
Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 230.

2 L eviticus 19:18; Luke 22:42; John 4:34; 6:38; 15:13; Hebrews 10:5-8.

Y Acts 10:38; Matthew 8:14-17; Isaiah 53:4.

% C Hodge, Systematic Theology (1946), 3:149-150.

15 Murray, Redemption Accomplished and Applied (1961), 21; Schreiner, ‘Justification: Saving Righteousness’
(2011), 30.
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his death. Christ’s passive obedience is mainly demonstrated in his sin-bearing death
bearing the law’s curse. However, this is not to the exclusion of his earthly life and ministry.
Clark is probably right to say that ‘it is not the intent’ of the terminology to distinguish the
work of Christ chronologically.*® However, many with Muller now express ‘active’ and
‘passive’ obedience using this temporal distinction,"” and Muller draws a sharp distinction
between Jesus’ ‘ministry’ and ‘passion’.'® Perhaps it is best seen as a shorthand

simplification, in which the primary reference of Christ’s ‘passion’ is to his death

A related factor contributing to confusion is that ‘passive’ obedience can suggest to the
English reader either Christ’s ‘passion’ (thus Christ’s suffering) or ‘passivity’ (thus connoting
ideas of receptivity and infliction, not activity, initiative or positive performance). Thus,
Muller’s exposition explicitly used the words ‘acted’ and ‘accepted passively’."® Likewise,
Vickers imports notions of ‘passivity/activity’ in his exposition of the distinction.? Vickers’

2! (his emphasis) seems to be a

2013 statement, ‘Passive does not mean passivity
clarification subsequent to 2006. Thus, a third distinction has arisen, between ‘passivity’ and
‘activity’. Some indeed call this an error.?” However, identifying this use of the terminology
is necessary to understand the recent debates. It will be labeled ‘the passivity-activity

distinction’. In the recent controversies, ‘passive obedience’ has been used (perhaps

incorrectly) to describe Christ’s ‘passivity’. According to Muller, Protestant scholasticism

'8 Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 230.

v Oden, Classic Christianity, (1992), 410; Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 175; Vickers, Jesus’ Blood
and Righteousness (2006), 196; Frame, Salvation Belongs to the Lord (2006), 203; Horton, Covenant and
Salvation, (2007), 114-115.

18 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 205.

9 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 205. Pace Murray, Accomplished and Applied (1961), 20; Clark ‘Do This and Live’
(2007), 230.

20 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 44, 149, 197.

2t Justification by Grace (2013), 39 fn 10.

22 Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 230; Murray, ‘The Obedience of Christ’ (1977), 154; idem, Redemption
Accomplished and Applied (1961), 19-21; Pace Muller, Dictionary (1985), 205.
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recognised ‘passivity’ and ‘activity’ within the ‘obedience of Christ’, but not to define the
difference between ‘active’ and ‘passive’ obedience, but in describing certain characteristics
of Christ’s obedience considered as a whole:

[T]he obedientia Christi is both an actio passiva, a passive action, and a passio activa,

an active passion. Actio passiva refers to Christ’s subjection to the law, while passio
activa refers to the real obedience of his life and death.?®

Following from this, and contributing to terminological confusion, there are elements of
Christ’s ‘active obedience’ proper that are ‘passive’ in terms of the ‘essential distinction’,
because in them Christ bears the law’s curse (eg Christ healed sick people, part of his love
for his neighbour, thus carrying their diseases, part of the Deuteronomic curse).”® There are
elements of Christ’s active obedience that are ‘passive’ in terms of the ‘chronological
distinction’, because they occur in His ‘passion’ (eg Christ’s obedience to the decree to
redeem, and thus love his neighbour).25 And there are elements of Christ’s ‘active
obedience’ that are passive in terms of the ‘passivity/activity distinction’, because Christ is

receptive in them (eg Christ’s loving reception of anointing).?®

Conversely, there are elements of Christ’s ‘passive obedience’ proper that are ‘active’ in
terms of the ‘essential distinction’, because Christ obeyed a precept of the Father to lay
down his life and love his neighbour in his satisfaction.?” There are elements of Christ’s
‘passive obedience’ that are active in terms of the ‘chronological distinction’, because they

occur during his infancy, childhood, and earthly ministry (eg Christ’s circumcision).?® And

2 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 206.
2 Deuteronomy 28:21-22, 27-29, 35, 60-61; Isaiah 53:4; Matthew 8:16-17.
25
Hebrews 10:7.
*® Matthew 26:6-13; Mark 14:3-9; Luke 7:36-50; John 12:1-8.
%7 Leviticus 19:18.
*® Matthew 2:21-24; Galatians 4:4.
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there are also elements of Christ’s ‘passive obedience’ that are active in terms of the

‘activity-passivity’ distinction, because Christ voluntarily and actively offered his life.*’

For all these reasons, Murray denied that there is either a chronological element or notion

of passivity or activity in the distinction, and maintained only the ‘essential distinction’.*

With such conceptual overlap, the fallacy of equivocation is a danger. Such appears to have
occurred for Vickers. Vickers (2006) frequently and correctly demonstrates the ‘active’

31 (the ‘passivity/activity distinction’), rightly

element in Christ’s ‘passive obedience
observing that Christ actively obeyed God during the passion.>* However, showing that
Christ’s passion is an ‘active passion’ does not necessarily imply that Christ’s ‘active
obedience’ proper, being the whole course of Christ keeping the law’s precepts, is imputed
to the believer. Perhaps Vickers equated the passio activa of Christ’s obedientia passiva with
Christ’s obedentia activa, when he said that the cross itself displays ‘both active and passive
obedience’.*® This may well be because Vickers has imported ‘active/passive’ notions into
his definitions.>* If so, Vickers’ terminological slippage causes confusion, because
traditionally the obedientia activa was offered by Christ in fulfilment of the law’s precept,
which humans are bound to offer to God. By contrast, the obedientia passiva is a

satisfaction, offered by Christ to fulfil the penalty of the law. In theological language, Vickers

has only established that Christ’s satisfaction is an active passion, and perhaps even

?® John 10:18.

30 Murray, Redemption Accomplished and Applied (1961), 20-22.

3 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 148-9, 196-7, 228.
3 Eg: Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 197.

* ibid, 196-7.

3 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 44, 148-49.
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obedience in response to the precept of the eternal decree to redeem.* But the attempt to

ground imputed righteousness in these facts alone proves unconvincing.36

Vickers qualified his terminology by saying it is ‘not a mere defence of the traditional
arguments even though the terms are employed’.>” More recently, Vicker’s has stated:
‘Passive does not mean passivity’. Rather, it has to do with Christ’s passion’ (emphasis
original).?® This is a clarification given his 2006 emphasis on the ‘activity/passivity’
distinction. Nevertheless, Vickers returned almost immediately to the ‘activity/passivity’
distinction.> In this regard, Burk rightly observes that ‘Vickers suggests a redefinition of
Christ’s active obedience’ and that ‘Vickers thinks that Paul does not necessarily have this

total obedience to the law in mind when speaking of Christ’s obedience in Rom 5:19”.*

Vickers’ attempt to reconfigure Christ’s ‘active obedience’ faces a number of theological
problems. An attempt to ground Christ’s ‘active obedience’ upon the intra-Trinitarian
command from the Father to the Son to offer a satisfaction (eg John 6:38), would face the
systematic-theological difficulty that such a precept is not required of either Adam, of those
under the law of Moses, or by the law written on the Gentile heart. It is difficult to see how
it could be said to be fulfilled vicariously by Christ on behalf of his people. Only Christ was
ever commanded to be a Mediator offering himself as a satisfaction for his people.*! Christ

certainly offered his satisfaction as an expression of love for neighbour.*? Christ certainly

» Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 148 fn 135.

*® ibid, 196-7.

*” ibid, 197 fn 6.

38 Vickers, Justification by Grace (2013), 39 fn 10.

** Ibid, 40, 41.

40 Burk, ‘Review Article: Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness’ (2007), 118.
*! Exodus 32:32; Psalm 49:7; Romans 9:3.

*? John 15:13; Leviticus 19:18.
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obeyed to the extent of death on a cross, and in doing the greatest act of love, he might be
said to have demonstrated the whole.* But this does not demonstrate that on behalf of his
people Christ has kept the law’s precepts, which ‘active obedience’ requires from a

systematic-theological perspective.

In this thesis, the ‘essential and proper’ distinction between Christ’s active and passive
obedience is employed. While the other two distinctions are evident in current discussions,

they introduce unnecessary confusion.

In systematic-theological discourse, ‘Christ’s merit’ originally probably referred to both
Christ’s active and passive obedience,** but it now denotes Christ’s ‘active obedience’.*’
;7 46

‘Christ’s satisfaction’ refers to his ‘passive obedience’.”™ When these distinctions were first

formulated is debated.*’

3 Philippians 2:7-8; Berends, ‘The Obedience of Jesus Christ’ (2001), 26-51 at 49.

4 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 190.

** Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 234.

* Muller, Dictionary (1985), 271-2.

4 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 205; Berends, ‘Obedience of Jesus Christ’ (2001), 34, 36; Pelikan, Christian
Tradition (1984), 4:164; Clifford, Atonement and Justification (1990), 190, 198 n 28; Kirk, ‘Sufficiency (1)’ (2006),
37.
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2. The recent imputation debates and Romans 5:18-19

The doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s active obedience has been subject to challenge
within the protestant churches, * especially in recent decades. Traditionally, Romans 5:18-
19 was one of the sedes doctrinae (seat of doctrine)*® for imputed righteousness.”® This is no
longer so.

¥Therefore, then, just as one [man’s] transgression (51° évdc TopaTtwpntog) led to
condemnation (ei¢ katakpiue) for all men, thus also one [man’s] dikaiomatos (51 €vog
SikaLddparoc) led to justification of life (eic Sukalwoly Cwiic) for all men. *For just as
through the disobedience of the one man (5w tfic Tapakofic Tod evodg avdpwmou) the many
were established sinners, thus also through the obedience of the one [man] (5ia Tfg
umokofic Tod €vog) the many will be established righteous. (my translation)

Most modern exegetes, regardless of their view of imputation, find that Romans 5:18-19
does not refer to Christ’s active obedience, only to his passive obedience.” Of those who
find Christ’s active obedience in the phrases évd¢ Sikatduatoc and Tfic Umakofc Tod €vde,
most make exegetical decisions that make their adherence to the imputation of Christ’s
active obedience appear anomalous.> The exception is Cranfield, whose rendering ‘through

the righteous conduct of the one’ can exegetically ground imputed righteousness.>

8 McGrath, History of the Christian Doctrine of Justification (2005), 272-3; Berends, ‘The Obedience of Jesus
Christ’ (2001), 32-40; Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics (2008), 4:223; Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 230-7.

9 Muller, Dictionary (1985), 278.

*° Westminster Confession of Faith (1646), 11.1; A A Hodge, Confession of Faith (1958), 179; Kirk, ‘Sufficiency
(1) (2006), 43.

> Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:284; Moo, Romans (1996), 344; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287; Wright,
Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 250; idem, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529; Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004),
Romans, 150; Jewett, Romans (2007), 386; Matera, Romans (2010), 140, 141, 142, 144; Wright, Justification:
God'’s Plan (2009), 200-1; Kruse, Romans (2012), 251; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 229; Berends, ‘The Obedience
of Jesus Christ’ (2001), 45; Colijn, Images of Salvation, (2010), 210; Kirk, ‘Sufficiency’ (1) (2006), 51-52; Clifford,
‘Justification: The Calvin-Saumur perspective’ (2007), 346.

*? Romans 5:18-19.

> Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201; Piper, Counted Righteous (2002), 110-114, Fesko, Justification (2008), 155;
Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 248; Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 148-9; idem, Justification
by Grace (2013), 39.

>* Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289.
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For example, Murray decides in Romans 5:18 that évog dikaLWuatogc means ‘one righteous
act’ but then expounds this as synonymous with ‘the righteousness of the one’, with the
following justification:

If the question be asked how the righteousness of Christ could be defined as ‘one righteous
act’, the answer is that the righteousness of Christ is regarded in its compact unity in
parallelism with the one trespass, and there is good reason for speaking of it as the one
righteous act because, as the one trespass is the trespass of the one, so the one
righteousness is the righteousness of the one and the unity of the person and of his
accomplishment must always be assumed.>
This seems to beg the question, because Murray’s assumption of the ‘compact unity’ of
Christ and his accomplishment, not exegesis, grounds his exposition of ‘one righteous act’ as
‘the righteousness of the one’. On the basis of his exegetical decision that €vd¢ SikoLwuotog
means ‘one righteous act’, Murray (and those following him) >° cannot exegetically
demonstrate that Romans 5:18-19 refers to Christ’s active obedience. Piper, more
consistently than Murray, asserts that imputation does not depend on showing that the
phrases in Romans 5:18-19 refer to Christ’s active righteousness.”” Piper must concede this,

because Romans 5:18-19, as currently understood, does not teach it. Consequently, many

defenders of imputation rely heavily on covenantal theology to ground their exegesis.>®

A similar inconsistency to that of Murray is demonstrated by Vickers, who accepts of
Romans 5:18-19 that ‘Paul’s main focus is on Christ’s death as the supreme act of
righteousness, his act of obedience that secures the status of righteousness for those

identified with him’, but then Vickers views the cross as both ‘active’ and ‘passive’

> Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201.

>® Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 248; Fesko, Justification (2008), 155.

>’ Piper, Counted Righteous (2002), 110-114, esp 114.

>8 Chantry, Imputation of Righteousness & Covenant Theology, (2001), 4-7; Tipton, ‘Union with Christ and
Justification’ (2007), 34-37, esp 36 n 24; Fesko, What is Justification by Faith Alone (2008), 8ff; idem,
Justification (2008), 107ff.
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obedience.” Itis only by a shift in what Christ’s ‘active’ obedience means — that it does not
refer to obedience to the moral law as precept, but obedience to the intra-trinitarian
command to redeem the elect, or that Christ’s active obedience need only be ‘activity’ -
that allows Vickers to say that both active and passive obedience is included in Romans
5:18-19.%° Again, in 2013, Vickers accepts concerning the phrase &1 évoc SLKOLWUETOC N
Romans 5:18 that ‘[gliven that Paul does call it “one act,” it is most natural to take it as

Christ’s obedience to death on the cross’.® But then Vickers asserts that ‘Christ’s obedience

must be understood as simultaneously active and passive'62

(his emphasis), probably
because of his (erroneous) use of the ‘activity/passivity’ distinction. So Vickers has fallen

into the fallacy of equivocation.

3. Reasons for revisiting Romans 5:18-19

Reasons to revisit Romans 5:18-19 emerge from a diachronic survey of the history of
exegesis (looking at recent interpretation in light of the past) and a synchronic survey of

exegesis from different confessional camps.

First, good arguments have recently been presented from Romans 1:3-4, 4:25 and 1
Timothy 3:16, that show that Christ’s resurrection was God’s judicial act justifying Christ as

the sinless Messiah.® ‘After his death for sin, the righteousness of Christ is declared by his

> Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness, (2006), 148-9.

60 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness, (2006), 148 fn 135.

ot idem, Justification by Grace, (2013), 39.

°2 ibid, 41.

63 Gaffin, Resurrection and Redemption (1978/1987), 119-124; idem, By Faith, Not By Sight (2006), 84-5; idem,
‘Justification and Eschatology’ (2007), 6-14; Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 538-9; Head, ‘Jesus’ Resurrection’ (1998),
58-80; Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 47, 90-91; Bird, ‘Raised for our Justification’, (2003), 31-46;
idem, ‘Justified by Christ’s Resurrection’ (2004), 72-91; idem, ‘Incorporated Righteousness’ (2004), 266-7;
idem, Saving Righteousness (2007), 40-59; idem, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 149-50; Beale,
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resurrection, which is the sign of his vindication’.** In our union with the justified Christ we
are likewise justified.®® Further, a good case has been made that dikalwpo in Romans 5:18
refers not to ‘one righteous act’ but ‘one vindicating act’ or ‘the justification of the one’,
who is Christ.®® Awkalwpa® thus refers to the justification or vindication Christ received in his

resurrection, and in which believers share.®®

This insight’s potential has not been appreciated by imputation’s modern advocates. The
implication of this re-evaluation of the meaning of dukatwpe is that Christ’s €vog
dikaLwdpatog in Romans 5:18 does not refer to Christ’s death, and as a result there is no
longer any reason to limit the reference of tfic Umakofic toD €vog in Romans 5:19 to Christ’s

obedient death alone bearing the law’s penalty and thus Christ’s ‘passive obedience’.

Second, this exegesis has similarities with that of Augustine, Calvin, and pre—20th Century
protestant exegetes. Augustine (AD354-430) says of Romans 5:18:

Now when he says in reference to Christ, “By the justification of one,” he has more expressly
stated our doctrine than if he were to say, “By the righteousness of one”, inasmuch as he
mentions that justification whereby Christ justifies the ungodly, and which he did not propose
as an object of imitation, for He alone is capable of effecting this.®

Similarly, John Calvin (AD1509-64) comments on Romans 5:18:

He [Paul] does not say the righteousness — StkaLooUrn, but the justification — Stkalwue, of
Christ, in order to remind us that he was not as an individual just for himself, but that the

‘Resurrection in the Already-and-Not-Yet Phases of Justification’ (2010), 193; Cf D L Dabney, ‘Justified by the
Spirit: Soteriological Reflections on the Resurrection’, (2001), 46-68; Macchia, Justified in the Spirit (2010).

64 Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 398.

® Romans 4:25.

&6 O’Neil, Romans (1975), 105-106; Morris, Romans (1988), 238-9, Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 29-32, 39-
40; idem, Paul (2003), 94ff.

* Romans 5:18.

o8 Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 30-4; Marshall, Aspects of the Atonement (2007), 87.

9The Merits and Remission of Sins and Infant Baptism, 1.14.18 cited by Wright, ‘Justification in Augustine’
(2006), 60-61, 61 n 25.
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righteousness with which he was endued reached farther, in order that, by conferring this gift,
he might enrich the faithful.”

Others rendering dukolwpe as ‘justification” (Romans 5:16,18) include Godet (AD1812-

1900),”* Shedd (AD1820-1894),”% and Sanday and Headlam (AD1902).”?

Third, some modern Roman Catholic’* and Orthodox’* scholars hold that Romans 5:19
refers to the whole course of Christ’s obedience. Therefore, we should hesitate before we

assert that the traditional protestant exegesis was overly influenced by polemics.

Fourth, the translation of Romans 5:18 in the major English versions from Wyclif to the AV
differ significantly from our English versions produced subsequent to the Revised Version
(1885).”° The former are far more in accord with the traditional protestant doctrine of
imputed righteousness, and unsurpringly, the latter more in line with modern NT
scholarship. Modern English versions and historic English versions divide almost uniformly
over how to translate the parallel phrases, 61" évo¢ Tapamtwpntog and Su” €vog
6LKoch)uocrog.77 The historic English versions follow the vulgate in translating evoc as

personal.

7 calvin, Comm Rom, 5:18 in CC, 19:211.

"t Godet, Romans (1883), 224-5.

7> Shedd, Romans (1879), 138.

73 Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 141-2.

74 Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 421.

7> Royster, Romans (2008), 139.

76 Moore, Rectification (‘Justification’) in Paul (2001-2), provides an exhaustive survey of English translation
history.

"’ Romans 5:18.
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* per unius delictum [...] per unius iustificationem: Augustine (earlier); Calvin’s Latin
Version (AD1539).

* per unius delictum [...] per unius iustitiam: Augustine (later); Vulgate (AD382-405).

* bithe gilt of oon [...] bi the riytwisnesse of oon: John Wyclif's Bible (AD1395).

* by the synne of one [...] by the iustifyinge of one: Tyndale’s New Testament
(AD1534).

* by the synne of one [...] by the righteousness of one: Coverdale (AD1535).

* by the offence of one [...] by the iustifying of one: Geneva Bible (AD1559).

* by the sinne of one [...] by the ryghteousnes of one: Bishop’s New Testament
(AD1595).

* by the offence of one [...] by the righteousness of one: AV (AD1611/1769).

* by the offence of one [...] by the justice of one: Douay-Rheims (AD1582/1609/1956).

* one man commits a fault [...] one man makes amends: Knox (ET Vulgate, AD1957).

This contrasts with the modern translations, which can be further divided. The first group:
* through one trespass [...] through one act of righteousness: RV (AD1885), ASV
(AD1901).
* through one transgression [...] through one righteous act: NAB (AD1970).
* through one transgression [...] through one act of righteousness: NASB (AD1977) .
* the result of one trespass [...] the result of one act of righteousness: NIV (AD1984).
* one trespass led to [...] one act of righteousness leads to: ESV (AD2001).
* through one trespass [...] through one righteous act: HCSB (AD2004).
* one trespass resulted in [...] one righteous act resulted in: NIV (AD2011).
The second group:
* one man's trespass led to [...] one man's act of righteousness leads to: RSV (AD1952).
* through one man's offense [...] through one Man's righteous act: NKJV (AD1982).
* One man's offence [...] one man's good act: NJB (AD1985).
Two important issues for imputed righteousness become apparent. First, the older English
versions, whether Catholic or Protestant, translate Sikalwuo as either an abstract noun,
(‘righteousness’, ‘justice’), or the result of the process denoted by the verb (‘justifying’,
‘justification’). The modern English versions uniformly understand Sukolwpe in the singular

to denote a ‘righteous act’. Second, the older English versions understood the genitive

cardinal adjective evdc (in form either masculine or neuter), to refer to ‘one’ man. They
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generally adopt a personal referent for évdg, either Adam or Christ, consistently from verses
15-18. While the second group of modern English versions still treat €évoc as personal (‘one
man’), the majority are in the first group, including translations popular among
evangelicals,”® and take the referent as impersonal, understanding €véc in verse 18 as
modifying the genitive neuter noun that immediately follows it (ie Tepantwue, Stkalwue). In
favour of this ‘newer’ reading is the simplicity of the relationship between évég and
TOPUTTWUKTOS OF dLkeLwpuatog. Some take the article’s absence as decisive in both vw16 and
18, and that €vdc should therefore be understood as impersonal in both places. However,
the overwhelming majority of translations still keep the referent in v16 as ‘one man’.
Tyndale, seeing the difficulty, has the referent as both ‘one man’ and ‘one sin’, thus, ‘one

synne of one that synned’.

These two translational and exegetical decisions in our modern English versions have
removed any textual basis for the imputation of Christ’s active obedience. At most, v18 as
translated grounds only the imputation of Christ’s passive obedience. Moreover, the
translation of v18 tend to restrict the interpretation of verse 19. The obedience of Christ in
v19 is usually restricted to Christ’s obedience to death, his (shorthand) ‘passive obedience’,

on the parallelism of v19 with v18.”?

NIV, ESV, HCSB.
79 Moo, Romans (1996), 344; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287; Jewett, Romans (2007), 386; Kruse, Romans
(2012), 251.
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Thus we have the anomalous situation that Reformed systematicians cling to the theology
of the imputation of the passive and active obedience of Christ, worked out in an exegetical
milieu which more clearly supported their formulations. Meanwhile, modern NT scholars

have cut the exegetical ground from under their Reformed systematic-theological

formulations.
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Chapter 2
Genesis 15:6 and the meaning of
righteousness (dLkaLoovvn)

Introduction

The basis on which Paul develops the idea that & 8edc Aoyiletar Sikatootvmy ywple épywr®
in Romans 4 is the presence of the key words Aoyi{opat and dikerootvn in Genesis 15:6.
Moreover, the notion of ‘imputed righteousness’ in Romans 4 informs Paul’s discussion of
dikalwpe in Romans 5:16, 18. Further, many modern scholars consider that dikatooOvn is
only a relational term with no necessary moral connotation. Therefore, we turn to Genesis

15:6 in its original context and languages.

Genesis 15:6
mate i) ij,—n % And he trusted in Kol émiotevoer  ® And Abram trusted God
a=y ;5 ;T:WH’W YHWH ® and he ABpap T0 Be) ¢ and it was reckoned to
! iT T ’ ’T R H .__

reckoned it to him K&l €AoyLobn him for righteousness.

b ~ b
righteousness. AUt €16
oLkaLoglvnY

Genesis 15:6 is the narrator’s observation.?! Because of Abraham’s faith-righteousness, God

blesses Abraham by guaranteeing the fulfillment of the divine promises of descendants and

land.® In verse 6a, offline hiphil mxm with 2 of person indicates ‘trust or believe in’, the

trust located in the person Yahweh, not simply in the specific promise.®® In verse 6b,

8 Romans 4:6.

81 Alexander, ‘Abraham Re-Assessed’ (1994), 14-15; Williamson, Abraham, Israel and the Nations (2004), 113;
Wenham, Genesis 1-15 (1987), 1:329; Moberly, ‘Abraham’s Righteousness (Genesis XV 6)’ (1990), 104.

82 Alexander, ‘Abraham Re-Assessed’ (1994), 15, 21; Williamson, Abraham, Israel and the Nations (2004), 113.
8 BDB, 53 ‘Hiph 2(c)’; Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 136-9; Moberly, ‘Abraham’s
Righteousness’ (Genesis XV 6)’ (1990), 105; Zlotowitz, Genesis (1986), 512; Calvin, Comm Genesis 15:6, in CC,
1:407; pace Hamilton, Genesis 1-17 (1990), 424; Kline, ‘Abram’s Amen’ (1968), 4, 9; Robertson, ‘Genesis 15:6’
(1980), 264.
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) 84 4 » 854

wayyiqtol UM means ‘consider’,** ‘count’,® ‘think’,* or ‘reckon’.®” Neither the subject nor

the object of U:WHZ] are specified, but the traditional explanation that Yahweh is implied

subject best accords with the context.?® The direct object of the verb (the referent of the
feminine suffix) might be either (1) the verbal idea in v6a (‘Abraham’s trust’); or (2) the noun
MPIS in veb; or (3) the construction is a ‘double accusative’ or ‘direct object and object

790

complement’®® whereby the antecedent of the suffix is ‘Abraham’s trust’ (v6a),”" and the

‘object complement’ is ﬁ‘?j:&gz Effectively, option (3) embraces options (1) and (2)

together, and option (3) is to be preferred. ‘Abraham’ is the indirect object (ﬁ5) of the verb.

When we compare the Lxx, the MT’s double accusative syntax is obscured by two features:

(1) the use of the divine passive (¢€A0yid6n) to render the active Qal imperfect of UM, and

(2) the preposition eic introduced to govern dikaLoobvny. However, Paul in his exposition of
Genesis 15:6 still recognises that StkaLoovn is the object of deponent middle Aoyietar in
Romans 4:6, the accusative of respect of the passive infinitive AoyLo8fivaL in Romans 4: 11,
and that 1 mlotig is the subject of passive LoyiletaL in Romans 4:5 and passive éAoyLofn in
Romans 4:9. Taken together, this is tantamount to a recognition of the double accusative in

Genesis 15:6.

84 Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 94-98.

¥ BDB, 363.

¥ Hamilton, Genesis 1-17 (1990), 425.

¥ Von Rad, ‘Faith Reckoned as Righteousness’ (1951), 125.

8 Sarna, Genesis (1989), 113; Hamilton, Genesis 1-17 (1990), 425; Moberly, ‘Abraham’s Righteousness’
(Genesis XV 6)’ (1990), 107-8.

8 Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 120, 34; Waltke & O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax (1990), 175;
Moberly, ‘Abraham’s Righteousness’ (Genesis XV 6)’ (1990), 121.

% Gibson, Davidson’s Hebrew Grammar — Syntax (1994), 113-114.

 contra Moberly, ‘Abraham’s Righteousness’ (Genesis XV 6)’ (1990), 121.

% Gibson, Davidson’s Hebrew Grammar— Syntax (1994), 113-4.
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Lxx Aoyilopol can mean ‘count’ or ‘reckon’, ‘calculate roughly’, ‘set down to one’s account’,

‘account’, ‘consider’, ‘conclude’, or ‘infer’.”

Righteousness (6LkaLoobvn) in Paul

The noun P73 in Gn 15:6b brings us to the meaning of the word groups associated with
the root P73 and the stem 61kaL—. Detailed studies of these word groups constitute major

treatments in themselves.>* Accordingly, our more limited question is whether these words
as appropriated by Paul carry a moral or ethical connotation.’ If ‘righteousness’ denotes
not just ‘right relationship’, but right relationship based on righteous conduct, then the
necessary question is, how is this possible when God is justifying the o’coeBﬁg?% The
traditional protestant answer is that Christ’s righteousness stands in the place of the
righteousness that the sinner lacks. However, if righteousness only denotes a ‘relationship’,
no imputed righteousness is required.97 So argues Morris:

When we have grasped the fact that the righteous are those accepted by God, some of the
controversy concerning imputed and imparted righteousness seems beside the point. What
difference does it make whether we impute or impart a status?®® (emphasis Morris’)

**LSIM, 1055; MM, 377-8.

o Burton, Galatians (1921), 460-474; Quell & Schrenk, Righteousness (1951); Bultmann, Theology of the New
Testament (1952), 1:270-285; Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 251-298; Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew
Meanings, (1967), 82-162; Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness in Paul (1972); Reumann, Fitzmyer, & Quinn,
Righteousness in the New Testament (1982); Moo, Romans (1996), 79-90; Seifrid, ‘Righteousness Language:
Hebrew’ (2001), 415-442; idem, ‘Paul’s Use of Righteousness Language Against Its Hellenistic Background’,
(2004), 39-74; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 261-296; idem, ‘The Righteousness of the Law and
the Righteousness of Faith in Romans’, (2004), 253-64.

% Alan Radloff, Clothed with Christ: Justification and the Imputed Righteousness of Christ (Unpublished Moore
Theological College Issues in Theology Paper, 1999).

% Romans 4:5.

G Shellrude, ‘Imputation in Pauline Theology’, (2010), 24, 25.

%8 Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 272; cf Denney, Christian Doctrine of Reconciliation (1998) 164-5.
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Righteousness as ‘relational status’
Bultmann posited that Sukaoolvn is a forensic term but ‘does not mean the ethical quality

of a person. It does not mean any quality at all, but a relationship.”*® A person does not have

100

it; righteousness is simply favourable standing — nothing more.” Morris likewise defines o

ikaLog as ‘those accepted by God’.**! Righteousness is ‘not an ethical term but a religious

[one]”."® Morris believes there is a place for ‘imputed righteousness’, but not in the way

103
d.

traditionally understoo He holds that the idea of Christ’s merits being imputed is ‘very

difficult to substantiate’."® Morris adopts the idea of righteousness as a ‘conferred

status’.'®

Only the status of acceptance is imputed. ‘Righteousness’ comes to have an
ethical meaning, but this develops naturally out of the forensic idea.' Morris has a further

objection to righteousness as an ethical quality.

Paul is thinking of [ikaLtoolvn] as a status, a standing; the term is forensic. We often use the
word to denote an ethical quality, but such a quality cannot be given. It must be earned by
righteous deeds. What Christ did for sinners was to obtain right standing before God.""’

Inconsistently, Morris accepts that sin can be ‘imputed’ to Christ: ‘He has caused Him to be
regarded and treated as a sinner’.’® If sin as an ethical quality can be imputed, why not

righteousness?

Likewise, Hill sees ‘righteousness’ for the Hebrews as ‘not so much a moral quality as a legal

status’, connoting not an ‘absolute ethical norm’ but the idea of status, that is, being in the

% Bultmann, Theology of the NT (1952), 272.

% bid.

101 Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 269; idem, Romans (1988), 240 fn 97.
102 Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 261; cf 267.

% Ibid, 281-2.

' Ibid.

% Ibid.

1% Ibid, 261-2.

Morris, Romans (1988), 237.

Morris, The Cross in the New Testament (1965), 221, on 2 Corinthians 5:21.
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right. 1% For Hill, ‘righteousness’ in Galatians retains only its forensic significance, and

110 «

connotes not a quality but a status.”™ ‘[A]ikaroovn is not something a person has as his

own; rather it is something he has in the verdict of the “forum””.*** Ziesler correctly sees
this as not the ‘usual protestant position’ (ie, that the righteousness imputed in justification
is a real righteous, the righteousness of Christ, coming from God to man, but for forensic

112

purposes only).”™* Yet the purely ‘status’ view of righteousness has frequently been adopted

by modern evangelical commentators.'*?

Righteousness as ‘covenant faithfulness’

Many representatives of the New Perspective on Paul define righteousness in terms of
‘covenant faithfulness’. So Sanders defines the righteous as those who are faithful to the
covenant, not those who are perfect.114 ‘Righteousness’ can mean power, action, fidelity to

115 sanders view is based on

what has been promised, or the status of forgiveness.
Kdsemann’s understanding of ‘righteousness’ as God’s power and saving activity'*® and that
righteousness ‘does not convey primarily the sense of a personal ethical quality, but of a

"7 Dunn holds the essence of ‘righteousness’ as the ‘Hebrew’ concept of

relationship.
meeting the claims of a relationship, rather than the ‘Greek’ ideal against which an

individual is measured."® Hence, ‘righteousness’ is ‘covenant faithfulness’ and becomes

109 Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (1967), 84-85, 98, 160.

Ibid, 141.

Hill, Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings (1967), 141.

Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 8.

Moo, Romans (1996), 88. Schreiner, Romans (1998), 63-71; Jewett, Romans (2007), 312. Compare
VanDrunen, ‘To Obey is Better Than Sacrifice’ (2006), 142 n 27.

1 Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism (1977), 204-5.

ibid, 491-2.

Kasemann, New Testament Questions (1969), 182; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:42; Schreiner, Paul (2001), 196-
7; Soards, ‘Kasemann’s “Righteousness” Reexamined’ (1987), 264-267.

1 Kasemann, New Testament Questions (1969), 172; Gordon ‘Ernst Kdsemann and the New Perspective’, 2.
Dunn, Theology of Paul the Apostle, 341; idem, Romans (1988), 1:40-41.
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synonymous with salvation.*® Similarly, Wright, considers that StkzLoo0vn means

‘conformity with a norm’, but the norm is ‘the covenant’,*® and thus SikecLoolvn means

‘covenant faithfulness’***

when applied to God and ‘covenant membership” when applied to
humans.*?® For Wright, ‘righteousness’ means ‘covenant-ness’. ‘Righteousness’ is forensic in
that the court has found in a person’s favour, but ‘to insist that one needs “righteousness,”
in the sense of “moral character or repute” [...] shows that one is still thinking in medieval
categories of iustitia rather than in biblical categories of lawcourt and covenant’ (emphasis

Wright’s).'?* “Righteousness’ is now frequently thought of as ‘covenant faithfulness’ without

moral COI’\I’]O'[atiOI’IS.l24

Righteousness as ‘conformity to a norm’
While there is no single, specific stratum of meaning,*?> ‘righteousness’ language denotes

more than a status of being right, or membership of the covenant, but ‘behaviour proper to

» 126

some relationship’.'*® Belonging to the semantic domain of ethics,**’

dikocLoovvm denotes

9 bunn, Romans (1988), 1:40-41.

Wright, Justification: God’s Plan (2009), 46.

ibid, 49.

Wright, ‘Justification: Yesterday, Today, and Forever’ (2011), 56.

ibid, 57.

Onesti & Brauch, ‘Righteousness’ (1993), 828-9; Grieb, ‘The Righteousness of God in Romans’, (2012), 70,
73; Humphrey, ‘Glimpsing the Glory’ (2011), 164, 167; Colijn, Images of Salvation (2010), 200-203.

123 Campbell, Rhetoric of Righteousness (1992), 50; Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 13.

Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 38; Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 17; MacLeod,
‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 186-7.

127 Waltke, ‘Righteousness in Proverbs’ (2008), 233.
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129
d.

conformity to a norm,*?® behaviour in accord with some standar For Paul, that norm

with regard to humans is God’s law."*

The OT does not frequently correlate righteousness language and that of the covenant.”! In
Romans, the all-pervasive noun véuoc frequently denotes the Sinaitic covenant.’** 90% of
Paul’s uses of vouog refer to the Mosaic law.'*? Yet 51a6rkn appears only twice™* and so late
it is hardly fundamental."®> Consequently, the ‘covenantal faithfulness’ idea must be
implied or read back into exegesis. Indeed, dLa8nkn’s infrequency suggests that, for Paul,
‘covenant’ is an inappropriate framework to express the Christian’s relationship with God."*®
Paul never links SikaLootvn with SLaBrkm, the latter being ‘virtually invisible’ in Paul.**’ This
should trouble proponents of the idea that ‘righteousness’ means ‘covenantal faithfulness’.
Any assumed ‘covenant’ must remain firmly in the background,138 and even then, the

guestion remains, ‘Which covenant?’ The assumed covenant that lies behind the New

128 Kautzsch, Abhandlung iiber die Derivate des Stammes sdq im altestamentlichen Sprachgebrauch

(Tibingen: L F Fues, 1881), 53; cited by Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 36; H H Schmid,
Gerechtigkeit als Weltordnung (Tibingen: Mohr, 1969), cited by Waltke, ‘Righteousness in Proverbs’ (2008),
235; McGrath, lustitia Dei (an Ed, 1998), 10; MacLeod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 183; Southall,
Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 15; Thom, ‘Justice in the Sermon on the Mount: An Aristotelian Reading’,
(2009), 320.

129 Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 14; MacLeod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 182-3;
Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2002), 127.

130 Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 29; Waltke, ‘Righteousness in Proverbs’ (2008), 235; Quell & Schrenk,
Righteousness (1951), 24; MacLeod, ‘How Right Are the Justified? (2004)’, 192.; Contra Ziesler, Meaning of
Righteousness (1972), 40; Seifrid, ‘Paul’s Use of Righteousness Language’ (2004), 43 fn 12.

131 Seifrid, ‘Righteousness Language: Hebrew’ (2001), 423; Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 18-
19; Macleod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 183; Surburg, ‘Rectify or Justify?’ (2013), 75 fn 130; contra
Garlington, A Review Article: Justification and Variegated Nomism, Vol I', 19; Nathan, ‘Is Covenant a Central
Notion?’ (2009), 466-7.

32 Romans 2:12-14, 15, 17-18, 20, 23, 25-27; 3:19-21, 27, 28, 4:13-15, 16, 5:13, 20; 6:14-15; 7:2-9, 12, 14, 16,
22, 23b, 25; 8:3-4, 7; 9:31; 10:4; 13:8, 9: Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 131-2; cf MacLeod, ‘How Right Are the
Justified?’ (2004), 192.

133 Moo, Romans (1996), 145 fn 7; cf Gordon, ‘Why Israel Did Not Obtain Torah-Righteousness’ (1992), 165 fn
5.

¥ Romans 9:4, 11:27; Isaiah 27:9.

MaclLeod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 189-90.

Windsor, ‘The Fulfillment of the Covenants: An Acovenantal Perspective on Paul’ (2006); cf Dunn, ‘Did Paul
Have a Covenant Theology?’(2003), 287-307; Nathan, ‘Is Covenant Central’ (2009), 463.

7 MacLeod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 190, 191.

Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 19.
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Perspective on Paul’s view of righteousness is the Abrahamic covenant, but against this, it

seems that for Paul the covenant underlying the notion of righteousness is the Mosaic or

Sinaitic covenant',139 a righteousness of the Iaw,14° to be distinguished from the Abrahamic

covenant of grace."*!

Thus, there is something more basic to dikatootvn than simply getting the verdict.*** Since
God is dikatog in his dikatootvn, and God has posited his vopog, the moral connotations are

unavoidable.’® ‘The juridical, the ethical and the religious are vitally related’.*** ““[NJorm”

1145

should not be abandoned in a flush of semitic enthusiasm.””™ Moreover, it is more likely

that Paul ‘has taken over terms that were current coin in popular moral philosophy’.**°

‘Righteousness did not mean one thing to Aristotle and another thing to Paul’.**’ Dunn’s

strict dichotomisation of ‘Greek’ and ‘Hebrew’ concepts inadequately deals with Hengel’s
finding that:

after a more than three-hundred-year history under the influence of Greek culture

.. . . . L. . 148
Palestinian Judaism can also be described as ‘Hellenistic Judaism’.

A brief examination of the meaning of StkaLoolvn in its Hellenistic context is necessary. The

149

noun &iketoovvn is formed by nominalizing the adjective dikaioc.'* The adjective dikaiog

means ‘observant of custom or rule’, thus ‘righteous’, ‘just’,**® or ‘conforming with set and

139 Gordon, ‘Why Israel Did Not Obtain Torah-Righteousness’ (1992), 165 fn 5.

Romans 10:5.

Horton, ‘Which Covenant Theology?’ (2007), 212, 222-3.

%2 contra Wright, What Saint Paul Really Said (1997), 97-98.

13 Compare Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 258, 262, 273-4.

Quell & Schrenk, Righteousness (1951), 26.

Campbell, Rhetoric of Righteousness (1992), 148 fn 1; Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 17.
O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 502.

Macleod, ‘How Right Are the Justified?’ (2004), 184.

Hengel, ‘Hellenization’ of Judaea (1989), 53

Goodwin, Greek Grammar (1955), §824; Burk, ‘The Righteousness of God’ (2012), 347.
LSIM, 429.
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agreed standards’.">* A person is dikaLoc due to his or her disposition to act justly (ie,

lawfully and fairly) in keeping with the behavioural requirements of the moral virtues.™* The
suffix —ouv attaches to the adjective ending in —o¢ to turn the attribute (5ikaL—) into a

noun.’ Thus, dikaLoolyn is not a verbal noun and does not denote a verbal action (eg

saving righteousness, justification or just acts) as such.**

Rather, for Aristotle, dikoiLootvn is
a dispositional quality of character distinguishable from righteous action; dikaLoolvn leads

to righteous effects in the person’s actions and wishes.*

Whether or not the dikoL— terminology can ever lose its moral connotations, according to

.°® Moreover, those asserting that righteousness is a

many scholars it clearly has not in Pau

‘relational status’ or ‘covenantal faithfulness’ tend to discount any ethical connotations, eg:
[W]hat is credited or given the believer is not “moral righteousness” but a
soteriological standing before God’."*’

Methodologically, this discounts the possibility that the forensic declaration might be

grounded on a moral basis. This is a false dichotomy. While dikexLoo0vn might stand

metonymically for God’s ‘saving action’, whereby God’s dikaLog nature motivates his

redemptive acts,158 nevertheless in Paul there is a habitual ethical connotation of the

I Muraoka , Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2002), 127.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 5.1.8 [1129%]; Weed, ‘Aristotle on Justice’ (2006), 83.

Burk, ‘The Righteousness of God’ (2012), 351.

ibid, 352.

Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 5.1.3 [1129%]; Weed, ‘Aristotle on Justice’ (2006), 81.

Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 277 fn 39; cf 265 fn 7-8; Burton, Galatians (1921), 469; Ziesler,
Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 51; Seifrid, ‘Righteousness Language: Hebrew’ (2001), 422, 424; Carson,
‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 51; Piper, The Future of Justification (2007), 73-80; Gordon, ‘Observations
on N T Wright’s Biblical Theology’ (2006), 67; VanDrunen, ‘To Obey is Better Than Sacrifice’ (2006), 140-2.

7 Shellrude, ‘Imputation in Pauline Theology’ (2010), 21, cf 27.

Burk, ‘The Righteousness of God’ (2012), 352.
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dlkaL— terminology. Therefore, false dichotomization of either the ‘relational’ or

‘covenantal’ status, or the ‘moral-ethical’ quality, must be avoided.*®

Righteousness as ‘merit’

Prior to 1977, New Testament scholarship in general viewed it as axiomatic that the Rabbis
held a doctrine of merits which could be transferred. ‘[W]hat produces merits is
righteousness’.*®® Thus, I'T‘?'lB could connote ‘merit’ (N12%), and the Rabbinic doctrine was

161
l.

early enough to have influenced Pau Consider Davies’ treatment of Romans 5:

[Paul] makes use of the concept of imputed sin in describing the consequences of Adam’s
sin, and of its opposite, the concept of imputed righteousness or the doctrine of merits, in
describing the effects of the obedience of Christ [...] Paul would naturally be helped by the
fact that already in Judaism the belief that the merits of the righteous availed for others was
a living one. Paul could think in terms of a ‘merit’ of Christ, gained through obedience, that
was efficacious for all.*®

In 1977, Sanders published Paul & Palestinian Judaism, arguing it was misleading to
translate zakah and zekut as ‘merit’, and qualifying the understanding of ‘merit’ in Rabbinic

soteriology.®

However, one of the few exceptions Sanders notes is Abraham, whose faith
merited salvation.*®* Likewise, Sanders noted that someone can merit for himself or his
descendants, and that ‘there is no doubt that the rabbis believed that obedience is

» 165

meritorious and that God would give appropriate rewards’.””” Nevertheless, Sanders found

that there is no doctrine of transfer of merits to contemporaries,*®® though there was in

159 Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 126-129.

160 Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 122-7, following Marmorstein, The Doctrine of Merits in Old
Rabbinical Literature (London, 1920).

161 Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 123, 125, 182; Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1965), 269,
272.

162 Davies, Paul and Rabbinic Judaism (1965), 273; cf Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 99-100.
Sanders, Paul & Palestinian Judaism (1977), 186-7.

ibid, 189 fn 41.

Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, 190.

ibid, 191.
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Rabbinic Judaism salvation and even a transfer of punishment ‘in consideration of the

17 Further, while Sanders did not

merits of the children’ interceding on behalf of the father.
find a transfer of the merits of the fathers, he did find the Rabbinic doctrine that God
blessed Israel and the world because of the merit of the deeds of Abraham, Isaac, Jacob,

1%8 The deeds of the Fathers help subsequent generations, though

Moses, Aaron and Miriam.
never in the final judgment,*®® by causing God to remember the covenant, do good, and

suspend punishment. Thus, despite the qualifications that Sanders’ thesis required, Sanders

left unchanged the proposition that 273 connotes ‘merit’ (M127) in Genesis 15:6. It is

therefore unsurprising that many modern Jewish commentators hold that TTE'13 connotes

‘merit’ in Genesis 15:6, and Abraham’s act of faith made him worthy of God’s reward."”®

Against Sanders, the 2001 review of Sanders’ findings by Alexander established that
Tannaitic Judaism was fundamentally a religion of works-righteousness, where it was held

.”* This basic works-righteousness

that the merits of the fathers covered the sins of all Israe
doctrine, Alexander found, stands in unresolved tension with the doctrine of Israel’s
election.”? The Targums teach that the merits of the ancestors, particularly those of

Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, are a treasure house of grace for the children of Israel, and the

‘unofficial targums’ teach that Jews are able to reap the rewards of Abraham, Isaac and

%7 ibid, 193-5.

ibid, 195.

ibid. 196-7 fn 76.

Sarna, Genesis (1989), 113; Speiser, Genesis (1964), 110; Jacob, Genesis, 100; Plaut, Genesis (1974), 146;
Compare Moberly, ‘Abraham’s Righteousness’ (1990), 109; Gaston, Paul and the Torah (1987), 55; Ziesler,
Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 103, 109; Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 266-8; Schliesser, Abraham’s
Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 129-130, 157, 214.

7 Alexander, ‘Torah and Salvation in Tannaitic Literature’ (2001), 300-1.

72 ibid.
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173
b.

Jaco 4 Ezra emphasises meriting eschatological reward by difficult obedience to the

174 2 Enoch is characterized by harsh, rigorous legalism,'’® and 2 Baruch perceives of

law,
salvation as reward for adherence to the law,'’® in which God has mercy on the righteous
because of their good works, such that divine mercy is his kind response to merit."”” Phillips
goes much further, arguing that ‘in Judaism there is a concept of imputed righteousness for
corporate Israel in which the meritorious actions of the ancestors are efficacious for their
offspring’.”® Phillips, returning to the position of Ziesler and Davies, presents the merits of
the Fathers as a fund on which Israel could draw provided they followed in the footsteps of

the Patriarchs, because God fulfills his covenant with Israel.*”

The covenant of grace was
the foundation of God’s response to the merits of the Patriarchs.*®° Collins, whose
presentation bears remarkable similarity to that of Davies, goes even further when she
argues that Paul’s statements in Romans 5:9-17 were inspired by the Hebrew precursor of
the Mishnah at Makk 3:15, upon which Paul depended, and developed it into his concept
that ‘the meritorious deed of [another] man, Jesus Christ, brought life [for many]!'.181 Thus,
notwithstanding Sander’s thesis, the pendulum has now swung back to admitting the
concept of merit existed in Second Temple Judaism, so much so that Campbell says that ‘the

essential theoretical differences between covenantal nomism and legalism have effectively

collapsed’.'®* Campbell, following Alexander, believes ‘legalism’ is an unavoidable and can

173 McNamara, ‘Some Targum Themes’ (2001), 326-8.

Bauckham, ‘Apocalypses’ (2001), 156, 173-4.

ibid, 156.

ibid, 180.

ibid, 182.

Phillips, ‘Loved on Account of the Patriarchs’ (2010), 187.

ibid, 189.

ibid, 219.

Collins, ‘The Jewish Source of Rom 5:17, 16, 10 and 9’ (2005), 34-6.
Campbell, The Deliverance of God (2009), 104.
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even be a positive and attractive description of the Judaism Sanders describes.'® Jewish
legalism is thus not a false accusation to be refuted, but a reality to be embraced.
Campbell’s modified notion of ‘merit’ is that God freely initiates a contract with humanity,

and is therefore under obligation to reward those who have earned or merited it.'**

Conclusion

Recent studies have confirmed the existence of the concepts of merit, legalism, and works-
righteousness in aspects of Second-temple Judaism, particularly regarding Abraham, who
was rewarded for his faith and merited salvation by his obedience. God blesses Abraham’s
descendants because of the merit of the father’s deeds. Pre-Sanders scholars, Post-Sanders
scholars, and Sanders himself, all hold that Abraham’s obedient acts were righteous deeds
that merited God’s reward, not for himself alone, but also for his progeny, and indeed the
whole world. Further, Second temple Judaism had aspects of legalism and works
righteousness that sit in unresolved tension with the Jewish doctrine of election. Thus, the
Sander’s ‘revolution’ has left the historicity of the Rabbinic doctrine of the ‘merit of the
fathers’ in place, even if qualified. Therefore, the Hebrew background of Paul’s use of

Genesis 15:6 strongly suggest that ‘righteousness’ (SukaLootvn | | rP713) connotes ‘merit’,

while the Hellenistic background of dukaLoolvn demonstrates it an ethical term denoting the
quality of one who is dikaiog, that is, whose behavior conforms to a given standard of

justice. These connotations, as we shall now see, carry over into Paul’s usage in Romans 4.

183 Campbell, The Deliverance of God (2009), 109, citing Alexander, ‘Torah and Salvation in Tannaitic Literature’

(2001), 300.
184 Campbell, The Deliverance of God (2009), 101-2.
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Chapter 3
Paul’s appropriation of Genesis 15:6 in
Romans 4

Introduction

Romans 4 constitutes Paul’s longest extant exposition of Genesis 15:6. Paul does not use the

key words of Romans 5:15-19 (eg, dikaLwue) in Romans 4, and only uses Sikailwolg in 4:25.

1185

However, Romans 4 is ‘the most crucial passage’ " in the imputation debate. If imputed

righteousness does not arise from Romans 4, serious questions are raised about its
exegetical basis, and it is unlikely to arise in Romans 5:15-19. The noun dukotootvn'® picks
up its contextual nuances from earlier instances in Romans.'®” Moreover, AoyLlopaL is not
used in Romans 5 but Romans 4, so if the idea of ‘imputed righteousness’ is found in

Romans 5, the earlier instances of AoyiCopat in Romans 4 would contextually have

188

contributed to it.**® The construction Aoyiletal ) miotig adtod €ic Sikarootvmpy' also

colours Paul’s use of the verb dikatéw™®, and arguably the nouns derived from dikatdw,

1 192

namely Sikalwotc'™' and dukatdue. > Finally, Abraham’s justification is paradigmatic for all

193

believers.”” If Abraham was imputed righteousness by faith, so are we.

185 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 55.

1% Romans 5:17, 21.

¥ Romans 1:17; 3:5, 21, 22, 25, 26; 4:3, 5, 6, 9, 11(x2), 13, 22.

1% Romans 2:26; 3:28; 4:3, 4, 5, 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 22, 23, 24.

Romans 4:5.

Romans 4:2, 5; 5:1; Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 63.
Romans 4:25; 5:18.

Romans 5:16,18; 8:4.

Romans 4:23-24; Moo, Romans (1996), 263.
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The syntax of Genesis 15:6 || Romans 4:3

Neither the verb Aoyilopel nor the syntactical construction (Genensis 15:6; Romans 4:3)
determines whether Abraham’s ‘faith’ is viewed as a righteous act which God then declares

as righteous, or it is an instance of something being imputed to another as something

194 195

else.”™ The syntax could mean either.””” The two basic interpretations of the construction
émlotevoer &¢ "APpady T) ey kal €Aoylaobn adtd el dikatoolvny (Romans 4:3| | Genesis
15:6Lxx), which Paul expounds as equivalent to AoyiletaL 1) TloTLg adTod €lg dikatoohvmy
(Romans 4:5), are:
(1) that ‘righteousness’ and ‘faith’ in Genesis 15:6; Romans 4:3, 5 are equivalent,196
or
(2) that ‘faith’ and ‘righteousness’ are two different things, and the construction is
an example of ‘X is considered as if it is Y, though it is not’.**’
Option (2) is necessary but not sufficient for ‘imputed righteousness’, which also depends
on lexical decisions. For example, Dunn holds (2), though for him, dikatoo0vn denotes

‘acceptance’.’®® So Dunn does not hold to imputation of the quality of Stkatootvn, which is

required for ‘imputed righteousness’.'*

194 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 58.

ibid, 58; Moo, Romans (1996), 262; Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 180-1.

Eg Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004); Seifrid, ‘Luther, Melanchthon and Paul on
the Question of Imputation’ (2004), 146; cf idem, ‘Paul’s Use of Righteousness Language’ (2004), 60; Schliesser,
Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4, (2007), 124-5.

197 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 60; Moo, Romans (1996), 262; Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 177;
Murray, Romans (1959), 1:132, 353-9; cf Ziesler, Romans (1989), 124-5; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:206.

8 Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:206.

Cf Morris, Romans (1988), 197.
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‘Faith’ is ‘Righteousness’?

Some opponents of imputed righteousness argue that ‘righteousness’ and ‘faith’ are
equivalent, equated, identical or interchangable.”® For example, Gundry argues that the
two are equivalent as a result of the reckoning process,?*! while Seifrid equates the two on
the basis that faith is actually righteousness.zo2 On either view, the two concepts are
equivalent either because ‘righteousness’ is or is considered to be the same thing as ‘faith’,
or ‘faith’ is included in whatever ‘righteousness’ is. If Tiotic is understood as ‘faithfulness’,
‘loyalty to God’, ‘behaviour appropriate to the covenant’,”®® then miotic itself is the
righteous conduct that God expects,”®* and TlotLc has moral connotations (cf antonym

205

amotie || adikie).”> Others take dikaLoovn as relational or creational, without any moral

connotations. Faith is created by God’s word, and justification is a divine creative act.”*®

There is thus no need to supply an ‘as if’.*%’

The ungodly believer is considered ‘as if he is righteous
A stronger case, however, can be made that Tiotic and Sikaootvn are conceptually

different, that miotic is the non-meritorious instrument for receiving SitkaLoovn as an ‘alien
8 Y

208

righteousness’ which carries moral overtones.”™ The construction Aoyiletol 1 TloTLg 0dTOD

el¢ dukactooUrny (Romans 4:5) is ‘an abbreviated mode of expression for the idea that God

200 Eg Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 181-2; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 67, 100; Matera,

Romans (2010), 110-1; Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004), Romans, 120; Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in
Romans 4 (2007), 125-126.

201 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 25, 36 fn 41.

Seifrid, ‘Luther, Melanchthon and Paul on the Question of Imputation’ (2004), 146.

Eg Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 43, 182, 185.

Eg 1 Maccabees 2:52; Psalm 106:30-31 | | Numbers 25:1-18; 2 Samuel 19:19; Psalm 32:2; Leviticus 7:18,
17:4.

2% Romans 3:3,5.

Kdasemann, Romans (1980), 112-3; Seifrid, ‘Paul’s Use of Righteousness Language’ (2004), 60-63; Schliesser,
Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 137-8, 340.

207 Bultmann, Theology of the NT (1952), 1:277; Kdsemann, Romans (1980), 112-3.

208 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 214-6; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:354-9; Moo, Romans (1996), 262; Robertson,
‘Genesis 15:6’ (1980), 265-6; Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 176; Piper, Counted Righteous (2002), 53-69; Morris,
Romans (1988), 197.
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imputes his righteousness given in Christ to one by faith and on that ground acquits him’.%%

Six exegetical reasons, and one systematic-theological consideration, follow in support of
the contention that the construction means ‘the ungodly believer is considered as if he is

righteous’.

(1) Paul elsewhere presents faith as instrumental for justification:

* the righteousness of God ‘through faith’ (preposition 6ud with genitive mlotenc),”™

taking genitive Tlotic Xpuotod as objective, ‘through faith in Jesus Christ’.*™*

* justified ‘by faith’ (dative mioteL) apart from works.**?

* righteousness ‘originating from faith’ (preposition €k with genitive TloTewq).

* the righteousness ‘of faith’ (simple genitive Tiotewg).”™

* the righteousness “from God’ (¢ék BeoD) coming ‘upon faith’ (éml tf) Tioter),”™ both
prepositions having locative force, suggesting a metaphorical spatial movement of
‘righteousness’ from God to the destination ‘faith’.**®

213

17

(2) For Paul, ‘“faith’ is not in itself ’righteousness’,z nor is ‘faith’ a substitute for

‘righteousness’.?’® The lexemes point away from synonymity. IIiotic*"® denotes ‘belief’,

‘trust’,?*® and contextually, ‘trusting God’s promise’.?*" Aikatoodvn is the nominalization of

dikarog, ie, it is the quality possessed by 6 &ikaroc.”® Auketootvn thus ordinarily denotes

223

‘righteousness’, ‘justice’, which is the disposition leading to just behaviour.”> AikaLoolvn is

209 Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 177; cf Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 67.

Romans 3:22; compare 3:25, 30; Galatians 2:16, 3:14, 3:26; Ephesians 2:8; Philippians 3:9; Colossians 2:12.
Silva, ‘Faith Versus Works of Law in Galatians’ (2004), 227-234; Lee, ‘Against Richard B Hays’s “Faith of Jesus
Christ”’(2008), 51-80; Matlock, ‘The Rhetoric of miotic in Paul’ (2007), 173-203; idem, ‘Saving Faith: Tioticin
Paul’ (2009), 73-89; Bell, ‘Faith in Christ: Philippians 3:9 and Ephesians 3:12” (2009), 111-125.

12 Romans 3:28, compare 5:2, 11:20.

Romans 9:30; compare 1:17, 3:30, 5:1, 9:32, 10:6; Galatians 2:16, 3:8, 3:22, 5:5.

Romans 4:11; compare 4:13.

Philippians 3:9.

See chapter 4 below.

2 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 214; contra Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 181ff.

218 Kdasemann, Romans (1980), 111; Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004), 120-3.

Romans 4:3.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:204

2?1 Genesis 15:5-6; Romans 4:13-22. Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:231, Kdsemann, Romans (1980), 107, 110;
Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:204; Kruse, Romans (2012), 206.

222 MaclLeod, ‘How Right are the Justified?’ (2004), 192.

Romans 1:18-3:20, especially Romans 2:7; 2:13; 3:10; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 263-73.
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the opposite of adule, expounded as o’coéﬁewa,zzs and Paul’s listed litany of evil rendering
the doer worthy of death.??® These evils explain Siketoodvn by antithesis, giving SikeLootvn

an undoubted moral flavour. Moreover, Paul clearly distinguishes between miotic and

227

€pye.””’ To define miotic so that it effectively means (good) works hardly makes sense of

Paul. So miotic and Sikaroovn should not be equated or identified.

(3) Paul expresses anthropological pessimism throughout Romans. In Romans 1:18-3:20,

228

Paul expressed this pessimism using the alpha privative adikie,” the negated adjective

dikatoc,*? or the negated verb Sikatéw.”>° While Paul does not continue to use the

‘unrighteousness’ language in 3:20-5:21 (it reappears in 6:13), Paul’s anthropologically

231
d.

pessimistic language continues unabate Before Romans 3:21, Paul is speaking of

232

‘ordinary’ righteousness>** that comes from works, which every human lacks,”** but

thereafter Paul speaks about ‘extraordinary’ righteousness’ that comes by faith apart from

234

works.”** Yet in Romans 4:3-8, several negative epithets>>> apply to Abraham and David

236
h.

some time after they first exercised fait The believer is simul iustus et peccator.”®’ If the

‘unrighteousness’ of which Paul has accused all humanity still taints even the justified, then

22 Romans 1:18, 29; 2:8.

Romans 1:18.

Romans 1:29-32; cf Romans 2:21-23; 3:13-18.

Romans 4:2-6; Moo, Romans (1996), 263-4; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 214-5; Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in
Romans 4 (2007), 337-9.

??® Romans 1:18, 29; 2:8; 3:5.

Romans 2:13; 3:10.

Romans 3:20; cf 2:13.

21 gotPer: 1:18; cf doePric: 4:5, 5:6; duaptie: 3:9, 20; 4:7, 8; 5:12, 13, 20, 21, etc; dpaptwide: 3:7; 5:8, 19; 7:13;
opapTnue: 3:25; dvopta: 4:7, 6:19; mapdpaoig: 2:23; 4:17; 5:14; mapantwue: 4:25; 5:15, 16, 17, 18, 20; 11:11, 12;
GoBevéw: 8:3 and cf aoBevnic: 5:6; botepodvtal thg 60Eng Tod Beod: 3:23; cf 1:23; 2:7; un épyalouévw: 4:5; cf
2:10; 4:4; &xBpol: 5:10; kaxdg: 1:30; 2:9; 3:8; 7:19, 21 etc.

232 Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 263-273.

Romans 3:9-12, 19-20, 23.

ibid, 273-284.

3 goepric: Romans 4:5; duaptie: 4:7, 8; dvople: 4:7; uA) épyalopéve: 4:5.

Romans 4:5; Genesis 15:6; Hebrews 11:8; Calvin, Institutes 111.14.11 (1:778-9); Contra Rainbow, The Way of
Salvation (2005), 85 fn 28; Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007), 348-50.

>’ Romans 7:14-25, classical view; Galatians 5:17: Gathercole, Where is Boasting (2002), 243 fn 79. See
Chapter 9.
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it highly unlikely that ‘“faith’ is the equivalent of ‘righteousness’, because believers are never

righteous in and of themselves. They need ‘alien righteousness’.”*®

(4) The construction ‘reckoning X as Y’ elsewhere involves reckoning something (X) as
something else (Y) even though X is not in and of itself Y, and that reckoning is appropriate
because, from the perspective of the ‘reckoner’, there are good reasons to do so,**° even
when there is a barrier to that reckoning, which is a situation that must be ignored or
overcome for that reckoning to occur. The following are some OT examples:

* Laban (incorrectly, in Rachel and Leah’s eyes) reckons Rachel and Leah as strangers
(though they are actually his daughters, which should be a barrier to Laban’s
reckoning them strangers), for the reason that Laban sold them for Jacob’s labour
(Genesis 31:15).

12 wagm 2y w51 )
R
Have we (X + barrier) not been reckoned strangers (Y) to him,
because (reason) he sold us?

ob) W¢ ol GAAOTPLEL AcAoylopebo adT® (LXX)

TETPOKEY VP MUEC (LXX)

Have we (X + barrier) not been reckoned by him as strangers (Y),
For (reason) he sold us?

* Judah (incorrectly) reckons Tamar as a prostitute (although she is actually his
daughter-in-law, which should be a barrier to Judah’s reckoning), for the reason that
Tamar’s face was covered (Genesis 38:15).

TP OINTT
M Jaumn
TR N3
Judah saw her

And he reckoned her (X + barrier) for a prostitute (Y),
because (reason) her face was covered.

Kol LBV ahTnu (LXX)

Tovdag €dokev abTny TOpYNY €lval
KaTEKXAOYTo yp TO TPOoWTOV adTAC

Kl OUK €TéYVw adThy

And beholding her,

Judah thought her (X + barrier) to be a prostitute (Y),

238 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 60.

¥ Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:206; cf Ziesler, Romans (1989), 124-5.
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for (reason) her face was covered up
and he did not recognize her.

* Eli (incorrectly) reckons Hannah as drunk (although she is only deeply distressed), for

the reason that Eli sees Hannah’s lips moving but hears no sound (1 Samuel 1:13),
though she was not a wicked woman (v16: which should be a barrier to Eli’s
reckoning).

ma% "5y Mz N M (v
nivy TPBY P,
ijali x% -rbwpw

;2w "y mawm

And (reason) Hannah herself was speak|ng in her heart
Only her lips were moving,

And her voice was not heard,

And Eli reckoned her (X) for a drunk [woman] (Y).

Kol oOTh EAdAeL €V T kapdle abthic  (LXX)
Kol To YelAn adThC ékLvelto

kol pwrn adThc 00K NKOVETO

kel €royloato adtny HAL el pedlovoar

And (reason) she was speaking in her heart,

And her lips were moving,

Yet her voice he could not hear,

And Eli reckoned her (X) for a drunk [woman] (Y).

* [In the context of Job’s perception and questioning of God], God (in Job’s mind, but

MTh Thesis

incorrectly) reckons Job as an enemy, (although in fact Job is upright and righteous,
which is a barrier to such a reckoning), for the reason that God has hidden his face,
evidenced by the fact that Job has experienced terrible undeserved suffering (a
wrong inference by Job) (Job 13:24; cf 19:11; 33:10).

TRon MBI (M)

275 2vNG 3aunm

For what reason do you hlde your face?
And [why] do you reckon me (X) for an enemy of yours (Y)?

SLee Tl am euod kpimy

NynooL 8 pe vmevavTior ool (LXX)
For what reason are you hidden from me
and have regarded me (X) hostile to you (Y)?

* Job’s maids and guests (incorrectly) reckon Job as a stranger (although Job is not a
stranger, a barrier to the reckoning), for the reason of Job’s suffering (Job 19:15).

’]DWHT\ '1T5 ‘H'T?JRW 'ﬂ‘ﬂ ’73 (MT)
QiTPDa N ‘73]
Sojourners of my house and my ma|ds (barrler they are Job’s maids)

reckon me (X) a stranger (Y),
| have become an alien in their eyes.
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veltoveg olklog Bepamalval Té Wov (LXX)
GALOYeEVNC Huny évavtior adTdv

The neighbours of [my] house and my maids-in-waiting,
| (X) became a foreigner (Y) in the sight of them.

e [Leviathan or the dragon (]Q:75 || Spakovta: Job 40:25)] (correctly) reckons iron

as straw (although iron is not actually straw, a barrier to the reckoning), for the
reason that Leviathan has great strength (Job 41:27).

o2 107 M
UM 112p7 7Y
And he reckons iron (X) for straw (Y)
And bronze (X) for rotten wood (Y).

NyntaL pev yop oldnpov dyvpe (LXX)

yoaAkOv 8¢ cdotep EvAoY cabpov

For on one hand, he considers iron (X + barrier) chaff (Y),
And on the other hand, bronze (X + barrier),

just like rotten wood (Y).

* Aneighbour’s loud early morning blessing is (correctly) reckoned as a curse

(although it is a blessing, a barrier to the reckoning) for the reason that no one
enjoys being rudely woken up in the morning (Proverbs 27:14).

D'2wn P22 S Sipa 1myn gaan (MT)
5 2 nobp

The blessing of his friend with a loud voice in the early morning,
it (X + implied reason + barrier) will be reckoned to him a curse (Y).

0¢ Qv €dAoyR dllov TO TpwL Ueyain th Pwri (LXX)
KUTOPWUEVOL 00der SLadépeLy dOEeL

Whoever might bless a friend in the early morning with a loud voice,
He will think it (X + implied reason + barrier)

differs nothing from being cursed.

In each of these examples we see a pattern. Someone reckons X ‘as’ Y or X ‘to be’ Y, even
though X ‘is not’ Y, for what are good reasons, from the perspective of the one doing the
reckoning or considering, even though there is a barrier to such a reckoning. The reason
might be given in an explanatory clause (Genesis 31:15; 38:15; 1 Samuel 1:13) or drawn
from the wider context (Job 13:24; 19:15; 41:27). On one occasion, the reason is actually
built into the X-concept (Proverbs 27:14). Such an understanding of the construction in

Romans 4:3 as expounded by Romans 4:5, yields the exposition that Abraham’s TioTig (trust
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240) as the X-concept is also the reason why God imputes something else

in God’s promise
(6tkoctoovm) to Abraham (cf Proverbs 27:14). A quality, attribute, or characteristic that
would not normally be attributed to that person or thing (5tkeLootvn), is attributed to that
person or thing (Abraham), and the quality so attributed is not inherent or otherwise
attributable to that person or thing (Abraham is doepri: Romans 4:5, which would normally
be a barrier for the reckoning), but there are appropriate reasons (Abraham’s Tiotic) for the
attribution or characterization through the process denoted by XoinopaL.z“ An important

parallel to Romans 4:5 is found in Romans 2:26. This parallel is important because the X and

Y concepts in Romans 2:26 are diametrically opposed and can in no way be considered

equivalent.
Romans 2:26 7N akpoPuotie adtod (X)eig mepitouny (Y) AoyLobnoetol
Romans 4:5 AoyiCetar 1 mlotig awdtod (X)eig Sikarootvmy (Y)
X-concept verb + preposition Y-concept ‘
Romans 2:26  his uncircumcision  will be reckoned as circumcision
7 akpoPuotie adtod AoyLoBnoetal €i¢ TepLtouny [word order altered]
Romans 4:5 his faith is reckoned as righteousness
N Tlotig adTod Aoyiletal €lc dikatoobuny [word order altered]

242

The analysis of this thesis will now be opposed to that of Gundry.”™ Gundry rendered the

two constructions as follows:

X-concept verb + preposition Y-concept
Romans 2:26** his [...] uncircumcision  will be counted as circumcision, won't it?
Romans 4:5** his [the believer’s] faith is counted as righteousness.

240 Kruse, Romans (2012), 205.

For the attribution model of imputation, see Chapter 4, below.
Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004).
243 ., .

ibid, 19.
* Ibid, 18.
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However, a more adequate parallel requires giving contextual content to the pronoun ‘his’
«0toD in both Romans 2:26 and 4:5, underlined below. Gundry imported contextual content

for both Romans 2:26 and 4:5.**> Gundry’s comparison would be:

X-concept verb + preposition Y-concept ‘
Romans 2:26** his [a gentile law keeper’s] uncircumcision will be counted as circumcision
Romans 4:5** his [the believer’s] faith is counted as righteousness

For Romans 4:5, Gundry’s imported information is tautologous (‘[the believer’s] faith’) and
does not inadequately provides the context of Romans 4:5, especially when compared to his
more illuminating imported information of ‘[a gentile law keeper’s] uncircumcision’ for
Romans 2:26. More adequate imported information (marked ‘[]’) than what Gundry

provides for Romans 4:5 would be:

X-concept verb + preposition Y-concept
Romans 2:26** his [a gentile law keeper’s] uncircumcision will be counted as circumcision
Romans 4:5 The [ungodly non-worker’s] faith is reckoned as righteousness

The result of importing the context for each construction is that the X-concept for both
Romans 2:26 and 4:5 then provides the reason for the reckoning in each (cf Proverbs
27:14). The only difference is that in Romans 2:26, the reason for the reckoning is indicated
by the genitive pronoun adtod while the barrier is indicated by the nominative 7

axpoPuotic, whereas in Romans 4:5 (cf 4:3), the reason is indicated by the nominative 7
mlotic while the barrier is indicated by the genitive pronoun a0tod.”*® That is to say, in
Romans 2:26, the reason for the reckoning is ‘the gentile’s law keeping’. In Romans 4:5, the
reason for the reckoning is faith. When adequate contextual information is supplied for both

constructions, the X-concept in both cases provides both the reason for the reckoning, and

243 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 19

ibid, 19.
Ibid, 18.
ibid, 19.
| thank the Rev Dr Lionel Windsor for his assistance with articulating this.
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also the barrier to be overcome so that the reckoning can occur.

Gundry claims that after the reckoning process, there is ‘an identification of what is counted

with what it is counted as’.*” But it is not apparent why ‘uncircumcision’ should be

identified with ‘circumcision’. Circumcision is not of itself uncircumcision. Uncircumcision is
not the means of, or the ground of, circumcision. It is the antithesis of circumcision. It is a
barrier to be overcome for circumcision to occur. It is only when the uncircumcised is
actually a ‘gentile law-keeper’ that uncircumcision with be reckoned circumcision. But even
then, circumcision is not the equivalent of uncircumcision. That would be non-sense, like
calling ‘black’, ‘white’. Rather, a better explanation is that the gentile law-keeper is
reckoned ‘as if’ he is circumcised, because although circumcision and uncircumcision may
not matter, they can never be ‘identified’ or be ‘equivalent’, according to the nature of the

case.

The question to be posed to Gundry’s model is ‘why should faith be reckoned
righteousness’? The best Gundry can say is ‘God counts both faith and righteousness

because he counts them as identical to one another.’?>!

He implies that this counting is
gracious.”®® And Gundry offers no other reason. But that Gundry on Romans 2:26
immediately feels the need to explain why this ‘identification’ is appropriate by adding
‘Gentile law-keeper’ as imported information, shows the limited explanatory power of his

model. The following table further teases out the reason why the X-concept is reckoned as

the Y-concept. There are three options for each of Romans 2:26 and 4:5.

220 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 21.

Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 25
ibid, 30.
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X-concept verb + prep Y-concept for the reason that

Romans 2:26  his uncircumcision  is reckoned as circumcision because...

a. Uncircumcision in itself is
the same as circumcision;
OR

b. Uncircumcision is not the
same as circumcision but is
considered as an equivalent
as a result of reckoning
(Gundry); OR

c. The uncircumcised person
has law-keeping and is thus
considered as if he is
circumcised (this thesis).
This is appropriate

because...
X-concept verb + prep Y-concept for the reason that ‘
Romans 4:5 his faith is reckoned as righteousness because...

a. Faithin itself is the same as
righteousness (eg Seifrid);
OR

b. Faith is not the same as
righteousness, but it is
considered as equivalent as
a result of reckoning
(Gundry);
OR

c. The ungodly non-worker
has faith and is thus
considered as if he is
righteous (this thesis). This
is appropriate because...

Option a. represents Siefrid’s position on Romans 4:3, 5, but it cannot be adopted for
Romans 2:26, as uncircumcision is not inherently the same as circumcision. Gundry also

rejects Seifrid’s position.*>*

Option b., Gundry’s position, holds that reckoning is a divine cognitive redefinition of
concepts, such as defining ‘uncircumcision’ as ‘circumcision’ or ‘faith’ as ‘righteousness’. As

such, it is an inadequate account of the construction ‘X reckoned as Y’, in that it fails to

253 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 36 fn 41.
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identify the reasons why such a reckoning or attribution is appropriate. There is little
capacity to explain why such an identification should occur. Further, Gundry’s proposal is
vulnerable lexically, because there is little support for the notion of ‘identification with’
adequately capturing the result of Loyi{ouxt. LSIM gives the meanings ‘reckon’, ‘calculate’,
‘count’, ‘set down’, ‘charge’, ‘audit’, ‘expect’, ‘conclude’, and ‘infer’, but not ‘identify’ or

) 254

‘equate’.””” Gundry’s concept of ‘identification as’ is too rigid and lacks sensitivity to the

attested meanings of AoyiouaL.

The best account of why God reckons ‘uncircumcision’ as ‘circumcision’ is option c., that
another factor more important than circumcision has interposed. This Gundry felt the need

to make explicit, despite holding to option b.

As confirmation of this approach, 2:26 can be expressed after the manner of Romans 4:6:

Rom 4:5:  His faith (X) is reckoned to him [by God] for righteousness (Y).
Rom 2:26: His uncircumcision (X) will be reckoned [to him by God] for circumcision (Y).

Rom4:6: @ 0 0ed¢ Aoyilletal dikaLoolvny  YwpLg €pywv:
To him God reckons righteousness (Y) apart from works [of lawkeeping]*>® (barrier)
[through faith: v3, 5] (X +reason).
So to express Romans 2:26 after the manner of Romans 4:6:
To him God will reckon circumcision (Y) apart from his uncircumcision (X + barrier)
[through his lawkeeping: v25, 26] (reason).

Because God’s judgments are based on truth, the c. options must be justified by further
reasoning, found not in the construction but from surrounding passages or wider Pauline

theology.

>4 SJM, 1055.

2>> This is tantamount to saying ‘in spite of ungodly non-working’.
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It is appropriate that God treat the ‘uncircumcised law-keeper’ as if he is ‘circumcised’*>°

>’ In the

because (moral) law-keeping is what God really requires for righteousness by law.
Galatian context, circumcision obliges those undergoing it 6iov tov vouov Totfioat,”>® even

though in the new salvation-historical era, the ritual of circumcision does not matter.?’

It is appropriate that God treat the ‘ungodly non-working believer’ as if he or she is
‘righteous’,”*® because the Sikatootvn 6eod has been manifested 61 Tlotewe “Inood xpLotod
(Romans 3:21-22). ITiotewg ypLotod (Romans 3:22, 26) could denote the whole course of
Christ’s faithfulness,?®! grounding imputed righteousness,?** but the objective genitive is
preferable.263 Free justification (StkaLovpevol 6wpe&v)264 has come to sinners”® believing in
Christ (Sikatodvta ToV &k mlotewe Inood)*®® without compromising divine justice (eic to

27 on the ground of the GTOAUTPWOLG in Christ*®® and God publicly

elval adtov dikolov)
displaying Christ as an ikaorﬁpmv.zsg Christ’s death as redemption and propitiation is sin’s

penalty, inflicted by God’s justice.?’° In terms of theological discourse, up to this point in

Romans, only Christ's 'passive obedience' has been expounded, not Christ’s obedience to

26 Romans 2:26

Romans 2:13-16; 10:5; cf 1 Corinthians 7:19; Matera, Romans (2010), 75.

Galatians 5:3; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 130.

Romans 4:11; 1 Corinthians 7:19; Galatians 6:15.

Romans 4:3,5, 6, 11.

Campbell, ‘The Faithfulness of Jesus Christ in Romans 3:22’ (2009), 57-71.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 398-400.

Moo, Romans (1996), 224-5; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 181-6; Carson, ‘Atonement in Romans 3:21-26’
(2004), 125-127; Silva, ‘Faith Versus Works of Law in Galatians’ (2004), 227-234; Matlock, ‘The Rhetoric of
miotic in Paul’ (2007), 173-203; Matlock, ‘Saving Faith: miotic in Paul’ (2009), 73-89; Watson, ‘The Faith (of
Christ)’ (2009), 147-164.

2% Romans 3:24.

Romans 3:9-12, 19-20, 23.

Romans 3:26, 22, 25.

Romans 3:26.

Romans 3:24.

Romans 3:26; Carson, ‘Atonement in Romans 3:21-26’ (2004), 127-136, 137-8; Morris, Apostolic Preaching
(1965), 40-51 at 45, 184-202 at 198-201; Contra Colijn, Images of Salvation (2010), 206-7.

?7% carson, ‘Atonement in Romans 3:21-26’ (2004), 128-9, 133.
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the law’s precept. Consequently, if Christ’s active obedience is found in Romans 4, it is thus
far based only on the moral connotations of dikaLooUvn and the action of Aoyilopat. The
doctrine of the imputation of Christ’s active obedience is certainly defensible on that
basis,”’! but a stronger case requires finding an explicit scriptural seat of doctrine for Christ’s
‘active obedience’. Romans 5:6-9a grounds only ‘passive obedience’, but Romans 5:19 is

potentially an explicit ground of Christ’s ‘active obedience’.?”?

(5) Paul in fact does say that ‘God reckons righteousness’ to a person.
T0D avBpudTov @ Bedg Aoyiletar Sikeroolvny (Roman 4:6)
elg 10 AoyLoBfjvar [kal] adtolg [tnv] dikatoctvny (Roman 4:11)
In v6, SikecLooUrmy is the object of the finite verb Aoyiletat, and the recipient is ¢. In v11,
dikacLoolvmy is the accusative of respect of the (divine) passive infinitive AoyLo8fjvat, and the
_ , - 273 .
recipient cvtoic.””~ As Dunn says:

That Paul puts dtkatooOvny as the direct object (in place of el¢ dikotooOvny in Gen 15:6)
confirms that he does not think of God accepting faith merely as a substitute for
righteousness, but that righteousness is actually accorded [...] the idea is of God treating
someone as [...]*"*

(6) The imputed righteousness view accounts for ka6 mep kol (Romans 4:6) in that the
construction can mark what follows as a basis or ground for what precedes. The
relationship of o0 pf Aoyiontar Kiprog dpaptiar™ with Bedc Aoyiletar Sukarootvmy?’®is

277

expressed by kaBamep kol (‘just as also’).””’ The Gundry-Seifrid position accounts for

keBamep kol by equating ‘righteousness’ with ‘not counting unrighteousness’. This, the

’L Romans 4:3-6, 11; Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), passim.

Chapters 7-8, below.

cf Romans 4:24; Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 65
Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:205-6

Romans 4:8.

Romans 4:6.

Romans 4:6.
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majority view, implies ‘justification is forgiveness, nothing but forgiveness’.?’® The minority

argue that the introductory formula 6ed¢ Aoyiletar Sikarootvny implies justification
requires more than forgiveness.?’® The majority view tends to confirm that justification is
only the non-imputation of sin. The minority view allows in addition that the imputation of
positive righteousness gained through Christ’s active obedience may be included in

justification.

The link between Genesis 15:6 and Psalm 32:1-2 is the word Aoyilopat, following the
pattern of the principle of gezerah shewa,?®® by which forgiveness of sins*®' explains the
blessing of imputed righteousness.’®* But the nature of that explanation is debated. The
issue is whether one should embrace a reading which expands justification beyond
‘nonimputation of sins’ or whether to restrict the positive category of ‘imputed
righteousness’ to mean only ‘non-imputation of sins’. The first gives kafamep kel the force
of equivalence, the second leaves each phrases’ denotation unchanged but posits a
different relationship established by ka@amep kat. Vickers’ solution, to regard forgiveness as
positive standing before God, and that imputation of righteousness ‘has primarily to do

with’ the forgiveness of sins, again introduces terminological confusion and equivocation.?*?

Against the majority, kafamep kal need not imply equivalence, in some sort of mathematical

278 Jeremias, Central Message of the NT (1965), 66. Compare Calvin, Comm Romans 4:6 in CC, 19:169; Alford,
Greek NT (1877), 2:348; Nygren, Romans (1952), 171; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:206-7; Cranfield, Romans
(2001), 1:233; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 493; Bruce, Romans (1985), 107; Kruse, Romans (2012), 208 and fn
109.

279 Lloyd Jones, Romans: 3:20-4:25 (1970), 175; Jewett, Romans (2007), 315-6; Gathercole, Where is Boasting
(2002), 248; Davies, Faith and Obedience in Romans (1990), 122.

280 Moo, Romans (1996), 266; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:233; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 182; Matera,
Romans (2010), 111.

%1 psalm 32:1-2.

?%2 Genesis 15:6.

283 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 108.

MTh Thesis 53



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

sense,”®* but might indicate a basis, where one element grounds the other,?*> especially

where it introduces a scriptural citation.?*®

There is a clear conceptual distinction between
imputing a positive thing (0 8ed¢ Aoyiletal dikatoolvmy: v6), and not imputing a negative
thing (o0 pun Aoylontar kiprog aueptiov: v8), so neither concept should be compromised
nor merged into each other. Rather, we have a merismus, metonymy, and synecdoche. Paul
cites one component of justification to stand for the whole. One discrete idea (forgiveness
of sin) stands as the basis or ground metonymically for the other (imputation of

righteousness), and justification is therefore remission of sins plus imputation of

righteousness.?®’

(7) Finally, as a systematic-theological consideration, the identification of ‘faith’ with
‘righteousness’ can potentially lead to ‘faith’ being a ‘work’, and thus lead to a synergistic
soteriology. If ‘faith’ is ‘faithfulness’ and is the equivalent of ‘righteousness’,?*® and
‘righteousness’ connotes ‘merit’, then it is unavoidable that faith is a meritorious work. The
traditional protestant reason why faith is not a work is that it is the bare passive instrument
receiving Christ’s righteousness. But the ‘faith’ is ‘righteousness’ position potentially
concedes this, though not if ‘faith’ is understood as passive ‘trust’ and ‘righteousness’ as

forensic ‘acceptance’. Gundry and Seifrid answer this criticism by asserting that God creates

289 290
k. d,

faith, and thus it is not a good wor But while faith is a gift from Go this fact alone

does not give righteousness an ‘external divine’ origin. Faith issues in works, for faith works

284 Heidland, AoyiCopat, TDNT, 4:292; Davies, Faith and Obedience in Romans (1990), 122.

Kdasemann, Romans (1980), 113.

Cf Romans 10:15.

Calvin, Institutes 111.11.2, cf 5,16; Owen, Works (1850-3), 5:321; Shedd, Romans (1879), 98; Murray, Romans
(1959), 1:135; Moo, Romans (1996), 266; Piper, Counted Righteous (2002), 117, 119.

288 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 21.

Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004), 23-4; Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness
(2000), 68.

% Ephesians 2:8-9; Acts 18:27.
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through love,”®* and Tridentine Catholicism, while holding to prevenient grace as much as
Reformed Protestantism, also holds that faith formed by love justifies. Reformed

protestants do not.

Faith is an active but internal act of the believer. Though enabled by God, it is still our
own.?®? That Paul distinguishes ‘works’ and ‘faith’ does not deny the essential nature of faith
as something done by the believer, for Paul in distinguishing ‘works” and “faith’ is referring
to faith in so far as it receives and trusts in God’s promises that only God is able to fulfill. So
the gracious nature of justification depends on our attributing only an instrumentality to
faith in its office of justification. Faith must be nothing more than instrumental to unite the
believer to an external and alien righteousness. Moreover, not every aspect of faith justifies,
but faith only in so far as it receives God’s promise of salvation, and thereby receives an

external, extrinsic, alien righteousness. Compare Dabney:

[W]e define faith as a holy exercise of the soul; but we do not attribute its instrumentality to
justify, to its holiness, but to the fact that it embraces Christ’s justifying righteousness. It is
neither strange nor unreasonable, that a thing should have two or more attributes, and yet
be adapted by one special attribute among them, to a given instrumentality. The diamond is
transparent, but it is its hardness which fits it for cutting glass. True faith is obediential: it
involves the will: it has moral quality: but its receptive nature is what fits if to be the organ
of our justification.*3

1 Galatians 5:6; James 2:14-26.

Owen, Works 5:319.
Dabney, Systematic Theology, 607
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Conclusion
Carson’s position, viz-a-viz Gundry,”* appears correct. Aiketoodvn connotes ethical ‘merit’,

being the nominalisation of dikatoc,?*> and God credits us with this Siketoatvn which we do

296 297

not have of ourselves.””” Like Abraham, we are doefric.”" Faith is the instrument of this

298

imputation.?®® God has done the crediting,”*® and the Sicatootvn is called dikotootvm

0€00.%% Moreover, koinopaL,m whose direct object3°2 or subject in the passive,3°3 is
tkatoovm, contextually informs Paul’s use of Sikatdw,>® and provides the background for
d n y

306

Paul’s use of the verbal nouns, ke iwolc®® and Sukarddpe.>® Whether dukatootvn is a gift

received and possessed now must be determined.*®’

294 Gundry, ‘The Nonimputation of Christ’s Righteousness’ (2004).

Chapter 2, above.

Romans 3:10-20, 23. Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 61.
Romans 3:9-20, 23; 4:5, 22-25.

ibid, 65.

Romans 4:6.

Romans 3:21-22.

Romans 4:3, 4,5, 6, 8,9, 10, 11, 22, 23, 24.
Romans 4:6.

3% Romans 4:11.

304 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 63.
Romans 4:25; 5:18.

3% Romans 5:16,18; 8:4. See chapters 5-6.

307 Chapter 4, below.
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Chapter 4
Receiving and possessing the gift of
righteousness (Romans 5:17)

Introduction
If we use the language of the law court, it makes no sense whatever to say that the judge
imputes, imparts, bequeaths, conveys or otherwise transfers his righteousness to either the
plaintiff or the defendant. Righteousness is not an object, a substance or a gas which can be

passed across the courtroom [...] to imagine the defendant somehow receiving the judge’s
righteousness is simply a category mistake. That is not how the language works.>®

Not to be rhetorically outdone, Michael Bird asserts that Jesus’ obedience becomes ours
‘not by way of righteousness molecules floating through the air to us’.* Bird and Wright’s
reductio ad absurdum attempts to show that imputed righteousness is a misconstrual of the
language of justification, and unfaithful to the text of scripture. Key to Wright’s criticism is
that ‘righteousness’ cannot be given, ie passed across the courtroom from one person to
the other. To think of the defendant ‘somehow receiving’ somebody else’s righteousness ‘is
simply a category mistake’ as ‘that is not how the language works’. Unfortunately for

d.3'% paul himself made the

Wright, Paul actually says that righteousness is a gift receive
‘category mistake’ that Wright alleges. Gifts are given, bequeathed, conveyed or otherwise

transfered. As Westerholm observes:

No one has better grasped the absurdity of ‘receiving righteousness’ than N T Wright [...] But

the absurdity of it all in no way alters the fact that Paul speaks of ‘receiving the abundant

overflow of grace and of the gift of righteousness’ (Romans 5:17).311

This chapter firstly engages in an analysis of Romans 5:17 in context, secondly outlines

modern scholars’ treatment of the notion of righteousness as a gift ‘received’ and union

39 Wright, What St Paul Really Said (1997), 98.

Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 150; idem, Evangelical Theology (2013), 563.
Romans 5:17.
Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 275 n 31.
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with Christ, thirdly attempts to posit a model for accounting for righteousness as a gift
received and possessed, and fourthly, looks further at the idea of righteousness as a

possession in Romans 9:30-10:6 and Philippians 3:8-11.

Receiving Righteousness as a Gift (Romans 5:15-17)

PHowever, it is not, ‘as the transgression, thus also the gracious gift (td ydpLope)’. For if the
many died through the transgression of the one, so much more has the grace of God (7
yopLc Tod Beov) and the gift in grace (1) dwpex év yapitL) which came through the one man,
Jesus Christ, abounded to the many. **And it is not, ‘as through one[’s] sinning, thus also the
gift (t0 duwpnua)’. For (yap) the judgment was from one leading to condemnation, but the
gracious gift (t0 ydpLope) was from many[’s] transgressions leading to justification (eig
dikaiwpa). YFor if through the transgression of the one, death reigned through the one, so
much more will those receiving (oi [...] AapBarovtec) the abundance of grace and of the gift
of righteousness (v mepLooelar thg yapLtog kel Thg dwpedc Thg SikaLoovvng) reign in life
through the one, Jesus Christ. (my translation)

In verse 15, T0 yopLope denotes ‘gracious gift’,*'* the phrase 1 xapLc tod Beov refers to the

favour that properly is God’s attribute (ie, God’s ‘goodwill’, ‘loving-kindness’ and

313

‘favour’),”™ and 1) dwpea év yaprtl (v15) is the concretization of that which flows from

»314

grace, a ‘gift’, ‘present’ or ‘bounty’>"" given from a gracious disposition. The noun dwpea,

derived from dwpéopat, means a ‘present’,”' a gift given gratuitiously or freely, without

payment. The origin of the free gift is God’s gracious benevolence, and alludes to ‘the gift of

righteousness in 3:24’.>'® In verse 16a, a cognate of dwped, T0 Swpnue, denotes what has

been given, ‘a gift’, ‘present’.>*’ Thus, three different words (ydpiope, Swped, dpnuc) are

used to denote the gift in verses 15-17. Each occurrence is definite, preceded by the article.

The referent for each is almost certainly the same.

32 15)m, 1979.

LSJM, 1978.

LSIM, 464.

* ibid.

316 Jewett, Romans (2007), 381; pace Moo, Romans (1996), 335; Kruse, Romans (2012), 247 fn 66.
LSIM, 464.

313
314

317

MTh Thesis 58



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

Kruse rightly observes that in verse 16 1o xdpioue brought justification (ei¢ Sucalwpa).>*®

But then Kruse wrongly reasons that the gift ‘cannot be righteousness but rather that
through which righteousness came, that is, the grace of God expressed in giving his Son’.***
While Kruse may be right in what he affirms, he is wrong in what he denies, as in verse 17,
the genitive tfic Sikatoodvn is most probably one of apposition,®*° (the gift, which is
righteousness). The gift is righteousness. So understood, Kruse’s denial militates against
Paul’s express words in verse 17, whereby the phrase thv Tepiooeloav thg xapLtog kol Thg

dwpedc thg Sukaloalvng serves as an explanation (note yap: v17) of both 10 dwpnua and to

xapiope [...] €lg Sikalwpa (v16).

To dupnue (v16) is best identified with tfic dwpedg the Sikaoovng (v17). So the gracious
gift, T0 xapLopx (v16), is explained as tfg dwpedc thc diketootng (v17), and this leads to
and brings the sentence of justification, ei¢ dikaiwpe (v16). Kruse wrongly glosses dukalwpo

(v16) as ‘lit. ”rig:;hteousness"’.321 But Sukalwpe. rarely means ‘righteousness’; it properly

means ‘decree of righteousness’ or ‘justification’.>*? So the outcome of the gift of
righteousness (tfic dwpeag thc dikaoolvng: v17) is the gracious divine verdict and ensuing

status of justification (el¢ Sikalwpa: v16). Thus, God issues the verdict of justification on the

basis of the ‘gift’ (which is righteousness). There is no reason to think that this gift of

18 Kruse, Romans (2012), 247 fn 66.

** Ibid.

320 Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 98-99.
Kruse, Romans (2012), 247 fn 66.

See Chapters 5-6, below.
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righteousness comes any other way than that which Paul has already indicated, namely,

Ocdc royiletal dikatootimy xopLg épywy.?

Thus, the progression of ideas in vww15-17 is from the gracious attitude of God, 1 y&pLc Tod
Becod (v15) and the mepLooelar thg xapitog (v17), to the concretization of this grace in the
gracious gift, 1) dwpek év xapLtL (v15) =10 yopLopa (vvl5, 16) =10 dwpnue (v16), which in
turn is explained by and identified with the gift which is righteousness, tfi¢ dwpedc Thg

dikotooy (v17).

In verse 17, Paul describes the gift as something believers receive. They are characterized as
‘the receivers’ (ol Aaupavovtec). That which they receive is concretized as ‘the abundance of
grace and of the gift of righteousness’ (thv mepLooelar thg xopLTog Kal The dwpeds ThHg
dikecLoovng). The accusative thy mepLooelar governs both the first (tfic xapitoc) and second
genitival phrases (kal tfic dwpedc) and indicates the quantity and abundance of both the
grace and the gift. Both 1} xapLc kol 1 dwpea are abundantly given. As argued above, the
second genitival phrase is further modified by a genitive of apposition (tfic Stkatootvne),>**
indicating what the gift is, ‘righteousness’. AikaLoolvn is thus ‘received’ by the believer as a
gift. Seifrid correlates ‘[t]he “gift of righteousness” (verse 17)" with ‘nothing other than
Christ’s “act of righteousness” (verse 18)’.>?> But this correlation (1) assumes a meaning of
dikalwue in verse 18 that is challenged by this thesis,**° (2) is not strongly supported by

conjunction &pe olv, (v18) which does not mark explanatory material (as does yap in v17)

but marks an inference from what proceeds, and in the case of verse 18, marks a return to

323 Romans 4:6.

Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 98-99.
Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 71; Seifrid ‘Romans’ (2007), 631.
Chapters 5-7 below.
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the comparison commenced in verse 12,°°" (3) is at odds with the position argued above, ie,

that in verse 16 (explained by verse 17), the gift (which consists in dtkaLooOvn: v17) ‘leads to’
(elc) a dikalwpe and is not identified with it, and (4) does not explain Paul’s assertion that

the gift is received (ol AapBavovtec). Rather, the ‘gift of righteousness’ is more likely given to

328

those receiving it 81 évog dikatwduetog (v18),”* that is, through the instrumentality provided

by the dikalwua €vog, and thus the gift of righteousness is not to be equated with the

SLkolwpe €vog.

Scholars who do not think we take or possess ‘the gift of
righteousness’ (Romans 5:17)

In his Romans Commentary, Wright does not comment on this concrete language of

receiving gifts, and its implication for ‘giving’, ‘receiving’, and ‘possessing’.>*° But such

language has not slipped past Dunn unnoticed:

The fact that [Paul] can speak so explicitly of ‘righteousness’ as a ‘gift received’ is important.
It is not merely a rhetorically stretched usage (like dukelwpo in v16); but neither should the
usage be given determinative significance for all other occurrences (in view of the rhetorical
character of the context). The phrase signifies that the status of one acceptable to God is a
gift of God. As such it is a concrete expression of the outreaching grace of God (yapLoue) and
cannot be separated from the overflowing grace of God (1| TepLooeia thic xepLtog). As such it
cannot be regarded as an object, a package received and retained, as if it was one’s own
property; on the contrary, the relational force of righteousness remains and is reemphasized
— God’s acceptance as always God’s — a gift given not by passing the gift from God’s hands
but by drawing the receiver into his arms.**°

Dunn perceptively sees the consequences of Paul’s language, but strangely departs from the
meaning of Paul’s words. Nothing in the passage suggests that God’s gift of righteousness is

an embrace of ‘drawing the receiver into his arms’, as beautiful as that image is. Paul

*’ BAG, 103; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:282.

On the meaning of this phrase, see Chapter 7, below.
Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528.
Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:281-2.
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concretely characterizes the gift as ‘the gift of righteousness’. The gift is received. One
would assume as a corollary that according to the normal use of language, the received gift
becomes the beneficiary’s possession. Certainly, Paul is speaking figuratively. But this does
not mean we should necessarily empty Paul’s language of all its normal denotations. Dunn’s
treatment trades on overemphasising the relational content of righteousness language at
the expense of the ethical and moral, ! and is typical of those who see serious

shortcomings in, or reject, imputed righteousness in Paul.

For example, Ziesler’s refrain is that ‘righteousness’ cannot be possessed and is not in any

way a possession.>*? He still maintains this in the face of Paul’s language in Romans 5:17.
[I]s it odd that for the first time [righteousness] is a gift? We have repeatedly emphasized
that it is not and never becomes a possession. Yet this case is not different, for it is a gift only
within the total ‘in Christ’ theme of the passage, and in the normal sense is still therefore

: 333
not a possession.

Critics of imputation constantly remind their opponents that the phrase the ‘righteousness

of Christ’ nowhere appears in Scripture. However, they too must remember:

The expression ‘union with Christ’ does not occur in the Bible. But it fairly describes the
central reality in the salvation revealed there, from its eternal design to its eschatological
consummation.***

Gaffin’s observation can be applied to Zeisler. Nowhere in Romans 5 does the phrase ‘in

Christ’ or ‘in him” appear. ‘Union with Christ’ undoubtly underlies Romans 5 as an
‘underpinning framework’ or ‘deep structure’.>* But rightly bringing this theme to Romans

5 should not empty the actual language Paul uses of its normal meaning, and that one

usually ‘possesses’ a gift.

3l see Chapter 3, above.

Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 158, 159, 160, 162, 169, 177, 188.
333.,.
ibid, 198.
3% Gaffin, ‘Union With Christ’ (2006), 272.
Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 343ff.

332

335

MTh Thesis 62



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

Seifrid,** too, is critical of an approach that isolates justification and righteousness as a gift
and present possession of the believer. He shows an understandable preference for a Christ-
centred conception. Our righteousness is found in Christ, and not in us. It is certainly true to
observe that Christ is our righteousness (1 Corinthians 1:30) and we become the
righteousness of God in him (2 Corinthians 5:21). But again, Seifrid fails to account for Paul’s
statement that righteousness is a gift that the believer takes. Of course, the motif of union
with Christ and Christological categories are very important. However, it is wrong to
emphasise these categories in such a way that individual and possessive ideas are bypassed
or simply absorbed into corporate Christological categories and thus cancelled out. This is
the product of the false dichotomizing that holds that justification in Paul must either be
grounded on ‘union with Christ’ or alternatively ‘imputation of righteousness’.>*’ Instead,

both are present in Paul, and the reception of the gift of righteousness is both exegetically

and theologically as necessary as ‘union with Christ’ for a fully Pauline doctrine.

Similar thinking, albeit with more exegetical sympathy for the concept of imputed

righteousness, stands behind Bird’s critique of imputation and his alternative proposal

‘incorporated righteousness’. Bird recognizes that imputation is a category which ‘remains
» 338

fitting within the discourse of systematic theology’,”" and is of service because ‘it explains

how ‘righteousness is given as a gift’,>*° but as far as exegesis is concerned:

336 Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 173-5; Seifrid, ‘Luther, Melanchthon and Paul on the Question of

Imputation’ (2004), 151.

337 Eg D Garlington, ‘Imputation or Union with Christ?’ (2002), 45-113.

Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 87; cf idem, Evangelical Theology (2013), 563-4, following Carson,
‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 46-52.

339 Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 87.
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[I1t is far more appropriate to speak of incorporated righteousness for the righteousness that
clothes believers is not that which is somehow abstracted from Christ and projected onto

them, but is located exclusively in Christ as the glorified incarnation of God’s

. 340
righteousness.

Bird is critical of Piper for seeing imputation ‘as an exegetical necessity’.>** Righteousness is
located exclusively in Christ and is not to be ‘abstracted’ or ‘projected onto believers’. This
raises the question of what Paul means when he repeatedly speaks of a ‘gift’, that this gift is
a ‘gift of righteousness’, and that it is ‘received’. More recently, Bird accounts for tfi¢ dwpedg
Tfic SLkaLoolvng by saying:

If we take all the bits and bobs together, including this language of ‘counting’ from Romans
4, the gift of righteousness in Romans 5:17 and Philippians 3:9, the representative natures
of Adam and Christ as federal heads, the forensic nature of dikaio6 and dikaiosyne in
several passages (eg Rom 3:21-26; 10:10; Gal 2:15-21; 5:4-5), and the indebtedness of
salvation to Jesus’ faithfulness and obedience in his task as Son, then, something like
‘imputation’ sounds like a logical necessity of describing the application of salvation for
those who are “in Christ.”**

Horton rightly observes that ‘all the elements for active obedience and imputation
(crediting) are present in Bird’s own helpful and compact summary above’.>** Yet Bird still
caricatures “’merit” that is imputed instead of imparted’ as ‘a medieval concept’ which
apparently requires ‘righteousness molecules floating in the air to us’.>** But the word Paul
has used throughout Romans 4 to describe what he later describes by the motif of ‘gift’ is
Aoyilopet. This means that ‘imputed righteousness’ is in fact an exegetical necessity, not to

the exclusion of ‘incorporated righteousness’ or the ‘in Christ’ motif, but as explaining an

important aspect of justification that sits within the broader category of union with Christ.

340 Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 85.

** ibid, 85 fn 23.

342 idem, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 151.
Horton, ‘Traditional Reformed Response’, 162.
** Bird ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 151.
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Righteousness and Metaphor: The Search for a Model

» 345

) 346

Chapter 2 highlighted the problem of regarding righteousness as purely relational. Dunn’s

comment on Romans 5:17 above is an example.*” Current Pauline scholarship seems to lack

the linguistic tools to analyse the phenomena found in Scripture, without either flattening

out the nuances of Paul’s usage or resorting to caricatures and false dichotomization. In

searching for adequate epistemological and linguistic categories that account for Paul’s

usage of dikarLoolvn, the following schema is offered, which places identified models of

understanding StkaLoolyn in its various contexts on an existential/essentialist spectrum.

Each model is not of necessity exclusive of all the others, and indeed it is my contention that

some clearly do co-exist in Paul (particularly the ‘Attribution Model’, ‘Metaphorical

Reification’ and ‘Personification’), as shown in the table below.

€ Existential Realism

More abstraction

Metaphysical Essentialism =»
Increasing concreteness

Relational Attribution Metaphorical Personification Hypostatisation/
Model Model Reification Righteousness Deification
Righteousness Christ’s Righteousness as which rules and Graeco-Roman
as ‘relationship’ | righteousness as a gift received speaks, a metaphor goddesses
not a quality.>*® a quality and possessed for Christ lustitia®® &
attributed and (from Christ) Dikiaosyne®**
possessed Romans 5:17; Romans 6:18-20;
Romans 5:19 8:4% 10:6
Bultmann, M A Garcia®? This thesis D J Southall*** ovid, Fasti i.249%°
Morris, Hill J R Dodson®*®
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Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 73.
Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 401.
Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:281-2.
Bultmann, Theology of the NT (1952), 272.

See Chapter 9, below on Romans 8:4.

Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 33, 312.
Thielman, ‘God’s Righteousness’ (2011), 41.

Chapter 2 above.
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Paul does not regard Dikaiosyne as a separate deity, so we will not further examine the
‘Hypostatisation/Deification” model. While Paul certainly personifies righteousness (eg
10:6),%*’ this does not immediately impact on the issue of imputation. Thus, what follows is
an exposition of the three models pertinent to the issue of imputed righteousness: the

‘relational model’, ‘attribution model’, and ‘metaphorical reification’.

The Relational Model of s kLo v
Chapter 2 above outlines representative presentations of the ‘Relational Model’. The

modern view of righteousness as primarily relational arose out of Bultmann’s

existentialism,>*® and has become dominant in Pauline studies. Wright’s view of Stketootvn

359

as ‘covenantal membership’ also falls under this rubric.”” Regarding Dunn’s view of Romans

5:17, Southall rightly says:

The idea that the gift is a status or relationship sustained by God is possible, but it does not
seem overly convincing in the light of the “concrete” connotations of Swped. Furthermore,
Dunn fails to explain why the idea of an object, which leaves the possession of the giver
and becomes possession of the believer, is improbable. After all, the notion of gift does not
preclude this idea but rather presupposes it [...].>*°

Southall rightly questions whether the relational view of righteousness, combined with a
preference for univocality and an eschewing of polyvalence, adequately account for Romans

5:17.3%¢

333 Garcia, ‘Imputation and Christology’ (2006), 246-7; idem, ‘Imputation as Attribution’ (2009), 420-1; Cf Rev

Dr Lionel Windsor, in personal conversation. Online http://www.lionelwindsor.net/2011/02/21/justification-
and-righteousness-are-not-the-same/ and http://www.lionelwindsor.net/2009/09/30/improve-your-
theological-word-power-imputation/, accessed on 16 June 2014.

34 Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008).

Dodson, ‘The Voices of Scripture: Citations and Personifications’ (2010), 419-432.

Axtell, The Deification of Abstract Ideas in Roman Literature and Inscriptions (1907), 78, 99.

See below in this chapter, on 10:6.

Richardson, ‘Existentialism’ (1969), 125-6.

Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God (2013), 2:890.

Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 23.

361 .

ibid, 24-31.
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The Attribution Model of 6.k L1000 v
Garcia has recently proposed that imputation be considered ‘soteriological attribution’.***

Observing that basic to justification is a divine verbal and linguistic action, Garcia rightly
concludes that imputation is a declarative reckoning. Far from undervaluing ‘union with
Christ’, imputation operates within that framework. However, imputation safeguards the
fact that Christ and the believer remain distinct.*®* Moreover, Garcia’s model clarifies that
the quality of ‘righteousness’ is both ‘properly’ attributed to Christ, but by imputation is
‘improperly’ though truly attributed to the believer by virtue of union with Christ. In this
way, Christ’s ‘righteousness’ becomes really the believer’s own as a personal possession.***
In this model, Garcia has accounted for (1) the ontological distinction between Christ and
the believer, (2) the overarching concept of union with Christ within which imputation
operates, (3) that righteousness is properly a quality and not a thing, (4) the nature of
dikaLow as a declaration, and (5) the real though ‘improper’ possession of Christ’s
righteousness by the believer united with Christ. These obvious strengths make it the

superior model that accounts for most Pauline texts, in particular, Romans 5:19.3%

Metaphorically Reified 6. ka1000v1
However, while the attribution model accounts for most Pauline texts, the metaphorical

reification model provides a better explanation of Romans 5:17 than the attribution model,
because an attribution is ‘a verbal or linguistic action, something which works naturally with
understanding justification as judicial declaration’.>*® However, gift giving and receiving is a

physical action in human relationships, involving objects, givers and recipients, and

generally does not connote verbal or linguistic acts. Giving implies transfer, even if the gift

362 Garcia, ‘Imputation and Christology’ (2006), 246-7; idem, ‘Imputation as Attribution’ (2009), 420-1.
363 Garcia, ‘Imputation and Christology’ (2006), 246.

idem, ‘Imputation and Christology’ (2006), 247; idem, ‘Imputation as Attribution’ (2009), 419.

See chapter 8, below.

Garcia, ‘Imputation as Attribution’ (2009), 421.
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comes with the giver. Garcia observes ‘transfer’ is something quite different to
‘attribution’.®®’ Thus, the attribution model is necessary but not sufficient to account for all

of Paul’s use of righteousness language, and it needs to be supplemented by the

metaphorical reification model for a case such as Romans 5:17.

Southall observes that the gift language has ‘concrete’ connotations, and the notion of a gift
seems to presuppose a giving which ‘leaves the possession of the giver and becomes
possession of the believer’.*®® While the concrete connotations are clear, the notion that
righteousness might leave Christ’s possession is objectionable, an objection long ago

expressed by Calvin:

We do not, therefore, contemplate [Christ] outside ourselves from afar in order that his
righteousness may be imputed to us but because we put on Christ and are engrafted into

his body — in short, because he deigns to make us one with him. For this reason, we glory

that we have fellowship of righteousness with him. 369

Like Calvin, Garcia posits ‘that the res of salvation is the righteous Christ himself’.>’® This is
certainly true, and Calvin above expresses this using the ‘me/us in Christ’ motif of union

with Christ.3”

However, in Romans 5:17, the gift, the res, is SikaLooUvn, and this needs to be
accounted for by our conceptual model for righteousness. And if the res is StkoLoolvn,

dikecLoovun is reified, at least metaphorically.

However, that the res is dikaLooUvn in 5:17 need not mean that Christ ceases to be the res of
salvation. The gift and the giver might be received by the believer together. That is, the gift

of tkactoovm received by the believer might actually come through the believer’s receipt of

**7 Ibid

368 Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 23.
Institutes 3.11.10; Gaffin, ‘Union With Christ’ (2006), 285-6.
Garcia, ‘Imputation and Christology’ (2006), 248.

1 Corinthians 1:30; 2 Corinthians 5:21.
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the indwelling Christ. In this case, the union with Christ motif underlying 5:17 is not the
‘me/us in Christ’ (the Corporate Christ) motif but the ‘Christ in me/us’ (the Indwelling Christ)
motif. Barcley suggests that “in Christ” and “Christ in you” can, at times, be functionally
I'.372

identical for Pau Consider the following:

Romans 8:10: el 8¢ XpLotog év vty [...] 0 8¢ mredpe (wr) L SikeLooivny

Galatians 2:20: (fj 6¢ év éuol XpLotoc

Ephesians 3:17: katolkfioal tov XpLotov Sue Thg TLoTewg €V talg kopdiolg U@V
If the Corporate Christ, in whom we are, is our righteousness (bueilg €éote év Xprot® 'Incod,
0¢ éyevndn codlo MuUiy &mod Beod, dikerooyn: 1 Corinthians 1:30), it is certainly possible that
the Indwelling Christ also brings that same gift. Indeed, in Romans 8:10, Paul says that Christ
indwells a believer (XpLotog €v Oulv), and where Christ indwells a person, the

instrumentality of righteousness (5. dikaiootvny) thereby operates. Arguably, this

righteousness in 8:10 is the same righteousness that is gifted according to Romans 5:17.

For Garcia, reification is a ‘specter’, and only ‘a logical and communicative fallacy in which
ideas or abstractions are treated as though they were real, concrete entities’.>”? However,
reification can also denote a metaphorical use of language in which abstract concepts and
relationships are ‘reified’ (said to exist as a thing) for the purpose of analysis. Pauline
scholarship requires a description of Paul’s use of language, akin to ‘personification’, and

374 is readily at hand. Unfortunately, the word ‘reification’

(metaphorical) ‘reification
negatively connotes for many a crass and unsophisticated concretization. Perhaps for this

reason alone it may prove unacceptable. Nevertheless, Paul’s use of concretized ‘gift’

372 Barcley, Christ in You (1999), 111.

Garcia, ‘Imputation as Attribution’ (2009), 420-1.
Hookway ‘reification, hypostatization’, in J Dancy & E Sosa (eds), A Companion to Epistemology: Blackwell
Companion to Philosophy (Oxford: Blackwell, 1992), 428.
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language (| dwped €v yapiti (V15) =10 yapiope (vwi5, 16) = 10 dwpnuw (v16), which in turn
is identified with the gift which is righteousness, tfic dwpeig thg Sikatooty (v17) suggests
that Paul has adopted a ‘metaphorical reification’ of righteousness as a gift. The purpose of
Paul’s ‘metaphorical reification’ was not to assert that StkaLoolvm was a concrete substance,
gas, object, package, or parcel. AikarooOvn therefore does not move, float or fly. However,

for Paul, Sukaitoolvn as an abstract noun can indeed be given, received and possessed.

The purpose of this metaphorical reification is to indicate that a right or privilege with real
eschatological consequences has been given as a gift to one person but not another, and
has been sourced from a third, God in Christ. The reason SwkatooUvn is a gift is because it is
given yopLg ¢pywv.>” It is unmerited by the recipient. Each believer in Christ possesses the
gift of righteousness as an individual, as each will appear in the eschatological judgment as
an individual. A gift to each believer reflects the reality that each must appear individually

before God’s judgment seat.

Conceptually, an analogous situation to that subsisting between imputation and union with
Christ exists in the contrasting way of speaking in terms of rights and duties on the one
hand, and of responsibilities in relationships on the other. The relational obligation of the
Christian is to love neighbour as self. However, this relational obligation can be
‘metaphorically reified” so that someone can talk about an individual possessing certain
rights, such as the right to be loved. If there is a duty to love a neighour, we could likewise
conceive of a right to be loved as a neighbour. The rights and duties framework involves

metaphorically reifying the relational responsibility expressed in ‘love your neighbour’,

37> Romans 4:6.
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looked at from the perspective of only the recipient of love, but excluding for the purpose of
analysis the person with the obligation to love. Again, compare the two ways Paul speaks
about the remuneration of gospel workers. From the point of view of the individual, Paul
speaks of a ‘right’ or ‘authority’ which gospel workers ‘have’ (éxopev éovoiav: 1 Corinthians
9:4-6; 2 Thessalonians 3:9). However, from the point of view of the relationship of the
catechist with the congregation, the same topic is addressed by way of a command to the
church to share all good things with its teacher (kolvwveltw @ kotnyodrtL év TaoLY
ayoBolc: Galatians 6:6). Thus, the ‘metaphorical reification’ of ‘having a right’ should be
recognised as a figurative use of language for the purpose of analysing the entailments of a
relational responsibility from the perspective of the beneficiary only, with the benefactor for
the moment excluded. The eschatological reality of the individual appearing before Christ’s
judgment seat requires some distancing of Christ from his gift, as it is before Christ the judge

that the one clothed in Christ’s righteousness appears.376

Righteousness as a ‘possession’ in the Old Testament
Righteousness is frequently viewed as a possession in the Old Testament. In the phrase

‘righteousness will be to us’ (WJ?'HZCTD rP27137: Deut 6:25), the preposition lamed has

possessive force. Righteousness will belong to Israel when she observes the Torah. In the

Old Testament there is frequent use of the possessive pronominal suffix with P'TB root

nouns. For example:

* Israel might mistakenly believe she takes the land ‘in my/your righteousness’:
NP TS2/TNRTS3: DL 9:4-6.

*  YHWH will return to each man ‘his righteousness’:
IMPIETAN WRS 37T ;158 26:23.

3782 Timothy 4:1, 8; cf Acts 10:42; 17:31; Romans 2:16; 2 Corinthians 5:10; 1 Corinthians 4:5; John 5:22, 27.
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® YHWH has dealt with me according to my righteousness, according to the cleanness
of my hands he has recompensed me: “? D‘W: M 73; I8 MM ’Jb?;;?:
Psalm 18:20, 24; 2 Samuel 22:21, 25.

* |am strengthened in my righteousness and | will not abandon it:
TDIR KDY PRI MPTED: Job 27:6.

® Your righteousness only affects yourself: ‘[ﬁi?"TB D'B}']Di?'l Job 35:8.

¢ Judge me, YHWH, according to my righteousness and according to my integrity upon
me: ‘55] M2 PR MM ‘J@;@': Psalm 7:9.

®* There is a righteous man who perishes in his righteousness:
PIS2 TIR POIS W Ecc 7:15.

* |IfIsrael had obeyed, ‘your righteousness’ (FJ027737) would be like the waves of the
sea: Isaiah 48:18.

®* YHWH will expose Israel’s ‘righteousness and works’ (‘TWSJ?;'NM I0PT8), and
they will not benefit from them: Isaiah 57:12.

®* Your righteousness will go before you: FPT73 ‘[’J;% Isaiah 58:8.

* Jerusalem’s righteousness (M213) shines like a bright light: Isaiah 62:1; nations will

see your righteousness (]2713): Isaiah 62:2.

A person’s righteousness is the basis on which the supplicant claims a benefit from God. This

is particularly the case in Ezekiel:

* And if a righteous man turns from his righteousness (1P'[¥D) and does iniquity, and |
set a stumbling block before him, he will die: Ezekiel 3:20.

* And if these three men be among them — Noah, Daniel, and and Job — the same in
their righteousness (DDE"&;) would saves their souls [only]: Ezekiel 14:14; cf
14:20.

* The righteousness of the righteous person will be upon him:

IR YOY PYIST NPTS: Ezekiel 18:20; cf 24, 26.

* The righteousness of the righteous person will not deliver him on the day of his
transgression: W2 012 13‘?‘30 NS PYTET NPT Ezekiel 33:12.

*  When I say to the righteous, ‘He will certainly live’, and he trusts upon his
righteousness (711‘?'[3'53_1) and does iniquity, all his righteousness ((111?'[3)'5?)
will not be remembered: Ezekiel 33:13, cf 18.

Righteousness is also personified:
®* The righteousness of the blameless makes straight his paths, and in his wickedness
the wicked falls: JU") Pl YWY 1277 WA 2N NPTIS: Proverbs 11:5.
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® The righteousness of the upright will deliver them: D‘?‘ﬁm D’j@‘: NP3 Proverbs
11:6.

* Righteousness was said to once lodge within the city of Jerusalem: 12 ]’5: Ps:
Isaiah 1:21.

* Righteousness does not reach us: P23 N1WN: Isaiah 59:9.

® Righteousness stands far away: "T?JS_{I_W Pﬁﬂj{: MP7137: Isaiah 59:14.

A further image is that of being clothed with righteousness.
®* May your priests be clothed with righteousness: P'IE'WWDB’ ‘[‘JTTD Psalm 132:9.

® | putonrighteousness, and it clothed me; my justice was like a robe and a turban:
RRUR IS DYND WP WD PIS:ob 20114,

*  YHWH clothes his people with the garments of salvation and a robe of righteousness:
WYY PTS SOUR YYD W2 Isaiah 61:10.

The clothing metaphor demonstrates a tendency to metaphorical reification, as clothing

worn is in some sense ‘possessed’ by the wearer.

In the above instances, the frequent personal pronoun suggests that righteousness is
viewed as a possession. The righteousness possessed by the supplicant often becomes the
basis on which the supplicant pleads for vindication, reward or salvation. Similarly, the
person’s possession of a ‘righteousness’ that avails before God is the difference, in the case
of Ezekiel 18 and 33, of life and death, deliverance and destruction. This possession of
righteousness that avails coram Deo is the OT background that sheds light on the instances

where Paul says a person ‘receives’, ‘has’ or is given the ‘gift’ of righteousness.
y

An interesting usage is in Jeremiah, where the Davidic King is named ‘YHWH our
righteousness’, which indicates that YHWH is the content of the righteousness, but the

personal pronoun indicates that the Davidic King is somehow the people’s righteousness.
® And this is his [the Davidic King’s] name which he [YHWH?] will call him [the Davidic

King]: YHWH our righteousness: P18 7111 WNIPIIWR MWN: Jeremiah
23:6; cf, of Jerusalem, Jeremiah 33:16.
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The Messiah is thus the people’s ‘righteousness’, which includes their justice as a quality,

and the saving presence and activity of YHWH.>”’

The two types of s.karoo6vn and its ‘possession’

Romans 9:30-10:6

In Romans 9:30-31, Paul uses the metaphor of a footrace. Gentiles have not pursued (un
Suidkovta), but paradoxically katédafer dikatootvny.’”® Kataropfdvw, ‘seize’, ‘grasp’,
‘catch’,”® here refers to attaining, winning, or laying hold of a prize, Stkatootvn.*®° The
obtained SikaLoolvn originates ék Tiotewe. By contrast, Israel has pursued (Siwkwr) ‘a law of
righteousness’, but did not attain to that law (ei¢ véuov ok épOuoev). The unusual phrase

vopov dikatootung (9:31) means a law “for righteousness’,*®! ‘as a way of righteousness’,*®?

1383

or ‘whose object is righteousness’™" when its demands are met. Unfortunately, Israel by her

works did not attain to the law’s standard for achieving rig:;hteousness.384

Romans 10:3-6 posits two types of righteousness as exclusive alternatives.*® The first is Ty
10D Oeod dikatootvmy, T Sikaoovvn tob Beod (v3), also conceived as 1) ék TloTewg

dikecLoovm (v6). The second is described as Ty 6taw [diketootvmr] (v3). This righteousness

377 Thompson, Jeremiah (1980), 490-1.

Jewett, Romans (2007), 609; Morris, Romans (1988), 374.

LSIM, 897.

Romans 9:30; cf 1 Corinthians 9:24; Philippians 3:12-14; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 535-7; Morris, Romans
(1988), 374 n 135; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 279; Dunn, Romans (1988), 2:580; Kdasemann, Romans
(1980), 277; Kruse, Romans (2012), 394.

381 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 537; Schreiner, ‘Israel’s Failure: Romans 9:30-10:3’ (1991), 213.

382 Kruse, Romans (2012), 394.

Moo, Romans (1996), 625.

384 Romans 2:12; 3:10-20, 23; Moo, Romans (1996), 627; Cf Schreiner, ‘Israel’s Failure: Romans 9:30-10:3’
(1991), 214; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 329.

3% Galatians 3:12; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 305; 326ff; Moo, Romans (1996), 645ff;
Gordon, ‘Why Israel did not obtain Torah-Righteousness’ (1992), 163-4; Watson, Paul and The Hermeneutics of
Faith (2004), 332; Kruse, Romans (2012), 401.

378
379
380

383
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of one’s own is also conceived as ‘the righteousness from the law’, Ty Sikaoolvny Ty é

[toD] vduov (V5).

Népoc refers to the Mosaic law, for it is what ‘Moses writes’ (Mwiofic ypdder: v5).>*® This

righteousness is based on doing: 6 motfioeg adte &vbpwtoc (foetal év adtoic (v5).>’

Therefore, ‘one’s own dikeLooUvn’ denotes a quality which produces righteous activity, ie,
doing the Sinaitic legislation. Eschatological resurrection ‘life’ ((wn) is the goal of observing

the law, conditional on keeping the law’s requirements.*® ’I5{«v (10:3) has a possessive

389

sense. Their dikaLoolvn is sourced from themselves as individuals.”™” Individuals within

390

Israel must meet the law’s demands. " This requires works that are co-extensive with the

Mosaic legislation’s demands, and not merely limited to ‘boundary markers’ and ‘purity

» 391

laws’.*** In short, it is an attempt to attain dikatootyn through good works.>*

This is true to

the nature of véuog, because it is based on doing, not faith.>*? Israel’s quest is futile because

395

VOUOG requires obedience®®* without sin.>*> Though some deny that the law demands

perfection,®®® what cannot be denied is that ‘humanity has not obeyed the law, or even

386 Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 326.

Leviticus 18:5.

388 | eviticus 18:5; Romans 2:13; Watson, Paul and The Hermeneutics of Faith (2004), 320-3; Westerholm,
Perspectives Old & New (2004), 299; Sprinkle, Law and Life (2008), 173-5; Contra Dunn, Romans (1988), 2:601.
¥ Moo, Romans (1996), 634; Kruse, Romans (2012), 401.

Moo, Romans (1996), 634-5.

Schreiner, ‘Israel’s Failure: Romans 9:30-10:3’ (1991), 217.

Schreiner, ‘Israel’s Failure: Romans 9:30-10:3’ (1991), 218; Watson, Paul and The Hermeneutics of Faith
(2004), 333.

3% Galatians 3:12; Gordon, ‘Why Israel did not obtain Torah-Righteousness’ (1992), 164.

Galatians 3:10; 5:3; 6:13.

Romans 2:12-13.

Watson, Paul and The Hermeneutics of Faith (2004), 326; Sprinkle, Law and Life (2008), 175.
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cannot obey it’,>**’ because all are under sin.>*® However, the law does indeed require

perfection for justification.>*

“Works of the law” will never justify, because what the law does is to reveal sin. Nobody
can keep it perfectly.*®

Instead of acknowledging ‘one’s own quest for righteousness is futile’ and throwing ‘oneself
entirely upon the gift of righteousness offered in Christ (5:17),%°" most of Israel has not
submitted (Umetdynoar) to the dikarootvn Beod (10:3), which is the SikaLoolvmy €k Tlotewg
(9:30). Akactootvm retains its meaning of dispositional justice issuing in right behaviour and

thus is a status accruing to those who have adhered to the Mosaic law as norm.*’?

However,
the dikaLootum Beod is not identical with the dikatootun & vépov,*® as it is an
‘extraordinary’ dikaLoovn, Thr Tod 6eod (10:3), and stands in the place of the ‘ordinary’

ikaLoovvn achieved through the law, as a dikatootvmy received &k Tiotewe.***

The Righteousness of God (6LkaLoobvn 6€00)
The genitive constructions thr tod 6eod dikatootvmy and T Sikaoolvy tod Beod (10:3)

have traditionally been taken as ‘the righteousness that comes from God’.**> This
understanding relies heavily on the phrase tnv &k 6eod Sikatootvny (Philippians 3:9), and

takes the genitive 6ecod and the phrase thv i8lav to both denote origin. The righteousness

397 Sprinkle, Law and Life (2008), 175.

Romans 3:10-20; 23; 6:23; 7:7-25.

Romans 2:12; 3:10-12, 20, 23; 10:5; Galatians 3:10, 12; 5:3; James 2:10-11; Schreiner, ‘Is Perfect Obedience
Possible?’ (1984), 151-60; idem, ‘Paul and Perfect Obedience to the Law’ (1985), 245-78; idem, Schreiner, The
Law and Its Fulfillment (1993), 41-71; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 436; McFadden,
‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaiéma’ (2009), 492-3; Moo, Galatians (2013), 201-5; Gordon, ‘Why Israel did not
obtain Torah-Righteousness’ (1992)’, 165.

400 Wright, Justification: God’s Plan (2009), 97.

Byrne, Romans (1996), 315.

Shedd, Romans (1879), 305; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 277-8 and fn 39;

Shedd, Romans (1879), 305.

Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 263-273, 277-8.

NIV, RSV, ESV; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 515; Nygren, Romans (1952), 379; Hodge, Romans (1864), 334-5;
Moo, Romans (1996), 634.
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which comes from God as his gift is distinguished from the righteousness originating from

one’s self in obedience to the law.

This necessitates discussion of the dikatootvn Beod. The phrase is probably polyvalent,*®®
the genitival flexibility making it useful for various contexts as one slogan apt to convey
three ideas,*” none necessarily exclusive of the others:

(1) God’s righteous activity of saving his people, now revealed in Christ Jesus. God
rescues and brings victory to his sinful people through the work of Jesus the
Messiah.*%

(2) God’s attribute of righteousness, being his fairness and equity, his righteous wrath
against sin, and his justice in punishing it.*®®

(3) God’s gift to believers of ‘the righteousness of faith’, whereby God reckons
righteousness to the ungodly. ‘The righteousness of God’ in this sense is ‘the
righteousness from God’, where the genitive is one of origin or source, denoting a
gift received through faith, and is opposed to ‘our own righteousness’ by works.**°

God’s righteousness as an action, an attribute, and a gift, are clearly related. God’s saving
actions win the victory by rescuing a people for himself. God does so in a way consistent
with his justice, punishing wickedness in his Messiah. Yet God’s salvation is gracious, in
which he attributes to his people ‘righteousness’, the personal quality that produces law
keeping, even though they are in fact ‘ungodly’. All three aspects resolve in Jesus Christ. But
the last, the gift of righteousness from God to the believer, makes the best sense in Romans
10:3, though it does not exhaust Paul’s meaning.*** The righteousness that the believer
receives is from without, from God. The genitive is one of origin or source,*** and it is an

alien righteousness. This is confirmed in 10:4 by the verbless clause with the dative of

406 Moo, Romans (1996), 74; Thielman, ‘God’s Righteousness’ (2011), 35, 45, 47.

Thielman, ‘God’s Righteousness’ (2011), 35, 45; Moo, Romans (1996), 84.

“%® Romans 1:16-17; 3:21-22, 26. Regarding 2 Corinthians 5:21, the phrase fjuelc yevdueba dikotootvn Heod
€v a0T@ (2 Corinthians 5:21) doesn’t immediately suggest a gift of righteousness, but that fjucic, believers,
become in Christ a concrete expression of the righteousness of God’s saving acts: Martin, 2 Corinthians (1986),
158; Pace Wright, ‘On Becoming the Righteousness of God’ (1993), 200-8.

*%° Romans 1:17-18, 3:5; 3:25-26.

10 Romans 10:3-4; Philippians 3:9; Romans 1:16-17; 3:21-22, 26: cf Romans 4:3, 5, 6,9, 11, 13, 22, 5:17; 9:30,
10:6, 31; 10:10; Galatians 2:21.

M Ortland, ‘Zeal Without Knowledge’ (2011), 28-30.

ibid, 30.
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advantage or recipient*’?, eic dikatootvn mavtl 1) mLoTevovTL: righteousness [comes] to all

who believe.

Against this, Wright argues that ‘God’s righteousness’ is shorthand for the entire sweep of

covenantally loyal actions God has undertaken from Abraham to the Messiah’.*** Israel has

rejected this history of God’s faithful actions (‘God’s righteousness’) to set up ‘their own
righteousness’, which excludes the Gentiles and prevents Israel being pared down to a
remnant. Paul is attacking the belief that God’s covenant is the Jews’ exclusive inalienable

possession, and Wright sees no sign of ‘works righteousness’ in ‘their own righteousness’.

Wright minimizes the contrast between righteousness by law and that of faith. For Wright,

Christians fulfill the doing of the law by their faith.**> However, the righteousness of the

Mosaic law (10:5) and the righteousness from faith (10:6) are contrasted.*'°

[A]ny position which posits continuity between Rom 10:5 and 10:6-8 and fails to see a
contrastive element does not seem to reflect the flow of the passage from Rom 9:30
onwards.*"’

In verse 6, ‘righteousness’ is strongly personified.**® The righteousness from faith speaks

419 420
d,

(Aéyer). The righteousness sourced from Go then reified as a gift,” is attributed to

humans as a quality,421 and then personified.422

3 Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 142-9

Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 654-5.

ibid, 660.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 2:602.

Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 249.
ibid, 254-5.

Romans 3:21.

Romans 5:17.

Romans 4:6, 11; 5:19.

Romans 10:6.
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Philippians 3:9

8However, quite to the contrary, | also regard everything to be loss, because of the
surpassing greatness of knowing Christ Jesus my Lord, because of whom | have lost
everything. | even regard [them] excrement, so that | may gain Christ *and be found in him
(év adT®), not having my [own] righteousness, the [one that comes] from [the] law (u7)
Eqwy &uny dikaLoohun TNV €k vopov), but [having] the [one that comes] through faith in
Christ (&AAX TTY OLd TloTewg XpLotoD), the righteousness [that comes] from God [and
rests] upon the [person who has] faith (thv é Beod Sikatootvny émi tf miotet),  to
know him and the power of his resurrection (tod yv@val adtov kel thy SOvepLy thg
qraotaoews abtov) and [the] fellowship of his sufferings, becoming conformed to his death,
if perhaps | will attain to the resurrection of the dead (€l mw¢ katowtiow ei¢ Ty
EEQVAOTAOLY TNV €K VEKPOY).

As in Romans 9:30-10:6, Paul distinguishes two types of righteousness.**? The first is that
which is ‘by the law’, kat SikecLoolvmy v év vouw (v6). Paul calls it ‘my own righteousness
by law’, éunv Sikatootvny v €k vopou (v9a). While the first three items Paul rehearses in
his Jewish heritage cannot be called personal achievements (v5), he does describe his
personal accomplishments (vv5-6) using three prepositional phrases with kate taking the

accusative.*?*

TEPLTOUT OKTaLEPOC, circumcised on the eighth day,
ek yévoug “Topana, of the genus of Israel,
duAfic Beviapiv of the tribe of Benjamin,

a Hebrew of Hebrews,
according to law, a Pharisee,
according to zeal, persecuting the church,
according to righteousness in the law,
having become blameless. (Philippians 3:5-6)

EBpotog €€ ‘Eppaiwvy,
ket vopor daploaiog,

\ ~ ’ \ b ’
Koo (HA0G SLWKWY TNV €KKANnoLay,
KTl SLKeLooUYMY THY €V VoUW

YEVOUEPOG GULeERTTOC.

Against Wright, the first six categories do not emphasise ethnic status, but only the first

425

three.”” The last three are achievements Paul claimed as an individual, and do not apply to

426

his nation.” Even Paul’s claim to be a ¢Bpeiog €€ ‘Eppatwv (v5) distinguishes him from

423 Southall, Rediscovering Righteousness (2008), 304; Matlock, ‘Saving Faith: miotic in Paul’ (2009), 77; Bell,

‘Faith in Christ: Philippians 3:9 and Ephesians 3:12’ (2009), 113.

2% 0’Brien, Philippians (1991), 395-6; Bell, ‘Faith in Christ: Philippians 3:9 and Ephesians 3:12 (2009)’, 112.
Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God (2013), 2:988.

Galatians 1:13-14; Acts 22:3-5; 26:9-11.
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other Hebrews and suggests a claim to special achievement. Zeal, choice of party, good
track record of persecution, and blamelessness according to the law’s righteousness, were
all part of his confidence in the flesh as an individual, which he held up against his

opponents. Partly from heritage, but mostly from achievement, Paul evinced ‘attitudinal

self-righteousness’.*”” Emphatic personal possessive eunv reflects that this righteousness

428

depends on Paul’s efforts through works of the law."® Pronoun with participle (éxwv éunv)

indicates righteousness as a present possession.429 Preposition ¢k denotes source or

431

origin,43° being v €k vopou. This righteousness is derived from the law.™ " It is not a

‘national’ righteousness, as then Paul would have said ‘our own’ righteousness.**

In any
event, Paul‘s opponents also claimed ‘national’ righteousness, and Paul only had greater

confidence (éyo paiiov: v4) because of his personal achievements.***

Since Paul fulfilled the law’s prescription for righteous behavior, he possessed
righteousness from the law. He claims it to be my own righteousness because he
achieved it by keeping the law. He owned it because he had earned it.***

)’ . ’ ” . . .
Paul’s previous blamelessness (yevopevog apepntoc: vb) was not a claim to sinlessness. Paul

43> But here,

elsewhere saw himself in light of the law very differently (Romans 7:7-13).
apepmtog refers to a scrupulous adherence to upright behavior and use of the means of the

atonement.**® Paul is accenting his exemplary way of life conforming to the Mosaic law

understood along Pharisaic lines, which provided grounds for contradicting Paul’s claim.**’

27 0’Brien, Philippians (1991), 395; Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 209.

Silva, Philippians (2005), 161; Hansen, Philippians (2009), 238; Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 209.
Fee, Philippians (1995), 321.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 397.

Deuteronomy 6:25; Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 210.

Kim, Paul and the New Perspective: Second Thoughts (2002), 77-79.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 239.

ibid, 238.

Martin, Philippians (1959), 143-4. See Chapter 9, below.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 228; Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God (2013), 2:989.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 380; Fee, Philippians (1995), 309; Miiller, Philippians (1955), 111; Vincent,
Philippians (1897), 98-99.

428
429
430
431
432
433
434
435
436
437

MTh Thesis 80



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

In observable conduct and the judgment of men, Paul was blameless.**® Paul is responding
ad hominem to those who have placed their hope in the flesh (vv3-4), in national
righteousness, and obedience to the law, all of which Paul now considers okUBaAc (v6) as a

way of righteousness.

Strong adversative aAAd contrasts Ty Sud Tlotewg XpLotod [Sikatoclvny] with éuny
dLkecLoolvm TNV €k vopou (v9). This righteousness is also described as v €k 6eod
dikecLoobvmy €mi Th Tiotel (v9). Prasad supplies to the beginning of the first clause the

phrase éywv éunv dikatoolvmy, arguing that Paul intends to say that faith-righteousness is

» 439

also ‘my own’.*** However, Philippians 3:9 evinces a chiastic structure.**°

Thus, possessive
eunv corresponds to émi Tf) Tiotel by way of contrast. Faith-righteousness is thus, for Paul, in
one sense not ‘my own’ (in that it originates from God, not Paul’s keeping of the law),
although in another sense faith-righteousness is possessed by Paul, as shall now be

demonstrated.

Paul seeks to ‘gain Christ’ (lva XpLotov kepdnow: v8), therefore giving up other ‘gains’

441 ) 442

(képdn: v7)™"" This in itself connotes ‘possession’, “*“ though the verb focusses on future

443

possession. Paul wants to perfectly appropriate Christ and make him his own.™ This occurs

444

fully on the day of Christ.”™ Paul then wishes to be found in Christ’ (c0pef® €v adtd: v 9).

38 Luke 18:21; Calvin, Comm Philippians, 3:6 in CC, 21:93; Alford, Greek NT (1877), 3:179; Ellicott, Philippians

(1865), 70.

439 Prasad, ‘The Righteousness of the Believer: Phil 3,9’ (2004), 168.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 394; Silva, Philippians (2005), 160; contra Matlock, ‘Saving Faith: niotic in Paul’
(2009), 76.

*1 0’Brien, Philippians (1991), 391.

Martin, Philippians (1959), 147-8.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 391; Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 208-9; Vincent, Philippians (1897), 101.
O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 391.
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again focussing on Judgment Day.445 Paul seeks a perfection and consummation of his

inaugurated union with Christ.**®

There is an interplay between the present and future
aspect of Paul’s quest for SikacLoovn by faith.**’ The present aspect is reflected by participle
un éxwv denegatived by aAia. Paul has diketoovn ‘in the here and now as well as on the
final day’.**® The future aspect is reflected by the subjunctives kepdiow, ebpedd (vw8-9).

Ziesler underplays this present possession.**® Therefore, Paul both presently has, but also

seeks to gain, SikoLoolvm.

This inaugurated eschatology is reflected in Philippians 3:12-14. The ‘now’ is expressed in
that Paul has been grasped by Christ (note passive kateAudpdny 1o Xprotod: v13). The ‘not
yet’ is Paul’s quest, expressed by ody 6tL §on €érafov, Hidn Tetedelwpal, €l kol KaTaAdBw
(v12), and éyw éuautov ob Aoyilopel ketetAndévar (v13). Paul does not reckon that he has
yet grasped his goal, but he doesn’t specify his object of pursuit (vw12-14). It should not be
inferred that Paul presently lacks dikatootun in any sense.**° Probably, Paul’s ultimate goal
is the eschatological gaining of Christ himself,*! conforming to Christ’s death and

resurrection (v10-11), all of which lie in Paul’s future.

Regarding thv 6uo Tlotewg Xprotod (v9), preposition dua with genitive indicates the

instrument through which 6iketoatvn is received.*** The genitive is probably objective®? not

445 ibid, 392; Hawthorne, Philippians (1983), 140; Collange, Philippians (1979), 130; Martin, Philippians (1976),

131.

% O0’Brien, Philippians (1991), 392, 415-6.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 237; Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 188.
O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 393.

Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 149.

Cf Romans 5:1-2, 9.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 421-2.

Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 255.
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subjective.”* The source of this righteousness is God (thv &k Beod Sikatoatvny) who gives

.. 455 456
it.

It is a received righteousness.™” Hansen rightly observes:

Paul’s unique way of qualifying righteousness as the righteousness that comes from God
puts the expression in the category of Paul’s references in Romans to righteousness
credited, receved, or obtained as a gift.457

Some argue that ‘Paul presents two different meanings for the word righteousness’ in verse

9.%% paul’s own dikecoolvn has ‘ethical connotations’ and refers to moral achievement, but

the righteousness from God is ‘not some higher kind of moral achievement but is a

d 1459

relational term, denoting basically a right relationship with Go However, there is no

460

need to evacuate the ethical connotations from thv ék 8cod Sikatooclvny.”" The source is

different (ék Beod, not &uiy or &k vépov), but it is not a different species of Sikatoatvn.**!

The undoubted relational status connoted by dikaLootvn is still grounded on ethical

righteousness, but in the second case it is ‘extraordinary righteousness',462 the

‘righteousness from God in Christ’ comes to us as a gift and based on another’s

463

achievements.”™" As Westerholm says:

453 Hansen, Philippians (2009), 241-2; Matlock, ‘Saving Faith: miotic in Paul’ (2009), 78; Bell, ‘Faith in Christ:

Philippians 3:9 and Ephesians 3:12 (2009), 111-120; Moo, Galatians (2013), 38-48; Silva, Philippians (2005),
161; idem, ‘Faith Versus Works’, 227-234; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 305-6; Hawthorne,
Philippians (1983), 141-2; Vincent, Philippians (1897), 102; Fee, Philippians (1995), 324-6, esp fn 44; Ziesler,
Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 148-152.

4 Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 252-5; Sumney, Philippians (2007), 80; Seifrid, ‘The Faith of Christ’, 144-
5; Foster, ‘TIiotic Xpiotod: Philippians and Ephesians’ (2009), 93-100; O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 398-9;
Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 210-2.

455 Marshall, Philippians (1992), 90; Hawthorne, Philippians (1983), 142; Martin, Philippians (1976), 132;
Miiller, Philippians (1955), 115; Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 148-9.

436 Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 312.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 240.

ibid, 240.

O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 396; Hawthorne, Philippians (1983), 140-1; Beare, Philippians (1973), 120.
%0 per Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 148-151.

*1 pace Ziesler, op cit, 149.

Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 273-284.

**% Romans 5:17-19.
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[Tlhough ‘dikaiosify’ may broadly be said to mean “accept” or “approve,” the point
should be borne in mind that the “acceptance” or “approval” spoken of is that which, in
the “normal” course of things, would be granted only to doers of dikaiosness.***

|II

465

The prepositional phrase emi tf wioter (3:9) is difficult,” and has been rendered ‘built on’,

‘grounded upon’, ‘on the ground of’,*®® ‘on the condition of’,*®’ ‘on the basis of’,*®® ‘that

upon which a state of being, an action, or a result is based’,**or ‘that depends upon'.47° But

it is preferable to recognise a locative use of both prepositions, é&k and ért, and a spatial*’*

movement of the gift of righteousness.”’> The basic meaning of both prepositions in their

primary local senses is a spatial movement ‘from within’ (ék) and ‘resting upon’ (émt)

473

something.”’” Applied to Philippians 3:9, the SikaLooUvn originates from within God (éx

475 «

6eov), proceeds from God,*”* and alights and rests upon the faith’ (émi tf) mlotel)

476

exercised by a believer towards Christ. “"” If the article (tf] mloteL) is personified, the

righteousness comes ‘upon the [person with] faith’.*”” If &n{ with the dative denotes a more

478

close connection than with the genitive,”’" then the gift of righteousness from God is

identified with a person’s faith in the closest possible way.

4 ibid, 278 fn 39.

cf Acts 3:16.

Silva, Philippians (2005), 168; Alford, Greek NT (1877), 3:180; Ellicott, Philippians (1865), 73.
Lightfoot, Philippians (1890), 150.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 242; Bockmuehl, Philippians (1998), 213; O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 394;
Martin, Philippians (1959), 148.

%9 O0’Brien, Philippians (1991), 400.

Martin, Philippians (1976), 133.

Sumney, Philippians (2007), 81.

72 First suggested to me by the Rev Dr Stephen Shead, in personal conversation.

473 Harris, ‘Appendix: Prepositions and Theology in NT’ (1971), in NIDNTT, 3:1188, 1193.

% Beare, Philippians (1973), 119-21.

Vincent, Philippians (1897), 102.

Calvin, Comm Philippians 3:9, in CC, 21:97.

a7 Sumney, Philippians (2007), 81.

*’8 Ellicott, Philippians (1865), 73.
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Both union with Christ and receiving righteousness as a gift co-exist in Philippians 3:8-9.*”°

‘It is only by becoming one with Christ, that Christ’s righteousness can become our
» 480 «

righteousness’.”™ ‘Union with Christ’ and receiving ‘righteousness from God’ is not

‘either/or’, but ‘both/and’.*®

Conclusion
Paul expressly says that dikatootun is a gift given by God and received by believers.** Gifts
are possessed, and the gift of righteousness is no exception. This gift of righteousness has

3 Imputation of

come in the way that Paul has already indicated, by imputation.
righteousness sits within the broader category of union with Christ, and the best model to
account for most texts is that it involves attributing a quality of righteousness that is

484 However, a ‘metaphorical reification’ of righteousness

‘properly’ Christ’s to the believer.
accounts for Romans 5:17, Philippians 3:9, and some uses of the polyvalent phrase
dikecLoovvm Beov. Such ‘reifications’ operate in the context of a broader attribution model

and within the overarching category of ‘union with Christ’, and particularly with the

reference to the indwelling Christ.

9 Martin, Philippians (1959), 148; Hawthorne, Philippians (1983), 140, 142.

Lightfoot, Philippians (1890), 149.
O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 416, criticizing Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 149-51.
482
Romans 5:15-17.
**3 Romans 4:3, 6, 9, 11, 22.
*** Romans 5:19.
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Chapter 5

The Meaning of dikalwun and Sikalwolg,
and the motif of resurrection in
Romans 4

Introduction

In his exposition of justification, Paul uses two rare terms, dikaiwue (Romans 1:32; 2:26;
5:16, 18; 8:4) and dikaiwolg (Romans 4:25; 5:18). This chapter analyses the semantic range
of ikalwpo and Sukelwolg in the Graeco-Roman corpus, the Lxx, and the NT outside of

Romans 5:16,485 18,486 and 8:4.%*” The chapter closes with exegesis of Romans 4:25.

Accidence and word formation of dikalwue and dikal waoLg

Both dikaiwue and dikalwolg are verbal nouns, built onto the verb stem Sikol6—. Avkatdw is
a forensic term denoting the judicial process to ‘set right’, ‘hold or deem right’, ‘claim or
demand as a right’, ‘pronounce judgment’, and especially in the Lxx and NT, ‘pronounce and
treat as righteous’, ‘justify’, ‘vindicate’.”®® The root dikai— denotes ‘justice’, ‘righteousness’
or ‘judgment’. The suffix —oL¢ normally denotes the action or process of the verbal root,

489

while—1e normally expresses the result or consequence of the action,”™” although this must

be born out by usage. ‘[A]ikaiwolc is the act of justifying of which dikalwua is the concrete

% See Chapter 6.

See Chapter 7.

See Chapter 9.

LSJM, 429; cf MM, 162-3; Schrenk, ‘SikaLdw’, TDNT, 2:211-219; Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 1-
7,52-58, 71, 74-5, 83-5, 128-130, 141, 147; Moo, Galatians (2013), 50; Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New
(2004), 264 fn 7; Seifrid, ‘Paul’s Use of Righteousness Language’ (2004), 52-53; Fitzmyer, Romans (1993), 308-
9; idem, ‘Justification by Faith in Pauline Thought’ (2006), 83-85; Reumann, ‘Justification and Justice in the
New Testament’ (1999), 27.

*® schrenk, ‘Sukelwue’, TDNT, 2:219; EDNT, 334; TLNT, 343; Moulton & Howard, Grammar: Accidence & Word-
formation (1929), 2:353-5, 373-4; Goodwin, Greek Grammar (1955), 184-6; BDAG, 249; Robertson, Grammar
(1934), 150-2; Beale, Revelation (1999), 936 fn 304; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 31.
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expression’.49° In such cases, Sukalwpe is prima facie, the result of dikaiwolg. We turn now

to usage.

Akl wpe in Secular Greek Usage
According to the lexica, in Greek secular usage, Sikalwuo was a term used in legal contexts

for an ‘act of justice’, a ‘rectification’ or ‘amendment’ of a wrong, or a ‘legal claim’ or ‘plea

for justice’.**' The nominalization of the result of SikaLéw, Sikaiwue denotes the

492

actualization of justice.”™ It might thus be translated ‘justification’ or ‘condemnation’,

‘punishment’, depending on context. Further, dikaiwue might denote a statute or

ordinance, a legal ‘act’, again the concretization or result of the justice process.*>> These are

all types of ‘decree’.*** Occasionally Sikolwpe denotes a ‘righteous deed’ or ‘right action”.*®

The following analysis of dikeiwue used in specific cases will bear out the substantial

correctness of the dictionaries.

1. Awkal wpa as judicial correction, rectification, or justification by a judge

Aristotle (384-322Bc)*%¢, Nicomachean Ethics, Book 5 Chapter 7

An act of injustice (10 dd(knue) differs from the unjust (1o &dtkov), and an act of justice (o
dukaiwpe) differs from the just (to ddikatov). For what is unjust (&Sikov) is by nature or by
enactment, but this very thing becomes an act of injustice (&diknuc) once it is done; yet until
what is unjust is done, it is not yet an act of injustice, though it is unjust (&&ikov). The case is
similar also for an act of justice (Sikaiwua) (though this is more commonly called a ‘just
action’ (dikeLompaynue), whereas an ‘act of justice’ is a correction of an act of injustice
(Buaiwpe 8¢ O émavépbwpe Tod ddikuatoc).®’

490 Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 288; idem, Romans (1988), 236 n 81.

*11SIM, 429; Schrenk, ‘Sikaiwpe’, TDNT, 2:219-20.

Schrenk, ‘Sikalwpe’, TDNT, 2:219.

ibid, 2:220.

BDAG, 249; Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 85.

LSJM, 429; Schrenk, ‘Suko.lwpe’, TDNT, 2:220.

For dates: Hornblower, Spaworth & Eidinow, Oxford Classical Dictionary (2012).

English translation Bartlett & Collins, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics (2011), 105; Greek text: Rackham (trs),
Aristotle: The Nicomachean Ethics: LCL 73 Aristotle Vol XIX (1934), 296, cited Nicomachean Ethics; Lat Ethica
Nicomachea [EN], 5.7.7, [1135%13]; Compare Ross & Brown (trs), Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics (1980), 93.
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Aristotle here distinguishes between universals and particulars, between justice and
injustice in the abstract as rules that can be universalized, and justice and injustice in
particulars, being acts which are done. Aristotle first uses dikalwue twice to refer to a
particularization or concrete act of justice. However, Aristotle corrects his own terminology,
instead using dikaLompaynue as the common term for a concrete act of justice. Aristotle thus
reserves Sikelwpa for denoting a rectification or correction of an act of injustice. The neuter
noun 1o émavdpbwpe denotes a correction.**® Since the correction is ordered by a judge,

‘justification’ or ‘rectification’ is an appropriate translation.

For Aristotle, ‘corrective justice’ (§opbwtikdv, émavopbwtikdr) concerns the correction or
rectification of losses. A judge rectifies harm by restoring what was lost to the wronged

party, taking goods away from the party in the wrong, or simply by punishing the

499

offender.”” ‘[JJustice demands that the judge impose a judgment that best restores to the

injured party what was lost’.>® Typically, that involves restitution. The judge tries to

501

equalize the unjust gain by restoring the mean.” " The goal of ‘corrective justice’ is not

‘punitive’. Rather ‘corrective justice’ seeks a judgment that restores both wrongdoer and

92 1n ‘corrective justice’, each party should

the wronged person to their original condition.
be treated according to their merit (kat’ &flav). Who one is (a freeborn citizen, a foreigner,

a slave) and what one has done must also be taken into account.”®

8 LSIM, 609, émaroph-dew.

Weed, ‘Aristotle on Justice’ (2006), 91; Thom, ‘Sermon on the Mount: An Aristotelian Reading’ (2009), 321;
Pakaluk, Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics: An Introduction (2005), 196.
>0 Weed, ‘Aristotle on Justice’ (2006), 92.
501 ...
ibid.
*% ibid, 92-3.
>03 Thom, ‘Sermon on the Mount: An Aristotelian Reading’ (2009), 322.
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The anonymous late-Antiquities commentator on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics is a Greek-

speaker and so his understanding of the Greek language will be connected to Paul’s,

although he writes much later. His exposition of NE Book 5 Chapter 7, confirms our reading

of the paragraph:

Anonymi in Aristotelis, Ethica
Nicomachea, In ethica Nicomachea

ii-v commentaria: Thesaurus Linguae
Graecae {4033.001)

Anonmymous Commentator on Nicomachean Ethics,
English Translation5%* (c AD13t Century)5%5

dLapooav yap deinvuoly adinov te
%OL ALOXTUOTOG ROl OLXOLLOU %Ol
OXOLDUATOG 1] OLXOLOTIQ YT LATOG.

dowov pgv ydo ot i) Ta&et, Ov
1O0OOAOV TE RO MOLOUEVOV KL
TETAYUEVOV TQ AOY D"

otav 8¢ moayOf) nal év med&el
vévntal, adixnud €éotiv, OV €v Toig
700’ €éxoota.

Opoimg TO dnaLOV WOLOUEVOV TE ROl
©006Aov diralov, mpaybev d¢ TovTo
owaiopua avaroyov Td duxormpate.

elmmv 08 draiopa TO »aTd TO
MOLOUEVOV TE %l aBOhov dinaov
oy 0ev émavoedovTanl avTo %o
onov

10OOAOV PEV TO ROTA TO MOLOUEVOV
Olrnarov mav oy BV dinaomodrynua.
roheltol GAL’ 00 dwxaiopna, dv te €v
vouf) 1) &v te el T CUVaLAypaTa,
10img d¢ dwaimpa TO
EmavoeBmTIXOV TOD AduaTog,
TOVTEOTLY 1) €70 TGO AdNpOLTL
TmEio te ®al Cnulo.

TOLOVTOV €0TL 1Ol TO “Oamoen O¢
Kopwbov”, icov 1d émavoeBmoel nal
nOAAOEL TO YOO €lg TOV AdoaAvVTH
YLVOUEVOV dxaomgaynue tovt’
£0Ti TO dwxaiopa.

0 UEV YO0 TNV TOQO-XATAON XNV
aodLd0Vs dixaomeayel, O 08 TQ U
ATOOLOOVTL EMEELWV O ALOL TOV
adwnoavta, 2ol T0 ToLVTo
Owaromeaynuo duxaiona.

For [Aristotle] demonstrates a distinction between both
‘injustice’ and an ‘unjust act’, and also ‘justice’ and a ‘just
outcome’ or a ‘just act’.

For on the one hand, ‘injustice’ is in the class which [is]
both general and also classified and defined by the word.

But when ‘[injustice]’ is done, and comes to pass in an
action, it is an ‘unjust act’, which is [categorised] among
those that are particulars.

Likewise, ‘justice’, both definite and in general, [remains]
justice, but [when justice] is done, then this ‘just outcome’
is analagous to the ‘just decision’.

But calling a just outcome according to both definition
and in general ‘justice’ being done, he corrects it and says:

On the one hand, general justice according to definition
calls every [just] action a dikaio-pragéma (a righteous act)
but not a dikaioma (a righteous outcome), [no matter] if it
be in law or if it concerns the conciliations, but especially
dikaioma (‘justification’) is the correction of an unjust act,
that is, both the retribution and the penalty upon the
unjust act.

Such as this is also the saying ‘And he will justify Corinth’
(ie pronounce a verdict)’, equally he will correct [it] and
punish it. For whatever brings about a righteous act for
the one who has done unrighteousness, this is
justification.

For on the one hand, the one who pays back the deposit
of money acts righteously; but on the other hand, the one
[legally] prosecuting the one who does not give back [the
deposit] justifies (ie judicially corrects) the unrighteous
one, namely, the outcome of the justice process (which is)
such an act of righteousness.
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A difference in the Anonymous commentary from my reading of Aristotle is that it is not
clear that for Aristotle, the correction of the injustice involves punishment (as it does
according to the Anonymous commentator). For Aristotle, corrective justice is not punitive,
but seeks to restore the mean by judicial correction. But this difference is immaterial for my
main point, in that the Medieval commentator has picked up that for Aristotle, Sikaiwpa is
the judicial correction of an act of injustice. Hence, to justify, means to correct the wrong.
For the commentator, justification (dwaiwpa) is to bring about a righteous act
(6wkaompaynua) ‘for the one who has done wrong’ (ddikjoavta). The outcome of the

justice process of restoration is Sikaiwpa.

Thucydides (c460-c4008c), History of the Peloponnesian War, Book 6 Chapter 80 Section 2

And no one should regard as fair to us [the Syracrusans], while safe for you [the
Camerinaeans], that prudent course of yours — to aid neither [the Syracrusan or the
Athenians], forsooth, as being allies of both. Indeed, it is not as fair in fact, as when urged to
justify you (00 yop t0 épyw Toov domep T¢ karod Sikaiwuati €éotiv). For if through your
failure to take sides as allies the sufferer shall be defeated and the conqueror shall prevail,
what else have you done by this selfsame standing aloof but refused to aid the one to secure
his salvation and to prevent the other from incurring guilt?*%

Here, dikaiwue denotes the vindication that the men of Camerina will not receive if they do
not assist Hermocrates from Syracruse against the invading Athenians. Aikaelwue in the
sense of vindication moves close to the Aristotelian particular meaning of rectification of an
injustice, vindication being the showing or declaring someone to be in the right by a

(metaphorical) court.

Dio Cassius (c1644p-after229), Roman History, Book 52 Chapter 31 Section 2:

In the second place, you would do well to have all your legislation (mdvtoe T
vouoBetolpeva) enacted by the senate, and to enforce no measure whatever upon all the
people alike except the decrees (oyudtwv) of this body. In this way the dignity of the
empire would be more securely established and the judgments rendered in accordance with
the law (%ol Td dunalopota Tax TV voOuwv) would instantly be free from all dispute or

*% Thucydides 6.80.2 in History of the Peloponnesian War: LCL 110 Vol Ill Books V-VI (1921), 322-5.
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uncertainty in the eyes of all the people.*”’

Here, Ta duraudpata are the judgments that are the result of the judging process. This is
because the judgments are in accordance with the laws (ta dikoLWuote tak TAV VOUWY),

not the laws themselves.”®®

2. Awkalwpe as a righteous claim or plea for justification

The following uses show that dukelwue can be used in the related forensic sense of a
righteous claim or plea for justification. While Sikaiwpe is not used in the technical sense
found in Aristotle of the judge correcting the injustice, it is used in a closely derivative sense,
of the litigant claiming that they have a just cause, and thus justice requires that the

injustice should be rectified by the claimant being justified.

Plato (c429-3478c), Laws™™, Book IX [864e3]

[864d] If any case of this kind [insanity or lack of mental capacity] is ever brought to the
notice of the selected judges, either on the information of the doer of the act or on that of
him who is pleading for the doer, and if it be judged that he was in this state of madness
when he broke the law, [864e] then he shall certainly pay for the damage he has done, but
only the exact sum, and he shall be acquitted of the other charges (td®v 8¢ &Alwv
duampdtov ddpetobm), unless it be that he has killed a man and has not purged his hands
from blood: in this case he shall depart into another country and place, and dwell there as
an exile for a year; and should he return within the time fixed by the law or set foot at all
within his own country, he shall be put in the public jail by the Law-wardens for the space of
two years®*°

Here, Plato is not speaking of punishment, but charges,”'! as a finding of guilt as charged
does lead to punishment, but the punishment is not identical with the charge. A charge is a

plea of right or claim for justice, but it brought against the defendant, not pleaded in his

*" Dio Cassius 52.31.2, in Roman History: LCL 083, Vol VI Book 51-55 (1917), 156-7.
508 = . . ) .
®nQTO appears to be an Attic crassis for ®al etta, used to denote logical or temporal sequence of one act or
state upon another; thus of sequence in time: ®Gt’ 0¥ déxovtaw Mtdc: S. Ant. 1019, cited by LSIM, 498, eita;
Goodwin, Greek Grammar, §44.
509
Lat. Leges.
>0 plato, [864°4]-[864°8] in The Laws II: LCL 192 Vol XI, (1926), 236-9.
> Contra LSIM, 429 ‘A ket ope’.
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favour. The man who was without mental capacity shall be freed from the other pleas of

right.

Thucydides (c460-c4008c), History of the Peloponnesian Wars, Book 6 Chapter 79 Section 2

And it is monstrous if they, suspicious of what this fine plea of right really means in practice
(t0 €pyov 10D kodod SukoLwpatog), are unreasonably prudent, while you, on a speciously
reasonable pretext, desire to aid those who by nature are your enemies, and in concert with
your bitterest foes to ruin those who by a still closer tie of nature are your kinsmen.>*?

Here, Sikaiwue means plea of right or plea for justification.

Isocrates (436-3388c), Discourse 6, ‘Archidamus’ Section 25
Discourse 6, ‘Archidamus’ is a speech put in the mouth of an heir of the Spartan rulers,

addressed to the Spartans, in which the speaker defends (avtiieyéwv) his title to land in
513

Messene, which he claims to have held justly (Sikaiog):

[Blut if not one of you would consent to live if torn from the fatherland, then you ought to
be of the same mind about that country; for in both cases we can advance the same
justifications and the same reasons [ta yop «dTe StkolWuate Kol Tovg adtolg Adyoug] for
our claim.*"

While using a legal motif, the speaker proposes the same ‘justifications’ and ‘reasons’ for his
claims as others have. Here ‘justifications’, or ‘grounds of justification’ is a good translation.
In English, ‘justifications’ can refer to the legal ground or reason for the judicial correction as

well as the plea of justification.”™

Aristotle, On the Heavens, Book 1 Chapter 10 Section 9
Aristotle is putting forward the argument that the world is ungenerated and indestructible.

In dealing with previous theories, which assert that the world is generated, he adopts a legal
motif to consider their claims.

At the same time also the arguments which are to follow will inspire more confidence if the
pleas of those who dispute them [t& @V dudLopnrodvior Adywr dikerduete] have been

> Thucydides 6.79.2, in LCL 110 Vol 11l Books V-VI (1921), 322-3 .

1 socrates 6.29, in LCL 209 Vol | (1928), 358-63,
> idem, 6.25, op cit, 358-63.

> LSIM, 429: ‘Sikal - wue... b. justification, plea of right...’

MTh Thesis 92



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

heard first (mpoaknkdoL). It will not look so much as if we are procuring judgement

(katadikaleabal) by default. And indeed it is arbiters (Stxttntac), not litigants (&vtLéikoug)

who are wanted for the obtaining of an adequate recognition (kpiveLv) of the truth. >16

For Aristotle, the disputants’ (t@v audLopnrodvtwr) arguments (Aoywv) are to be heard first,
because Aristotle is positioning both himself and his readers as the arbiters (Sixttnrac) to
judge (kptvewv) the dispute, not the litigants (dvtidikoug) in the dispute. Thus, Td SikaLuato
here are those reasons or pleas that justify or vindicate the earlier disputants’ position.

‘Justifications’ or ‘reasons for pleas’ is an equally good translation.

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (c60Bc-after ap7)
Dionysius in Roman Antiquities, Book 3 chapter 10 section 4 narrates that the Alban leader,

Fufetius, argues the Albans should take pre-eminence over the city of Rome, based on the

claim that the Albans established the Colony of Rome:

But to the sovereignty of the Latin nation, even if of no other, we think ourselves entitled,
(fryeloBaL SikaLobuer) not without reason [...] If indeed, Nature, inverting human rights
(Sikatcdoerg, plural of dukaiwolg), shall ever command the young to rule over the old [...]
then we shall submit to seeing the mother country ruled by its colony [...] This, then, is one
argument we offer in support of our claim (t0 dwaimua), in virtue of which we will never
willingly yield the command to you.>'”

The close relationship between the cognate verb Sukal6w and its verbal nouns suggest
Owaimpa denotes the result of the verbal action, ‘to justify’, that is ‘a justified claim’. For
other examples in Dionysius of Halicarnassensis of Sukatlwpe meaning ‘claim’, see further
from Roman Antiquities:

* Book 3 chapter 11 section 3 lines 4, 11: [The King of the Romans, Tullius, as part of his reply,
refutes the claims of Fufetius]: ‘your first claim, then (t0 mo®dTOV VUMV dtratwpa) [...] in
making this claim, too, (udAtota T duaiwpa)’.>*

* Book 3 chapter 12 section 1: ‘T®v mOAewv dxaLdpata’, meaning ‘claims’ on behalf of each
of the cities of Albana or Rome.***

* Book 4 chapter 34 section 4: [From Tullius to Tarquinius, regarding the Roman kingship,

>1® Aristotle, On the Heavens (Lat de Caelo), 1.10.9 [279°9], in LCL 338 Vol VI (1971), 94-97.
>t Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities: LCL 347 Vol Il Books IlI-IV (1939), 40-1.
> ibid, 44-47.

> ibid, 50-1.
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thus]: ‘Unless, indeed, you have some claim to offer (ei ui) tu tolodTov €yxelg dinatoua
déoewv) to the effect that your grandfather received the kingship upon certain express
conditions [...]".>%°

* Book 8 chapter 50 section 3: ‘these harsh and overbearing claims, which overstep the
bounds of nature (tadta Ta O*ANQEA ®al VITEQAVY A ®al THV OVNTNY dUOLY EnPepfnroTa
duardpota)’. >

* Second Letter to Ammaeus: On the Characteristics of Thucydides’ Style section 5: where
Sikawwpoata in the plural means ‘pleas for justice’. >22

Josephus (ap37/8-c100)

In Jewish Antiquities Book 17 section 108, in the context of Antipater’s trial for Herod’s

attempted murder, Nicolas sums up the evidence of the charges against Antipater, quoting
King Herod'’s indulgence towards Antipater to heighten the enormity of Antipater’s
offences.

[Because Herod’s other sons were very young and corrupted by wicked counselors], they
had written off the righteous claims of nature (plural: t& tf¢ $poewg dikatdpate) in their
eagerness to possess the throne sooner than they should [to harm their benefactor
Herod].**?

The righteous claims of nature here denote the natural ties of kinship and impulses of
gratitude and honour that a son should have towards his father. Likewise, In Jewish

Antiquities, Book 17 section 130, Josephus recounts:

For he [Antipater] had carried out all his plans as if no divine power existed, but when justice
(5tknc) hemmed him in from all sides and left him without any other means of justification
(SukaLwpatwr) to acquit him of these charges (éykekAnuéva) he once more insulted the divine
virtue.***

Again, this use of dukalwpe is for a ‘claim of right’, that is, a ‘plea for justification’, and
according to Josephus, Antipater does not have one. Another instance in Josephus where
dkalwpe means ‘claim of right” or ‘plea for justification’ is Jewish Antiquities, Book 17

section 228:

> ibid, 384-5.

> Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities: LCL 372 Vol V Books VIII-IX.24 (1945), 148-9.
>*2idem, The Critical Essays Vol Il: LCL 466 (1985), 412-3.

>3 Josephus, Ant. 17.108, in LCL 410 Vol VII Books xv-xvii (1963), 420-1.

> ibid, 17.130, op cit, 430-3.

MTh Thesis 94



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

Archelaus then sent letters (cLoméuiog ypappete) to Caesar in which he set forth his claims
(év ol & Sikatdpoate TpodTiBer To abTod) [...].7%

Rather than the letters Archelaus sent being the claims themselves (ta 6u<ocw§pocroc),526 it

would appear that the letters contained (v oic... mpodtifel) the justifying claims or pleas.

Dio Cassius
In Roman History, Book 5 chapter 22 section 2, Dio writes:

For they [the Patricians] put forward the death of the former tribunes as a justification of the
vengeance they were going to take in their own behalf (to0g te yaQ dmoAlvpévoug €g
duatmpa T Ve EavTdOV THWElaS TEoefdilovto).?

Here, duxaimpo means a justification or righteous vindication, from the point of view of the

Patricians, for their own actions of vengeance (tipwotac). Again, in Roman History, Book 8

chapter 37 section 4:
On the contrary, the more they beheld their creditors yielding, the more they became
emboldened, as if they were successful by a kind of right (g nat dixondpati Tive); and

consequently they would minimize the concessions made to them from time to time, feeling
that these had been won by force.”®®

Again, Sikalwpe means ‘plea of right’ or ‘justification’ for their actions, which the creditors
believe they have, and so seek they more concessions from their debtors. Likewise, in
Roman History, Book 11 chapter 43 section 10:

[Claudius] persuaded them to send for Hanno; and when Hanno was unwilling to come
down, he denounced him vigorously, inveighing against him and declaring that if the other
had even the slightest right on his side (10 Poayitatov dwaiwpa eixev), he would
certainly have come to a conference with him.5?°

Here duxaiwpo means a righteous plea and in that sense a justification for Hanno’s actions.
From Claudius’ point of view, Hanno does not have a duxaiwpa, so he did not come to the

conference. Other examples in Dio Cassius, Romans History, where duxaiwpo means ‘claim

> ibid, 17.228, op cit, 476-7.

>% contra Spicq, TLNT, 1:343-4 fn 94.

>*’ Dio Cassius, 5.22.2, in Roman History, LCL 032 Vol | Fragments of Books I-XXII (1914), 162-3.
idem, 8.37.4, op cit, 290-3.

idem, 11.43.10, op cit, 390-3.
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of right’, ‘plea for justification’ or ‘just claim’, are:

* Book 41 chapter 32 section 4: ‘And yet | think my claims so much better justified than
Pompey's (megietvan Toig duwarmpaot tod ITopmmiov vopuilw) that | have often challenged
him to a judicial trial ({xnv)’.>*

* Book 42 chapter 34 section 5: ‘And [Cleopatra in her appearance before Caesar] reposed in
her beauty all her claims (T& Suxoudpata £0eT0) to the throne’.>*!

* Book 58 chapter 20 section 3: ‘conditioning selection upon the merit of their claims (tovg
d¢ &mi Te Toig Suwaudpaot), upon mutual agreement, or upon the lot’.>*

* Book 61 chapter 1 section 1: [Dio observes wryly of succession that] ‘no claim is stronger
than that of arms; (&AL’ 0088V Yoo Sueaimpo Tdv dmhwv Loyvpdtepdr éotl) for everyone
who possesses superior force always appears to have the greater right (SukoLdtepa) on his

Side' 533

3. Awkalwpe as a right or privilege to be enjoyed

Thucydides
In History of the Peloponnesian War, Book 1 chapter 41 section 1, Thucydides writes:

These, then, are the considerations of right [plural dukaiouete] which we urge upon you —
and they are adequate according to the institutions of the Hellenes [kata tolg "EAAvwY
vépouc]; but we have also to remind you of a favour [xdpitoc].>**

The rights or privileges (Sukaidpate) claimed here are not of grace (yapLc), but of the

Hellenic laws (tol¢ "EAAvwr vopoug).

Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities, Book 4 chapter 84 section 3
Brutus in seeking the overthrow of the monarchy after the rape of Lucretia, asks the comitia

curiata to ratify the decision of the senate to expel the Tarquinii from Rome and to establish

the Republic:

If it is your pleasure that this resolution be confirmed, divide yourselves into your curiae and
give your votes; and let the enjoyment of this right be the beginning of your liberty (xal
To00’ VUiV TEMTOV AEEATM TO dwaimpa Tig ElevBegiag).5?

Josephus

>* Dio Cassius, 41.32.4, in Roman History: LCL 066 Vol IV Books 41-45 (1916), 56-57.

idem, 42.34.5, op cit, 168-9.

idem, 58.20.3, in Roman History: LCL 176 Vol VII Books 56-60 (1924), 236-7.

idem, 61.1.1, op cit, 35-36.

Thucydides 1.41.1, in History of the Peloponnesian War: LCL 108 Vol | Books I-11 (1991), 74-5.
>3 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Roman Antiquities: LCL 347 Vol Il Books IlI-IV (1939), 522-5.
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In Jewish War, Book 7 section 110, Josephus records that Emperor Titus came to Antioch,
where the inhabitants petitioned him to tear down brass tablets on which were written the
legal rights of the Jews (év «ic yéypoamtor to Sucordpoate t@¢  Tovdalwr).”*® These ‘statutes’
were really Jewish rights or privileges enshrined in law. Likewise, in Jewish Antiquities, Book
19 section 285, the Edict from Claudius concerning the Jews of Alexandria sent to Alexandria

and Syria, said:

| desire that none of their rights [ta dwkolwy t@ Tovdaiwr] should be lost to the Jews on
account of the madness of Gaius, but that their former privileges [t mpotepov Siketapota]
also be preserved to them, while they abide by their own customs.”

Josephus again reasserts the special privileges granted the Jews in Against Apion, Book 2

section 37:

If Apion had read [...] the slab [tnv otAnv] which stands in Alexandria, recording the rights
[ta Sukoradpete] bestowed upon the Jews by Caesar the Great [...] and yet had the face to
contradict them in what he wrote, he was a knave; if he had no knowledge of them, an

. 538
ignorant fool.

Dio Cassius
Dio, in Roman History, Book 55 chapter 2 section 6, also uses dikaiwue to denote privilege

or right.

For in certain cases, formerly by act of the senate, but now by the emperor’s, the law (0
vouog) bestows the privileges (to T@v tplc yeyervnkdtwy Sukeiwpate yopiletatl) which
belong to the parents of three children upon men or women to whom Heaven has not
granted that number of children.”*

Again, in Roman History, Book 60 chapter 24 section 4, Dio says:

The men serving in the army, since they could not legally have wives, were granted the
privileges of married men (td TV yeyaunxotmv duxardpoto Edmxe).>*

>3 Josephus, War, 7.110, in LCL 210 Vol IV Books v-vii (1997), 338-41.

>*"idem, Antiquities, 19.285, in LCL 433 Vol XII Books xviii-xix (1965), 348-51.

>3 idem, Against Apion, 2.37, in LCL 186 Vol | (1966), 307.

>* Dio Cassius, 55.2.6, in Roman History: LCL 083 Vol VI Book 51-55, (1917), 384-5.
>*%idem, 60.24.4, in Roman History: LCL 175, Vol VII, Books 56-60, (1924), 428-9.
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Both of Dio’s examples are in the context of the law and demonstrate a reference to legal

rights or privileges by plural t& diketduato.

4. Akl wuo as statute or ordinance

Philo (c20Bc-c ap50), The Worse that is Wont to Attack the Better541, Section 67-68
Given that one of Philo’s interests is expounding the OT, it is not surprising that his usage of

Sikawwpa reflects the Lxx style:

This is the reason why Moses, in the blessings which he pronounces on Levi, crowns many
marvelous eulogies by saying, ‘he guarded thine oracles (Tt AOyL& oov) and thy covenant
(Tnv drabfunv oov) did he diligently keep’; then immediately afterwards ‘they shall
expound Thy judgments to Jacob and Thy law to Israel (ta dtxaudpatd cov Taxmf xoi tov

vopov oov Togamh).>*

Observable in Philo is the predominant Lxx usage of the term duoudpa in the plural as

1543

‘statute’ (pace Yonge’s translation ‘justifications’""). For similar uses of Sikalwpo meaning

‘statute’ in Philo, compare:

*  Who Is the Heir of Divine Things,”** section 8: ‘Abraham ...kept my injunctions (Tc
TEOOTAYMATA Hov), and my commands (tdg €vtoldg pov), my ordinances (T
Swatdpatd pov) and my statutes (nol T voppa pov).” (Genesis 26:3).545

*  On Dreams, That They Are God-sent,>*® Book Il section 175: ‘to keep all His commandments
and ordinances (plural: Ta duxaidpota), and the judgments which are written in the book
of the law’ (Deuteronomy 30:9-10).>"

e Mating with the Preliminary Studies,** section 163: ‘There [at Marah] He [the Lord] laid
down for him [Moses] ordinances and judgments (plural: ¢xel €0eto QUT® dtwoumpoTo ®ol
noloelg)’ (Exodus 15:23-25).>*

 Questions and Answers on Genesis,”*° Book 4 fragment 184°": ‘and my rights (tc.
dwarmpata wov)’, which the Old Latin version of Quaestiones in Genesin renders
‘justificationes’, but here it clearly means ‘statutes’ as opposed to justification.>*?

However, Philo in Questions and Answers on Genesis, Book 4 fragment 184 (no longer

>* Lat. Quod deterius potiori insidiari soleat.

Philo, Vol II: LCL 227, ‘That the Worse is Wont to Attack the Better’ (1929), 246-9.
Accessed http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/yonge/book7.html on 21 April 2014.
>4 Quis rerum divinarum heres sit.

>* Philo, Vol IV: LCL 261 (1932), 286-7.

Lat. Quod A Deo Mittantur Somnia, Abbr. de Somniis — II.

Philo, Vol V: LCL 275 (1934).

De Congressu Eruditionis Gratia.

Philo, Vol IV, LCL 261 (1932), 542-3.

Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin.

Philo, Supplement I: Questions and Answers on Genesis: LCL 380, Books I-IV (1953), 467.
Ibid, 467 fn ‘h’.
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extant in Greek), in commenting on Genesis 26:5Lxx,”>> explicitly distinguishes the LXX terms
rendered precepts (Tpootayuate), commands (évtoAdc), ordinances (Sukalwpate, in the
fragment below rendered ‘rights’), and laws (vouLpe) from one another:
Now, of the four (things mentioned), the first two are to be consecrated to God, (namely)
‘the precepts and commandments,’ for He gives precepts as a ruler to those who do not
readily obey without fear, and He gives commandments as to His friends to those who pray
and have faith. But the other two, ‘the rights and laws,” are virtues toward men, concerning
whom it is fitting and proper to have great care of laws and rights, for rights can somehow
exist and consist by nature, while laws (do so) by convention. But those things (existing) by
nature are older than those (existing) by convention, and so, rights (are older) than laws.>*
Thus, for Philo, SukaLdipate are grounded in nature or creation,555 rather than positive
statute law or law by convention (the mere will of the legislator), and both are virtues
(apetal) towards men. It is possible that Philo’s analysis also suggests that to the Greco-
Roman mind an ‘ordinance’ (dikaLwuate) connotes older ‘rights’ previously judicially

recognised (ie precedent), and therefore the dikalwpeta are the outcomes of previous

processes of justification.>>®

Dio Cassius, Roman History, Book 55, Chapter 13, Section 7
Since also many were freeing their slaves indiscriminately, [Augustus] fixed the age by which
the manumitter and also the slave to be freed by him must have reached and likewise the
legal principles (zal ta diwoudpata) which should govern the relations of both citizens in
general and the former masters toward slaves who were set free.”’

The plural here denotes statutes. Compare Josephus, Jewish War, Book 7 section 111,

where ‘it is written in the statutes of the Jews’ (£v aig yéyoaTtal T SutoLdUaTo. TRV

>33 Philo, Supplement I: Questions and Answers on Genesis: LCL 380, Books I-1V (1953), 467 fn h.

Philo, op cit, 468. Unfortunately Book IV fragment 184 has been rendered in the LCL from the Armenian.
However, in accordance with Book IV fragment 184 is the following fragment extant in Greek: Aladpéget
OLROALDUOTO VOLLILOU: TO UeV Yo mtwg dUvatal ouviotacBor pioet, Ta 0¢ voupa 0éoet. Ilpeafitega 6¢
TV Béoel ta puoel cdote kol TO dikatov vduou: he distinguishes ‘rights’ from ‘laws’; for on the hand are able
to consist by nature, but the laws by convention. But those existing from nature are older than convention, so
that the right [is older] than law: Philo, Supplement I: Questions and Answers on Genesis: LCL 380, Books I-IV
(1953), 468 fn ‘i'.

> ¢f Romans 1:32.

I thank the Rev Dr Lionel Windsor for this suggestion.

Dio Cassius, 55.13.7, op cit, LCL 083 (1917), 426-7.
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Tovdaimv).>®

5. Aikalwpe as arighteous act

Aristotle
In Rhetoric, Book | chapter 3 section 9, Aristotle states:

[An orator must] be ready with propositions dealing with greatness and smallness and the
greater and the less, both universally and in particular; for instance, which is the greater or
less good, or act of injustice or justice (| d6iknue 7 dikaiwpa).>*®
Even though Aristotle does not conceive of this usage as ‘proper’,”® he does use the
singular for ‘unrighteous thing’ or act (&diknue), which is contrasted with a ‘righteous thing’

or act (Sikalwye). Again, Rhetoric, Book | chapter 12 section 13-chapter 13 section 3,

Aristotle develops the following distinction:

Let us now classify just and unjust actions (Tt &’ ddxNUATA TAVTO ROL TO OLRALDUATAL)

generally, starting from what follows.>**

Therefore there are two kinds of just and unjust acts (AL0 kol TASLKTUKTE KoL T
SikeLodpato SLxdg éoTLy adLkely kal SikaLoTpayely), since they can be committed against a
definite individual or against the community; he who commits adultery or an assault is guilty
of wrong against a definite individual, he who refuses to serve in the army of wrong against

the State.”®?

Aristotle uses the plural of ikatwpe as the object of the infinitive of Sikatompayéw ,
suggesting he is using it synonymously with dikaLompaynue, a righteous act, as in Rhetoric
1.3.9. The examples of adultery and cowardice which follow his exposition show Aristotle

speaks of individual acts as t& SikaLWdpata.

Philo, ‘On the Decalogue”®®, Section 109°*

Others conceiving the idea that there is no good outside doing justice to men (Ttpog
avBpwmovug Sikalwpdtwyv) have no heart for anything but companionship with men.

>*8 Greek text Thesaurus Lingua Graeca: Hist., De bello Judaico libri vii accessed online at

http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/inst/fontsel on 19 April 2014.

> Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1.3.9 [1359a.25] in LCL: The ‘Art’ of Rhetoric, (1926), 38-39.
>0 Nicomachean Ethics, 5.7.7, [1135%13], quoted above.

%1 Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1.12.13 [1373"1] in LCL: The ‘Art’ of Rhetoric, (1926), 138-9.
%2 ipid, 1.13.3 [1373°25], in op cit, 140-1.

> Lat. De decalogo.

> Philo, Vol VII: LCL 320, ‘On the Decalogue’ (1937), 62-3.
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It is most likely that plural Sikalwpdtwv here refers to concrete acts of justice and fairness.

6. Summary of Graeco-Roman Lexical Data
To sum up the lexical data from Graeco-Roman usage, Sikelwue can mean:

(1) ‘the judicial correction or rectification of an injustice’, ‘justification’ (Arist, NE,
5.7.7), ‘to rectify one who has done the wrong’ (Anon in NE, 5.7.7), ‘the outcome of
the judicial process’, thus ‘judgment’ (Dio, Rom. Hist. 52.31.2), ‘vindication’
(Thucydides, 6.80.2).

(2) A righteous claim or ground on which a plea for justification can be based (Isocr.,
Disc.6 (Archid.), 25; Arist. Heavens, 1.10.9; Thuc. 6.79.2; Dionys. Halic. 3.10.4; etc;
Josephus, Antig. 17.108, 130, 228; Dio, 5.22.2; etc). In Plato, the related sense is
‘charge’ (Laws, [864°3]).

(3) A right or privilege (Thuc., 1.41.1; Dion. Halic., 4.84.3; Josephus, War, 7.110, etc;
Dio, 55.2.6, etc).

(4) Statute or ordinance (eg Dio, 55.13.7).

(5) Perhaps improperly (Arist, NE, 5.7.7 [1135a 13]), a righteous act (Arist. Rhet. 1.3.9

[1359a.25]; 1.12.13-1.13.3 Philo, The Worse is Wont to Attack, 67-8, etc).

Avkol wpo in the LXX
Awkolwpo most often denotes in the Lxx a legal or customary stipulation, requirement,

statute, demand, ordinance>® or custom™®, frequently in the plural, with other terms.>®’

Thus, ‘Abraham kept my requirements (rpootaypata), my commandments (€vtoidg), my

>63 BDAG, 249; BAG, 197; LSIM, 429; EDNT, 1:335; TLNT, 344; Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2002),

128; Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 87-89.

>66 Eg Exodus 21:9; 1 Samuel 2:13 (contra Schrenk, ‘Sukaiodue’, TDNT, 2:220); 1 Samuel 27:11; Tov, ‘Greek
Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 92-93.

>67 Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 96.
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decrees (SikaLopate), my laws (vémpa)’.sss In these situations, the Lxx translators have

chosen dikalwue to translate words beyond the P8 group, including TPM/PM and

o}/ T

However, sometimes in a judicial context in the Lxx, Sikalwuo means ‘cause’, ‘plea for
justification’, ‘vindication’, ‘act of justice’, ‘rectification’ or judicial ‘amendment’ of a wrong.
Tov puts this meaning first,”’ and thus in the Lxx dikalwpue moves towards the positive
sphere of vindication. "1 Thus:

* Mephibosheth, speaking to David, says, ‘What right have | to plead my cause (Sikalwpe [...]
0D Kkekpoyéval pe) before the King (mpoc tov Protiée)’: 2 Samuel 19:28.372 This is a ‘plea for
justification’.

* Solomon pleads with the Lord for himself and for Israel that God would maintain their cause,
or ‘to perform their justification’ (moreiv t0 Sikaiwpa): 1 Kings 8:59.

* Solomon again prays that God would hear their prayer ‘and maintain their cause’, meaning
their ‘claim of right’ or ‘plea for justification’: kai motMoelg 10 Sikolwpe adTOY): 2 Chronicles
6:35.°”% The phrase thus means ‘and you will perform their justification’.

* Jeremiah speaking to the Lord, says, ‘Il have uncovered my plea for justification (dmekaAuvy
70 Sikelwud pov) before you (mpdg o€)’: Jeremiah 11:20.°7*

* Jeremiah, speaking to God, says, ‘listen to the voice of my plea for justification (tfi¢ dpwric
700 SikaL@patds pov): Jeremiah 18:19.°”

* ‘The dead will not give the Lord glory nor justification (singular ikaiwpe t@ kvplw)’: Baruch
2:17.%5°

Awkoncdpe can also mean ‘righteousness’ or ‘justice’ as an abstract noun in the general

sense’’’, thus:

> Genesis 26:5; Cf Exodus 15:25; 21:1; Leviticus 25:18; Numbers 30:17; 36:13; Deuteronomy 4:1,5,45;

6:17,20; 11:1; 30:10; 1 Samuel 8:9; Kings 2:3; 2 Kings 17:8, 37, 23:3; Psalm 118 [119LXX]:12; Ezekiel 18:9;
20:11; 36:27; Micah 6:16; Baruch 2:12; 1 Maccabees 1:13; 49; 2:21. For full list: NIDNTT, 3:354. The following
singulars in genitive constructions are noteworthy: the regulation (Sikaiwue) of the daughters (Exodus 21:9);
the ordinance of the law (10 Sikalwpe T0d véuov) of war prizes (Numbers 31:21); the ‘statute of judgment’
(Sukalwpa kplpatog), being the law of cities of refuge (Numbers 35:29).

> Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 89; Schrenk, ‘Sikaicipe’, TDNT, 2:220; EDNT, 1:334-5.
Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 96; Contrast BDAG, 249.

Schrenk, ‘SikaLddpe’, TDNT, 2:220.

LSIM, 429; Schrenk, ‘Sukoiadpe’, TDNT, 2:219; Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 84-5.
Schrenk, ‘SikaLddpa’, TDNT, 2:220; Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 85.

Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 85; Schrenk, ‘Sikatcdue’, TDNT, 2:219.

Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 85.

TLNT, 344; Schrenk, ‘Sukalodpe’, TDNT, 2:219; Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851), 123.
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+ Solomon had the thinking of God in him to do justice (singular ToD ToLely Sikalwpa,
translating singular DITBW?J ﬁﬁwyi?): 1 Kings 3:28.°"®
e The righteous walk in the ways of ‘righteousness’ (singular StkaLooUvng translating TTPT'TIE)

and upon the middle of the paths of ‘justice’ (singular Sk LW ToG translating mgzm):
Proverbs 8:20.%" ‘

+ The one acting as surety for a foolish child insults justice (singular dikelwue translating
singular EEWD) and the mouth of the ungodly shall drink judgments (plural kplo€Lg

580

translating plural D‘SJ@W iniquities): Proverbs 19:28.

Awkolwpe can also mean righteous statutes as a standard from which people depart. Thus:

e Samuel’s sons turned away (€£ékALvov) from God’s righteous statutes (plural SukoLadpecte
translating singular (‘D?W?;): 1 Samuel 8:3.

Compare the pseudipigraphic Testament of the Twelve Patriachs:

* Testament of Levi, the third son of Jacob and Leah, Testament 3 chapter 14 section 4:
‘teaching commandments which are opposed to God'’s just ordinances (¢vavtiag Evtolag
dddonovtec Toic Tod Oeod duaudpaor) >

* Testament of Judah, the fourth son of Jacob and Leah, Testament 4 chapter 13 section 1:
‘keep my words so as to perform all the Lord’s just decrees (ToD TOLELY T SRALDUOATOL

®nuEtov) and to obey the command of God’.*®

In Baruch 2:18-19, the plea is made o0k €Tl T& SLkolWpate TV Tatépwy MUY (v19). Most

take plural of koL to denote ‘righteous deeds’ or ‘right acts’,”®* some a concretization

of the dikatootun of the fathers,*®*

although it is possible that the supplicant is simply saying
he cannot avail himself of the righteous pleas that his fathers, which is slightly different

from saying dikaLWue denotes ‘righteous deeds’ or ‘righteousness’.

>77 Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 87, 96.

BDAG, 249, incorrectly gives 1 Kings 3:28 as ‘righteous deed’; better ‘justice’: Tov, ‘Greek Words and
Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 87. Compare Schrenk, ‘Sikaidue’, TDNT, 2:220.

>79 Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 86; Schrenk, ‘Sikatcduce’, TDNT, 2:221.

Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 86-7.

English Text: Charlesworth, OT Pseudipigrapha: (1983), 1:793; Greek text: Thesaurus Lingua Graeca: online
at http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/inst/fontsel accessed on 19 April 2014.

> English text: Charlesworth, op cit, 1:798; Greek text TLG online at http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/inst/fontsel
accessed on 19 April 2014.

>83 BDAG, 249: Tov, ‘Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings’ (1990), 87; Schrenk, ‘Sikaicdue’, TDNT, 2:221; Contra
BDAG, 249 re 1 Kings 3:28; Cf Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 290; Lampe, PGL, 371.8.

>84 Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851), 123; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289; cf Epistle of
Barnabas 1:2 in Roberts, ANF, 1:137.
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Avkol wpo in the NT
Outside of Paul, there are only five NT uses of Sukalwua. Three adhere to the predominant

LXX usage ‘ordinance’ or ‘statute’ (Luke 1:6°®> and Hebrews 9:1,10°%°). The final two
instances, both in Revelation, are debated. The first, plural T dikeLWduate oov

Ehavepdddnony (Revelation 15:4), contra BDAG,”®”

refers to God’s righteous judicial acts
answering the calls of the slaughtered for vengeance®®® while vindicating the saints whose
blood was shed.”® Thus ikalwpe denotes vindication and just condemnation.”®® The

punishments that follow, the seven plagues,”* are strictly the execution of God’s righteous

judgments, not the decrees themselves.

Regarding the second (Revelation 19:8), the vision of the bright and clean fine linen (0
BuooLvov) given to the saints is explained as T Sikalduate TV dylwy €otiv. The plural
could denote the saint’s righteous acts (objective genitive)>** or the judicial acts vindicating

the saints (subjective genitive).”**

In the latter case, the plural speaks of many divine
‘justifications’ of the saints. Context and usage both support a meaning of ‘vindication’ or

‘justification’ resulting from divine judgments on behalf of the saints.>**

>8 BDAG, 249; Schrenk, ‘Sikawadpa’, TDNT, 2:221; EDNT, 1:335; TLNT, 344, Bovon, Luke (2002), 1:33; Bock, Luke

(1994), 1:77; Noland, Luke (1989), 1:27.

>86 BDAG, 249; Schrenk, ‘Siukaiua’, TDNT, 2:221; EDNT, 1:335; O’Brien, Hebrews (2010), 305, 315; Lane,
Hebrews (1991), 2:217, 225.

>87 BDAG, 249; also Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 290. Kertelge nuances his understanding: EDNT, 1:335.
Revelation 6:9-10; 16:5, 7.

Revelation 16:6.

Schrenk, ‘SikaLddue’, TDNT, 2:221; TLNT, 344; Beale, Revelation (1999), 798; Aune, Revelation (1998),
3:1031; Morris, Revelation (1969), 189.

>*! Revelation 15:5-16:21.

>92 Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 112-21; Beale, Revelation (1999), 934-6; BDAG, 249; TDNT, 2:221; EDNT,
1:335; Aune, Revelation (1998), 3:1031; Brighton, Revelation (1999), 497; Mounce, Revelation (1998), 347-8;
Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 290.

93 ‘[M]ore likely’: Beale, Revelation (1999), 941.

Isaiah 61:10; Targum Zech 3:1-5; Beale, Revelation (1999), 936-8; Mealy, After the Thousand Years (1992),
79-80 fn 2; Morris, Revelation (1969), 227; idem, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 288; Blocher, ‘Justification of the
Ungodly’ (2004), 499.
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Akl wpe in Paul (Romans 1:32; 2:26)

In Romans 1:32, the articular singular dikaiwua is modified by genitive tod 8eod and means
decree. The content of the decree is ol t& toladta mpaooovteg &ELol Bavatov eloiv. The

language is ’explicitlyjuridical'.595 Awcotwpo refers to God’s decree of punishment for

596
h.

wickedness, being deat It may allude to the primeval sentence on Adam,>®” or more

likely to the moral requirements reflected in the Mosaic law,>*® but known by all humans

599

through creation.” While this decree is not oD vduov,™ it is tod 6eod, indicating not only

its divine source, but also that creation bears witness to it, and thus Paul’s use here has
affinities with Philo, for whom dikaiwpeta exists by nature, while vouLua exists by

convention.®*

In Romans 2:26, plural articular SikaLapate with genitive singular tod vépou resembles Lxx

1603 ¢ 1604 1605

usage,®® and suggests the ‘decrees’®® ‘stipulations’, ‘requirements’®® or ‘ordinances’®® of

the Mosaic law.®% However, the context of Gentiles®® and the above mentioned distinction

in Philo suggest Paul is referring to the moral law reflected in the Mosaic code and also in

% Jewett, Romans (2007), 190; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:51.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:69; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 104; Kruse, Romans (2012), 107; Morris, Romans
(1988), 99; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:134.

Y Genesis 2:16: Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:69, doubted by Jewett, Romans (2007), 190; Genesis 3:19: Ziesler,
Romans (1989), 79.

>% Thielman, Paul & the Law (1994), 169; Jewett, Romans (2007), 190 fn 305; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 99.
Romans 1:20-21; 32; 2:12; 5:12, 19, 6:23; Moo, Romans (1996), 121-2; Ziesler, Romans (1989), 79; Fitzmyer,
Romans (1992), 289-90; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 434.

% Romans 8:4.

Philo, Supplement I: Questions and Answers on Genesis: LCL 380, Books I-1V, Book 4, fragment 184 (1953),
467. See above.

92 Moo, Romans (1996), 170 fn 21; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:122; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 448.

Moo, Romans (1996), 169.

Jewett, Romans (2007), 233; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 130; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:121; Cranfield, Romans
(2001), 1:173; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 322.

605 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 140; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:86; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:121; Morris, Romans
(1988), 140 fn 154.

606 Kruse, Romans (2012), 153.

*7 Romans 2:14, 27.
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human hearts by nature.®®

Consideration of Paul’s use of ikaiwue in Romans 5:16 is reserved for chapter 6 below, his
use of dikalwua and Sikalwolg in 5:18 is assessed in chapter 7 below, and the remaining

occurrence of dikalwue in Romans 8:4 is considered in chapter 9 below.

Awkalworg in Secular Graeco-Roman Usage
In Greek secular usage, the rare word Sikeiwolg denotes a judicial action or process of

corrective justice, thus, ‘setting right’ or ‘doing justice’, whether as a judicial condemnation

or punishment of the guilty, or as a plea for justice or subsequent judicial justification of the

609 ) 611

innocent.®® It can mean a ‘legal cause’ or ‘ground’,**° a ‘plea or claim of right’,

‘ounishment’,®*? or ‘to justify or present as just’.®"® Dionysius of Halicarnassus®'* considers
Thucydides to have coined the noun duxaimolg (or at least to have used it once coined) and

regards his style as an ‘artificiality of vocabulary’. Harpocration provides an entry for

dikolwolg as follows:

%% Romans 2:15.

°%% 1 S5)M, 429; Hill, 102.

Lysias 9:8 in TLNT, 1:344 fn 97.

Thucydides 1.141,1 in TLNT, 1:344 fn 97; Schrenk, ‘Sikaiworc’, TDNT, 2:223.

Dio Cassius, 40.43.3; Plutarch, De Artaxerxe. 14:2,3 in TLNT, 1:344-5 fn 97; Schrenk, ‘SikaiwoLrc’, TDNT,
2:223.

8 Thucydides 3.82,4; Plutarch, De Virtute Morali 9, (Il, 449b) in TLNT, 1:3445 fn 97; Schrenk, ‘Sikaiwoic’,
TDNT, 2:223.

614 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, ‘Second Letter to Ammaeus on the Characteristics of Thucydides’ Style, Section
3, Line 6, in Critical Essays II: LCL 466 Vol Il, 410-11.

610
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Valerius Harpocration, Lexicon®'® (Ap1st-2nd English [with interpretative comments] 617
Century)616
Aueaiwoig: Dikaiésis: In [his oration] ‘For the Soldier’
Avotog €v T vmEQ ToD oTEATIMTOV, Lysias [a forensic logographer®®] genuinely
el yvholog, and earnestly declares the [heads of]
%ol LaAOL TG dunandoels oty ‘dikaiésis’ [T0g OLMOLMOELS, ie: these are

avti Tod duratoroyiag.

0 pévrolr ®ovrudidng mohhdxnig TNV dtraiwoty
€Ml TG HOALAOEMG TATTEL.

(Text: Thesaurus Lingua Graeca)

Lysias’ defence pleas on behalf of his clients
in the justice process] instead of [using the
word] ‘advocacies’ [dvTi TOD duiaoloyiog:
meaning ‘pleas in justification’®*®]. However,
often Thycidides classifies [the word]
‘dikaiosis’ as [meaning the verdict of]
punishment.

The following are the discernible meanings for dikaiwolg in the Graeco-Roman corpus:

(1) Awkalwalg as claim of right

* Thucydides: ‘For it means enslavement just the same when either the greatest or the least
claim (xai éhayiotn duraiwolg) is imposed by equals upon their neighbours, not by an
appeal to justice (d{xng) but by dictation’.?®

* Dionysius of Halicarnassus: ‘[A]lnd to both parties it seemed that their whole claim

(dwaimolg) to life and liberty was at stake in this trial’.?*

(2) Awkalwalg as a legal process or process of justification or judging

* Thucydides: ‘And no search was made for those who did the deed, nor if they were
suspected was any legal prosecution held (dutaiwoig éyiyvsro)’.m
* Dionysius of Halicarnassus: ‘The common judgment of all mankind (trv xowvnv [...]

avOoOmOV [...] duaimory)’.*>

(3) Awkalwarg as ‘vindication’ or ‘a plea for justification’, hence justified
* Dionysius of Halicarnassus, ‘On Thucydides’, Section 29 Line 34: [Dionysius comments on the
pretentiousness of Thucydides’ style]: ““Ingenuity” and “atrocity” and “normal meaning of
words” and “to suit their actions as they thought fit (Ouxaiwolg)” are more suited to the

. . 624
circumlocutions of poetry’.

615 Dindorf, Harpocrationis lexicon (1853) accessed at http://stephanus.tlg.uci.edu/ on 22 April 2014; Bekker,

Harpocration et Moeris (1833), 62.

% Hornblower et al, Oxford Classical Dictionary (2012), 646.

The translation is my own. | thank the Rev Dr Peter Bolt for his valued assistance and suggestions.
Composed speeches for litigants to deliver in court: Oxford Classical Dictionary, 876.

LSIM, 428.

Thucydides, 1.141.1, in History of the Peloponnesian War: LCL 108, Vol | Books I-1l (1928), 242-3.

%% Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 7.59.1, in Roman Antiquities: LCL 364 Vol IV Books VI.49-VII (1943), 318-19.
%22 Thucydides, 8.66.2 in, op cit, LCL 169, Vol IV Books VII-VIIl (1923), 302-5.

%23 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 8.34.3, in op cit, LCL 372, Vol V Books VIII-IX.24 (1945), 98-99.

2% idem, On Thucydides, 29.34, in Critical Essays I: LCL 465 Vol | (1974), 550-1.

617
618
619
620

MTh Thesis 107



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

 Lysias, ‘For the Soldier’ (c459/8-c3808¢)°*>: ‘| will put in a yet stronger array both of laws and

of other justifications (kal &AAoC Sikailwioelc)’.t?

(4) Awkalworg as ‘righteousness’ or ‘justification as a status’

* In perhaps a rare or disputable usage, Dionysius describes Aenas’ actions as ‘contrary to the

universal sense of justice (tdv dvOpOmWV dinaimorv).*?” Perhaps it could be translated

‘without human justification’.
(5) Awkalwaig as ‘the outcome of judgment’ or ‘punishment’

* In Josephus, Jewish Antiquities, Book 18 chapter 315 line 2: ‘Because they accounted such

punishment (Tv dixaimowv Loyilopevol) a personal indignity’.**®
;7 629

* Harpocration: ‘However, often Thycidides classifies ‘dikaiosis’ as punishment’.

Aikealwolrg in LXX (Leviticus 24:22; Psalms of Solomon 3:3)
The word appears twice in the LxX. In Leviticus 24:22 it translates QQYLJD, and thus probably

means not ‘justification’ or ‘vindication’,®*° but ‘law’, ‘statute’,®*! ‘administering justice',632

or ‘legal process’. In Psalms of Solomon 3:3, Sikaiwolg is a verbal noun meaning

‘justification’ or ‘proving to be just’.®*?

The Resurrection in Romans 1-4 and Romans 4:25
The word SukaiwoLg appears in Romans 4:25 in relation to Christ's resurrection, and so to

understand its usage we need to look at the context. ‘Romans is suffused with
resurrection’.®** In Romans 1:4, Paul introduces the motif of resurrection in connection with
Christ’s Davidic sonship.635 The Lord Jesus Christ, the human descendant of David (v3), was

marked out as the Son of God with power according to the Spirit of Holiness by his

resurrection from the dead (tod 0pLoBévtog vIOD Be0d €V SuvapeL KaTh TVEDUN XYLWOUING

%% Hornblower et al, Oxford Classical Dictionary (2012), 875.

Lysias, Oration IX, ‘For the Soldier’, 8, in Collected Works, LCL 244 (1988), 188-9.

627 Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 1.58.1.9, in Roman Antiquities: LCL 319, Vol | Books I-11 (1937), 192-3.
%28 Josephus, Antiguities, 18.315 in LCL 365, Vol IX Books XVIII-XX (1965), 182-3.

629 Dindorf, Harpocrationis lexicon (1853); Bekker, Harpocration et Moeris (1833), 62.

%% pace BDAG, 250.

1 TINT, 1:344 fn 97; Schrenk, ‘SikelwoLc’, TDNT, 2:223.

Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2002), 128; 128.

Cf ibid, 170; Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851), Pss Sol 3:3.

Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 241.

2 Samuel 7:12-14; Psalm 2:7-9; Wright, op cit, 242-3; Head, ‘Jesus’ Resurrection’ (1998), 61-3.
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¢E quootaoewg vekp@r). The motif of resurrection life is again alluded to in 1:17 by the
future of (dw (Habbakuk 2:4).%° The eschatological life promised to the doers of the law®’
is now promised to ‘the one-who-is-righteous-by-faith’.%*® Watson rightly rejects the

639

Christological interpretation of Habbakuk 2:4 || Romans 1:17,”*” so Romans 1:17 does not

refer to Christ’s resurrection life.

In Romans 4:17, Paul reintroduces the motif of resurrection.®* By introducing God’s
resurrection power in 4:13-25, Paul connects resurrection with God’s verbal act of imputing
dikacLoovvm to Abraham (Romans 4:6, 11) and justifying tov aoepfi (Romans 4:3, 5, 6). God
verbally calls (kaxloDvtoc) the dead to life just as he verbally declares the ungodly righteous.
Abraham faces the deadness of his own body and Sarah’s womb (vevekpwuévov; vékpwoLv:
Romans 4:19). But God makes the dead alive ((woToLobvtog Tolg vekpoic) and calls those

things not being as being.

The background of 4:17 is not creation ex nihilo,**' because the seed (o OTéPLa OOL)
already exists in Abraham and Sarah’s dead bodies. From their supposedly ‘dead’ bodies,
living seed will be drawn.®*? The paradigm is not ‘something from nothing’ (ex nihilo) but

643

‘life from the dead’. It is not a calling into being, but a calling w¢ being.”™ A further indicator

that to um 6vte w¢ dvte (Romans 4:17) does not allude to creation ex nihilo is Paul’s parallel

636 Hooker, ‘Raised For Our Acquittal’ (2002), 332

7 eviticus 18:5; Romans 2:7, 13; 10:5.

%38 Habbakuk 2:4; Romans 10:6-8; Watson, ‘By Faith (of Christ)’ (2009), 154.

Watson, ‘By Faith (of Christ)’ (2009), 153-60.

Head, ‘Jesus’ Resurrection’ (1998), 66; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 187; Hooker, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal’
(2002), 331; Marshall, ‘Raised for Our Justification’ (2008), 256.

1 Moo, Romans (1996), 232; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 236-7; Kruse, Romans (2012), 217.

642 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 236.

3 Moo, Romans (1996), 281-2; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:1467; contra Visscher, Romans 4 (2009), 2006-7.
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use in 1 Corinthians 1:28.%%

The Corinthian Christians are described as ta pun 6vte, so that
their calling might nullify T dvte. Though not many were wise, powerful, or wellborn, God
called (kAfjowv: 1 Corinthians 1:26| [kaiodvtog Romans 4:17) the so-called ‘nothings’, so that
‘no-one might boast before him’ (6mw¢ un kevyontaL Taow odpé évamior tod Beod: 1
Corinthians 1:29; cf Romans 3:27; 4:2). Again, this is not creation ex nihilo, but the divine
calling of the despised, powerless, and lowborn, all of whom have no boast before God. By

faith in the gospel the Corinthians have not themselves, but Christ, as their dukaLootvn (1

Corinthians 1:30).

Thus, in Romans 4:13-25, God is summoning and naming nations and descendants from
Abraham where deadness suggests that fulfilling the divine promise is impossible.®* God

has power to do what he promised,®*®

and Abraham believes both God’s promise and
power, so is a paradigm for Christian faith.®*” While Abraham’s belief in the face of
deadness was directed towards God’s promise of seed (oltw¢ €otal o oméppo oov),**® the
believer’s object of faith is He who accomplished the resurrection (toi¢ mLotebovoLy éml TOV
evelpavta [...] &k vekpGv) of the Lord Jesus Christ.®*® ‘The conception and birth of Isaac is

therefore an anticipation of Jesus’ resurrection’.®*°

In the meantime, Abraham, though doefr|c, has Sukatoolvn reckoned to him.®>* Abraham,

644 Hultgren, Romans (2011), 189.

645 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 237.

*% Romans 4:21.

Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 50.

%48 Romans 4:18; Genesis 15:5.

%49 Romans 4:24; cf 10:6-9. Moo, Romans (1996), 287-8; Hooker, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal’ (2002), 331
Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 247.

Romans 4:5, 6, 11, 22.
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like us, is simul iustus et peccator.®>* We likewise are summoned to believe unto
righteousness (ei¢ Sikatootvn)®™ despite our continuing deadness because of sin.
Abraham’s body was at once dead, yet, by the promise of God, living. Though we are dying,
yet because of Christ’s righteousness, we live. Compare Romans 8:10: €l 6¢ XpLotog év
VULV, O pEv 0@ vekpOv due apeptiov 10 8¢ mredua (wh dui dikatootvmy. That is, because
of the realized gift of (imputed) Sukatoolvn (not the believer’s moral uprightness) through
the indwelling Christ, the Spirit is the source of future eternal life, though our bodies are

dying because of sin.®*

0¢ Topedddn SLi T TAPATTWUATE HUEY
Kol Myépdn dLe THy Sikalwoly MUOV.
who was delivered over for our transgressions
and was raised for our justification.
(Romans 4:25)%°
Romans 4:25 is the conclusion of chapter 4, and syntactically consists of a relative clause
with the antecedent 'Incobv tov kipLov Muadv (v24), and two clauses in parallel. The issues

to be decided is the meaning of 6ua. with the accusative in both clauses, and the denotation

and referent of dL Ty SikalwoLy HUGY.

Ao with the accusative in 4:25a-b
Awa is clearly retrospective or causal in v25a. Some argue that ua with the accusative

should have the same meaning in both clauses,®® but others that they need not.**” The

issue is whether &1 with accusative (v25b) is retrospective and causal (‘because of our

2 Romans 6:11-13; 7:14-25; 8:10; 11:18, 20; 12:3,9,16, 13:11, 14; 14:1-12, 20, 23; 16:17-19; Galatians 5:17.

Romans 10:10; 4:22-24

Lambrecht, ‘Note on Romans 10:8’ (2010), 174.

Cf Isaiah 53:6, 11-12 LXX: Moo, Romans (1996), 288-9; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:252; Kruse, Romans
(2012), 221; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 243; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 388.

636 Schlatter, Romans (1995), 118; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:154.

Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 247-8; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51; Moo, Romans
(1996), 289; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:251; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 191; Marshall, ‘Raised for Our
Justification’ (2008), 255.
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justification’)®®® or prospective and final (‘for our justification’).*>

However, making a
decision is assisted by observing a parallel structure in vww23-24. In v23, 61" a0tov means ‘for’
the benefit of Abraham, and is retrospective. Therefore, v23 teaches that Genesis 15:6 was
not (o0k) only written ‘for’ (5.a) Abraham in the past. Inv24, 81" fuag is prospective.
Genesis 15:6 was written also ‘for us’ about to be (uéAiel) reckoned (righteous). This pattern
within vw23-24 suggests that (1) 5.a with the accusative need not have the same meaning in

660

each clause of 4:25,””" and (2) a pattern is established by vw23-24 in that that the first

instance of ua is retrospective, and second causal, and that this also carries over into v25.
Because of the close context and probability of a pattern established by vv23-24, the

prospective meaning for v25b shall be adopted.

Meaning of trjv dikalwoLy Npdv in 4:25b
As we have seen in reference to Graeco-Roman sources and the LXX, dikoiwolc means

‘justification’ or ‘vindication’.?®! It denotes the action in a lawcourt of putting things to right

®2 The emphasis is on the process of justification rather than®®®

by pronouncing the verdict.
or in addition to®* its result. Genitive U@V is probably an objective genitive. That

dikalwolc is also used in Romans 5:18 suggests Paul has on view the salvific dukaiwoig (wiig

638 Schlatter, Romans (1995), 118; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 244; Harris, ‘Prepositions’ (1975), NIDNTT,

3:1184; Morris, Romans (1988), 215; Jewett, Romans (2007), 343.

659 Schrenk, ‘SikaiwoLrc’, TDNT, 2:224; TLNT, 1:345; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51; Wright, Resurrection
of the Son of God (2003), 247-8; Moo, Romans (1996), 289; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:251; Murray, Romans
(1959), 1:154; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 192; Kruse, Romans (2012), 222; Kasemann, Romans (1980), 129;
Leenhardt Romans (1957), 129; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 389-90; Head, ‘Jesus’ Resurrection’ (1998), 68;
Hooker, Paul (2003), 94-5; idem, ‘Use of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 101 fn 12; Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 180;
Marshall, ‘Raised for Our Justification’ (2008), 255; Warnock, Raised With Christ (2010), 121.

660 Hendriksen, Romans (1981), 161; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51.

LSJM, 429; BDAG, 250; Schrenk, ‘Sukatwpe’ TDNT, 2:220; Moo, Romans (1996), 288; Wright, Resurrection of
the Son of God (2003), 248; idem, ‘Romans’ (2002), 504; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:251-2; Hultgren, Romans
(2011), 191-2; Morris, Romans (1988), 216; idem, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 289; Dunn, Romans (1988),
1:225; contra Jewett, Romans (2007), 343.

662 Hooker, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal’ (2002), 331.

Moo, Romans (1996), 288 fn 8; Morris, Romans (1988), 216.

BDAG, 250; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51.
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of the believer’s resurrection, at least as justification’s consummation, in 4:25.%%

Hence,
Christ was raised for our justification, in the sense that the resurrection of Christ procures
our justification, consummated in resurrection. By virtue of Christ’s resurrection, God’s
sentence of vindication (which is implicit in Christ’s resurrection) is attributed to the
believer.®®® ‘The unexpressed assumption is that Jesus’ resurrection is his justification’.®®’
The present justifying verdict received by faith is an anticipation of the final verdict brought

into the present, just as Christ’s resurrection is an anticipation of the resurrection of all

believers brought into the present.

665 Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 182; cf Hooker, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal’ (2002), 332-3.

Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51; Head, ‘Jesus’ Resurrection’ (1998), 69.
Gaffin, Resurrection and Redemption (1978), 123
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Conclusion

In the Graeco-Roman corpus and LxX, dikelwue can mean ‘the judicial rectification of an
injustice’, ‘justification’, ‘vindication’, ‘the outcome of the judicial process’, or a ‘righteous
claim’ on which a ‘plea for justification’ is based. It occasionally, perhaps improperly, means
‘a righteous act’. In the Lxx, dikelwue denotes a legal or customary requirement or or
statute. Likewise, Sukalwolg can denote a judicial action or process of corrective justice,
thus ‘justification’. Paul’s use of the words in 1:32, 2:26 and 4:25 falls within their well-
attested semantic ranges. The usage observed is consistent with what one would expect

from accidence and word formation evidence.

Paul introduces the motif of resurrection in Romans 1:4, 17, 4:17, and 24-25. Romans 4:25b
brings Christ’s resurrection in history into the closest possible relation with the believer’s
justification. However, except perhaps obliquely in 1:4, Romans has not yet explicated that
Christ’s resurrection is Christ’s justification. So far, Christ was raised for our justification
(4:25b), not for his. Hooker takes us part of the way in determining what Christ’s
resurrection declares about Christ:

The link between justification and resurrection is a natural one. To pronounce a man

righteous is to reverse the condemnation which sentenced him to death.®®®

Nevertheless, as Hooker observes, ‘the meaning of 4:25 is spelled out in chapters 5, 6 and
8'.°%% This raises the question, Does ‘Paul explicitly link our justification with Christ’s
justification through resurrection in Romans?’ This thesis argues that Paul indeed does this,

in his use of dukalwpe. in Romans 5:18. This requires an analysis of Romans 5, which

constitutes chapters 6 to 8.

668 Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 40.

9idem, ‘Use of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 102.
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Chapter 6
The Resurrection in Romans 5 and the
Meaning of dikelwpe in Romans 5:16

Introduction
The motif of resurrection introduced in Romans 4:17, 24-25 re-emerges in 5:9-10, 17, 20 as

a key part of Paul’s argument to give Christians confidence in their final salvation. The
resurrection motif is highlighted in the ‘lighter’ part of Paul’s gal wayyémer argument in vv
8-11, 15, 17, 21. The referent of évéc in verses 12, 15-19 is assessed, and the argument
presented that évdc in Romans 5:18 is masculine and personal. Then the recent argument of
Kirk is countered, that Sikalwpe in Romans 5:16 means, ‘judgment’, ‘penalty’, or

‘reparation’, and not ‘justification’.

Resurrection in Romans 5:1-11
The motif of resurrection emerges in Romans 5:9-10 with Paul’s ‘how much more’

argument. If we have been justified in the present év t¢ aiuatt adtod (v9) while we were
sinners (the harder thing), ‘how much more’ will be saved from God’s future opyr) ‘through
him’ (the easier thing). Campbell regards 6. adtod (v9) as referring back to God’s love in
Christ’s death (v8),%’° but this goes against the a fortiori argument. Verse 9 has introduced a
new basis (61" adtod) which grounds the believer’s greater confidence. Thus, the referent of
81" avtod (v9) does not lie in v8 but v10. Verse 10 clarifies that being saved ‘through him’ is

salvation év tf) (wf) adtod. Preposition év is instrumental.®”* "Ev 1§ (wf adtod refers to

670 Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 260.

671 Moo, Romans (1996), 312; contra Morris, Romans (1988), 226; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 520.
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Christ’s resurrection life,®’% not his pre-crucifixion life,

Christians prior to the parousia.®’*

673

Paul’s a fortiori ‘light and heavy’ Argument
Romans 5 introduces a string of ‘how much more’ arguments (10AAG paiiov),’”> described

major’), or the Rabbinic gal wayyémer (‘light and heavy’), argument.

appears only in chapter 5. Paul’s argument proceeds from heavy to light.

as the Latin a fortiori®’®

Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

677

678

nor the transformed lives of

(‘even stronger’) or a minori ad maius (‘from the minor to the

In Romans, it

Verses 8-9 Verses 10-11 Verses 15 Verse 17 Verses 21
Heavy | €éTL éyBpol Ovtec T0D €v0g 1@ T0D €VOg | WoTep
Harder | LLEPTWAGY | KATNAAQYMUEY TOPUTTWORNTL THPUTTWRNTL | EPaolicvoey T
drtwr UV ¢ B drLa oL ToAlol 0 6dvatog |apopTle év
Xpiotog umep | 100 Bavatov | dmébavov, eBaolricvoer | T@ BavaTw,
OV 700 viod 8L Tod €vig
0. TéOovev. o700
SLKOLWOEVTEC KO TOAALYEVTEG
Vv €v 1o
alpotl adtod
Conj | TOAAG oDV VP TOIAGD WA o] vep [ Snepeneplooeuoer
paAiov uaALoV TOAAG MEAAOV | TOAAG v20) [..]
uaAAoV oUTWC Kol
Light |61 adToD 0wONooped €v | T xopLg Tod oL TV T XOPLS
Easier | amo Tfc Opyfc. | Th (wf adtod: Beod kol 1 TepLooeLoL BooLAeton)
00 Lovov &€, dwped €v g xapLTog SLo
xopLTL Th Tod | kel Tfg dLkoLoovYNg
KavyWpevoL év | €v0¢ GrBpwmou | Swpedc T el¢c Cwnv
¢ Bed it tod | Inood dikatoolvne | el viov
kuplou Jugr | XpLotod eig Aappovovtec | due 'Incod
Tnood xpLotod, | TOUG MOAAOLG év (w1 XpLatol
5U 00 vOv thv | €meplocevoer. | BaoLAevoov | T0G kupLov
KOCTOCX)\.OCY%]V oLv 8 Tod I(“.é(ﬁ .
ELAPBoper. €vog 'Inood
Xprotob.

672

Romans 8:34; Moo, Romans (1996), 311; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:266; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:174-5;

Kruse, Romans (2012), 238; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 264; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:260; Marshall, ‘Raised for
Our Justification’ (2008), 248; Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 249.
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Phillips, ‘A Justification of Imputed Righteousness’ (2006), 93.
Jewett, Romans (2007), 367.
Romans 5:9, 10, 15, 17.

676 Collins, ‘The Jewish Source of Rom 5:17’ (2005), 28ff; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:197ff.
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The table reveals that the two most frequent motifs in the ‘heavy-harder’ row is, firstly,
death (v8: améBaver; vI: dLe ToD Bavatov; v15: ol moAlol &méBuvov; v17: 6 Bavotoc
éBaailicvoer; v21: év 16 Bavatw) and, secondly, sin or trespass (v8: €Tl GUapTWAGY vty

NuV; v10: éx6pol ; v15: Tapantwpatt; v17: tapamtouett; v21: éBaoiicvoer 1 apoptic).

The most frequent motifs in the ‘light-easier’ column are, firstly, Jesus Christ, who is
renominalised with increasing morphological bulk as the argument progresses (v9: 61’
a0tod; v10: th (wf) adtod; v15: tod evodg arfpwmov ‘Incod Xprotod: v17: tod evdg Inood
Xpotod; until the climactic v21: ‘Tnood XpLotod tod kuptov Huav), and, secondly, the
related motif of his resurrection life (v9: 61" adtod; v10:év tf (wf adtod; v17: év (wi
BooLrevoovoLy; v20: el Cwnv alwdviov). The motif of the resurrection informs and conditions
the motif of Jesus Christ, particularly the title Kuploc. Jesus Christ is now the resurrected

Lord.®”®

He reigns as victor over death, and shares that reign with his people, who now also
inhabit the realm of ‘life’. And so Christ’s people reign in the realm of life (¢v (wfj: v17) with

Christ, the risen Lord who has resurrection life. ®%°

A third set of motifs is that of ‘grace’, ‘gift’, and ‘righteousness’, brought together in vv15,
17,21 (v 15: 7 yaprc tod Beod kol 1 dwpek €v yopLti; vA7: kol thg dwpedg The SLkaoovng;
v 21: 1) xapic BaoLieton due dikarooivmg). Aikatoovng is both the content of the gift (v17),
and the means through which ‘grace’ (favourable standing with God),?®" reigns in the realm

of Lord Christ (v21). Thus, Kirk’s assertion that ‘Paul does not explicitly appeal to the

%79 Romans 1:4.

%80 Romans 5:17, 21; cf Romans 4:25; 5:9-10; Jewett, Romans (2007), 384.
%81 Romans 5:2
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resurrection of Jesus in 5:15-21’, 682 requires serious modification. The resurrection motif is

found in Paul’s explicit references to ‘life” and ‘reigning Lord’. Yates correctly appreciates

that ‘[w]hile the term “resurrection” does not occur it is implicit.'683

Two observations follow. First, Paul is increasingly backgrounding the motifs of death and
sin, while he increasingly foregrounds righteousness, and the resurrection life that the living
Lord Jesus Christ brings, until his climax in verse 21. Second, after verse 11, Paul is
increasingly distancing ‘Jesus Christ’, however nominalized, from ‘sin and death’. After verse
11, Christ is only brought into association with the motifs of (resurrection) life, ruling, and
righteousness, not death. In one instance, ‘many transgressions’ is brought into relation to
Christ. The one exception is v16b, where 10 yapiope came from many mapamtouatwy. But
the motif of death is in the background in relation to Christ, and the resurrection and life is
in the foreground. Hooker’s conclusion is correct:

The logic that links these ideas is underlined by the use in each verse of the phrase
TOAAD pdEALov since, as in 5,15 and 5,17, life is more powerful than death.%®*

Discourse and Syntactical Analysis (Romans 5:15-19)

Context
In verse 12a, Paul begins a comparison (Gomep 81° €vdg avbpuymov) that he does not return to

685

(an ‘anacolouthon’) until verse 18a ("Apwa obv ¢ 61° €vog TopaTtwuatog).” > In the

meantime, Paul expands on Adam’s sin and the consequent spread of sin and death (vv12-

686
h.

14). Sin is a universal phenomenon, as shown by universal deat But sin not charged

against the sinner’s account (o0k €éAloyelta) where there is no law (v13). "EAloyéw shares

682 Kirk, Unlocking Romans (2008), 103.

Yates, Spirit and Creation in Paul (2008), 132.
Hooker, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal’ (2002), 332.
Moo, Romans (1996), 316, 319, 340.

ibid, 332.
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the semantic field of koyi(opmw and perhaps Paul’s choice of éALoyéw was influenced by

his previous heavy usage of Aoy{{opat.®®

This situation, of sin spreading without a law to
enable its proper accounting, persisted from Adam’s disobedience till the receipt of the
Mosaic law at Sinai (vv13-14). Even though Adam is a tomoc of the coming Christ (v14), Paul

must make two further contrasts between Adam and his transgression and Christ and his

gift (v15 and w16-17).%%° This brings us to vww15-19.

Discourse Grammatical and Syntactical Structure of Romans 5:15-19

5:15 5:16 5:18
a [ar] oty a kal] oy a
a; ¢ 10 TEPOTTOWE, a; g (8L7) evog apapthoavtog | a; wg (8L7) €vO¢ TUPATTWUATOC
a, 0oUTWG Kol TO YOPLOKN: a, 10 dwpmue | ap (elc) mavtag avbpwToug
b, el b, o pev [yap| kplua as (elc) katakpryue,
b1, TG Tob €VOC THPATTWHKTL b, (&) evog b oltwe kal
b1y moAlol améBavov, | by (eig) KocrocKproc b, (8L°) €vog dLkaLWpaTog
b, TOAAG paAidiov b, 10 8¢ yapiope b, (elc) mavtag avBpwTOLg
b,, N xapLg To0 Beod kol bs (ék) TOAGY mapamtwpdtov | bs (elg) dikalwoLy (wig
n dwped (€v) xapLri b (elc) Sikalwpe. 5:19
by, tf t0D €vOg AvBpKITOL 5:17 a Qomep
‘Inocod Xpiotod | g ¢f a; (Sux) Thg mapakofg
b (’E’LC),TO‘\)C ToARobG a; t¢ 10D EVOC THPUTTWHTL T0D €V0¢ AvBpWTOU
ETEPLTOCVOED. a, 0 Bavatoc éPuoiievoey a, OPUPTWAOL KaTeoTaBnoy
a; (8wx) Tod évoc, UO(L ”0)“\)‘0“
b TOAAG paAAOV b obrwe kol
b, ol v mepLooeioav b, (8ua) <fic fimf“(?ﬁg
THg xapLTog Kol TOU €vog
¢ Swpedg b, dikaloL kotaoTadNoovTaL
¢ dLkoLoovrng ol ToAAoL.
AoLBoVOVTEC
b, (év) Cwi
b;  BaoiredoovoLy
b, (8Lex) Tod €vog
‘Incob XpLotod.
The mainline discourse is carried by ‘extremely compact’,**® ‘compressed’,** ‘elliptical’,**>

verbless clauses (vv15a, 16a, 18a) resembling exclamations,®®* topic clauses or headings®*

87 Louw & Nida, GELNT, Domain 57: Possess, Transfer, Exchange, T: To Keep Records, 57.226: éALoyéw, 57.227:

Aoyilopar: Bibleworks7.

°%% Romans 4:3, 4, 5,6, 8,9, 10, 11, 22, 23, 24.
Moo, Romans (1996), 316, 334.

Moo, Romans (1996), 337.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:280, 283.
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highly abbreviated style reflecting ‘epigrammatic conciseness’.*®> The verbless clause in

v16a is brought into close association with that in v15a by mainline conjunction ki, which
‘links two items of equal status, constraining them to be closely related to one another
without expressing continuity or discontinuity’.*®® Conjunction vap (vwi15b, 16b, 17, 19)
marks offline or background expositions that explain, strengthen or support the preceding
propositions or assertions.*®’

The conjunctions &pa obv introduce vi8a. They are used together in the NT only by Paul.®®®
”Apo draws an inference from what precedes it. O0v ‘constrains what follows to be
understood as building closely upon what precedes, yet as a distinct new development in
the argument’.®®® O0v often marks boundaries in the discourse where the next major topic
is drawn from and builds upon what has preceded.’® Therefore, apo expresses the
inference from the previous material, and oOv marks the transition, progression and
development, resuming the mainline of the argument.”®" Together, &pa ovv marks Paul’s
return to the comparison he began in verse 12 between Adam and Christ, drawing on his

discourse from vv12-17 to highlight some consequences in his ultimate comparison (vv18-

19) of Adam and Christ.”®?

2 Eitzmyer, Romans (1992), 420; Moo, Romans (1996), 340.

Morris, Romans (1988), 238.

Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Byrne, Romans (1996), 178.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:283.

Runge, Discourse Grammar (2010), 24.

ibid, 52.

Romans 7:3, 25, 8:12, 9:16, 18, [14:12], 14:19; Galatians 6:10; Ephesians 2:19; 1 Thessalonians 5:6; 2
Thessalonians 2:15: BAG, 103.

699 Runge, Discourse Grammar (2010), 44.

ibid, 43.

BAG, 103; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:282.

Moo, Romans (1996), 340; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:282; Contra Jewett, Romans (2007), 385.
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In verse 18aj, ¢ corresponds to WoTep in verse 12, and the long delayed apodosis is finally
introduced by oltw¢ kal in verse 18b.7% In v19a, domep ydp introduces offline background
discourse which serves to explain the preceding comparison in verse 18, with the yap

|704

marking explanatory material™" and the &omep marking the protasis of the comparison

(v19a), the apodosis of which is marked by oVtwc kol (v19b).”*

The referent of évd¢ (verses 12, 15-19)
The first occurrence of the genitive cardinal adjective €vdc is in verse 12, 61” €vdg arBpwdou

(‘through one man’), and the referent is ’Adap. (verse 14). The comparison of Adam is with
10D uérdovtog (the coming one). The referent of €vdc becomes easier to determine in the
explanatory material (vw15b, 16b, 17 and 19), as €vdc is modified either by av8pwTou
(vw15b,p,, 19ay; cf v 12), 'Incod Xprotov (vv15b,y, v17b,), or possesses the genitive masculine
article tod in a different case to the substantive which follows it (vv 15by,, 15b,,, 1721 17by,).
Thus, every occurrence of evdc which occurs in the explanatory material clearly is a pronoun,
referring to either Adam or Christ. If Paul wanted to unambiguously make all the referents
of évdc personal in the mainline sections (vw15a, 16a, 18a), he could have done so explicitly,
as he did in the offline explanatory sections (vv15b, 16b, 17, 19). Likewise, Paul could have
made the identity of €vdc as a neuter adjective explicit by adding the neuter article.
Nevertheless, given that the offline sections are explanatory in nature, it is probable that
Paul did indeed clarify the referents of €vdc by providing the explanatory offline material. If
it still be held Paul has not made the referent clear, perhaps it is intentionally mult-

referential, Paul intending it to be both a masculine pronoun and a neuter adjective. In

% bunn, Romans (1988), 1:282-3.

704 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287.
7% BAG, 908.
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verse 15b, each of the adjectives moAtol and €ic have a personal referent,’® suggesting a

personal referent also for of évdc. A second table shows instances of evdc and moAroL.

7% Moo, Romans (1996), 335-6.
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‘Evdc and moALolin Romans 5:15-19

5:15

b, TG T0D €VOC TEPATTOUATL
by the trespass of the one
bi, ol moAdol
the many

by, th Tob €vdg drépuiTou
Incod XpLotod
by the [grace] of the one man,
Jesus Christ
b, elc tolg moAdolC
for the many

5:16

Q181 €vOg auoPTHONVTOS [masc ptep)
through one [man’s] sinning707

b, & evoc
from one [man]708 OR
from one [sin]709 OR
from one [man’s] one [sin]710
bs ék TOAGV TepATTWUATOV
from many trespasses711 OR
from the many’s sins’”” OR
from many trespasses of

the many

5:17

a1 T 10D EVOG THPUTTWHATL
by the trespass of the one

as o Tod évic
through the one [man] 3
b; 81 tod évog Inood Xprotod.
through the one [man]
Jesus Christ

5:18

a1 U &vOg TePETTWHETOG
through one trespass714 OR
through the one [man’s]
715
trespass
a, el mavtag GrépuiToug
for all men

b, o &vdg SukaLupatog
through one dikaiomatos

through the one [man’s]
717

716 OR

dikaiomatos
b, ei¢ mavtog dvbpwToug
for all men
5:19

a; Suo thg Tapakofg
10D €VO¢ AvBpwTOL
through disobedience
of the one man”*®
a, ... oL moAdol
the many

b, Sk thc Umakofic Tod vdg
through obedience
of the one [man]

b, ... ol moAloi
the many

707

Moo, Romans (1996), 337; Murray, Romans (1959) 1:197; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:286; Schreiner,

Romans (1998), 283; Jewett, Romans (2007), 369; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 419; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:280;
Morris, Romans (1988), 236; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Kruse, Romans (2012), 248.

708

369; Godet, Romans (1883), 218.
709

AV, Kdsemann, Romans (1980), 153; Murray, Romans (1959) 1:197; Schlatter, 130; Jewett, Romans (2007),

All major English versions: Moo, Romans (1996), 338; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201; Cranfield, Romans

(2001), 1:286 fn 6; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 283, 285 fn 5; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 419; Morris, Romans
(1988), 236; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Kruse, Romans (2012), 248.

710
711

All three are possibilities for Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:280.
Schreiner, Romans (1998), 285; Jewett, Romans (2007), 382; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 419; Morris, Romans

(1988), 236; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Kruse, Romans (2012), 248.

"2 Godet, Romans (1883), 218.

713
714

Moo, Romans (1996), 339 fn 117; Murray, Romans (1959) 1:197; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:287.
Murray, Romans (1959) 1:199; Schlatter, Romans (1995), 131; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 141-2;

Jewett, Romans (2007), 369; Morris, Romans (1988), 238; Kruse, Romans (2012), 251.

715

Moo, Romans (1996), 340; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 283, 86 fn 8; Dunn,

Romans (1988), 1:283; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 287.

716

Murray, Romans (1959) 1:199; Schlatter, Romans (1995), 131; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 141-2;

Jewett, Romans (2007), 369; Morris, Romans (1988), 238; Kruse, Romans (2012), 251.

717

Moo, Romans (1996), 341; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 283, 86 fn 8; Dunn,

Romans (1988), 1:283; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 287.

18 Murray, Romans (1959) 1:197.
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In verse 16a, Paul could have said ‘through one man’s sinning’ (51" évog &vépwmou
apopThoavtog) or ‘through one sin’ (5u” puag apaptiec). Probably, Paul used the participle to
emphasise the sinful activity.”*® Nevertheless, évéc (v16a) is personal, as it is modified by
the masculine adjectival participle &paprﬁoavrog.m The Western Reading’s neuter
participle in vl6a (queptruetoc) would support taking €voc as neuter, but the masculine
participle is preferrable on textual grounds.”*! The context and conclusion in v17 support
the view that ‘the stereotypically repeated 61” évéc is always masculine’.”*? Kdsemann’s

conclusion is supported by the above discourse analysis, as vw1l7a; 17b, provide explanatory

material for v16.

Regarding verse 18a,, b;, Murray thinks that the absence of the article in the phrases 81" evoc
Tepantwpatog and 8u” €vdg Sikalwuatog leads us to expect that in each phrase one act, not
one man, is on view.”?*> Murray rightly notes that the insertion of the genitive article
[presumably in either v16b (¢ 100 €voc) or verse 18a,b (51" Tol €vog mapamtwuntog [...] 6L
100 €vog dikatwuatog)] would not remove the ambiguity as the substantives that would

follow it are also genitives.”**

Thus, the constructions so amended could also legitimately
mean ‘from the one sin’, from the one trespass, from the one dikaiomatos, even with the

article so inserted.

719 Kruse, Romans (2012), 236.

Moo, Romans (1996), 337; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:197; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:286; Schreiner,
Romans (1998), 283; Jewett, Romans (2007), 369; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 419; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:280;
Morris, Romans (1988), 236; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Kruse, Romans (2012), 248.

721Kéisemann, Romans (1980), 153. The best mss support apueptnoartog Rorez Aoz Bos Koig Lozo P 025 Or Chr Thdrt
etc: Tischendorf’s Apparatus: Bibleworks7.

722 Kdasemann, Romans (1980), 153.

Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201, esp fn 33.

Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201, fn 33.

720

723
724
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While Paul could have taken other steps to clarify his precise meaning, either making the
referent unambiguously personal or unambiguously neuter, the contrast with mavrog
avBpwmoug (‘all men’: vi8a,,b,) is stronger if the €vic is taken to be a masculine pronoun.725
Moreover, evdc is undoubtedly masculine and personal in the offline explanatory material
that follows verse 18 in v19a;,b; and moAlol in v19a, b, likewise has a personal referent.
Indeed, every instance of either ToAlol or €vdg in any background explanatory material in
verse 15-19 is personal. Therefore, each instance of either moALot or evdc is debatably
masculine in the foregrounded, mainline discourse. So Cranfield is right to say ‘it is surely
better to take évdc here [in verse 18] as masculine’.”*® Moreover, if Dunn is correct to see
v18a as ‘a masterly compression of the different aspects picked out in the preceding verses’,
then all except two instances of evdc (v16b,,b,) are undoubtedly personal, and those two
instances are conceivably personal or perhaps intentionally multi-referential. Thus, it is best

to take €voc in Romans 5:18 as masculine and personal, despite the absence of the article.

Still to be determined are the meanings of the key lexemes.

Awkol{wpe in Romans 5:16
Until recently, the belief that Sukaiwpe (Romans 5:16) meant ‘justification’ or ‘acquittal’,

demonstrated by its antonymous parallelism with katakpipe, went unchallenged. That is no
longer the case. Kirk has recently argued dikaiwua (v16) means ‘judgment’, ‘penalty’, or
’reparation’m based on (1) the contextual unlikelihood that Sikalwpe is in antithetic
parallelism with katakpiue (v16); and (2) the lexical unanimity that Sukeliwpe. does not

mean ‘justification’ anywhere in the Graeco-Roman corpus outside Romans 5:16.”%

%> Moo, Romans (1996), 341 fn 125; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 286 fn 8.

7%% Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289.
727 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 787; idem, Unlocking Romans (2008), 102.

728 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 787-8.
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(1) Contextual considerations

Kirk is concerned about the reasoning by which commentators make their lexical decisions.

Eg:

dikeiwpe normally means “regulation, requirement” (BGD [sic]; and see on 5:18). But here it
is chosen obviously as yet another —uo. word to provide rhetorical balance to katakpLpa. As
such it has to be taken as the opposite of “condemnation,” so “justification, acquittal.””*

dikeiwpe normally means “regulation, requirement” (as in 1:32, 2:26, and 8:4; 5:16 is
rhetorically determined).”*°

Sikelwpa is apparently used in preference to Sukatoolvn or Sukaiwoig (used in v 18) because
a counterpart to katakpLue is desired (see Bauer, sv Sikaiwue, 3). It is used here (as is also

dikalwolg in v 18) to denote justification in the sense not of the action of justifying but of the
result of the action.”!

Kirk correctly regards it as more probable that Paul would ‘use familiar meanings of familiar
words than that he will invoke the wrong word simply because he likes the sound of it’.”*
The parallelism of the -ue. endings has clear rhetorical power, which the commentators
rightly identify. Kirk is also correct to see that whatever parallelism Paul is using cannot
convert dikaLwpe to meaning something other than what dikaLwua really means. But contra
Kirk, Paul has invoked the correct word to mean ‘justification’.”**> The consensus of
commentators is correct. However, Kirk’s criticism has some force vis-a-vis Dunn, because
Dunn concedes that there is a ‘normal’ meaning of the term which is not ‘justification’.
While it is true neither Dunn nor Cranfield provide any primary evidence that SikoLwuc
means ‘justification’, Cranfield cites word formation evidence for the meaning

‘justification’.”** The —ua ending provides prima facie evidence of what SukoLape might

22 Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:281.

ibid, 1:283.

3L Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:287 fn 2.

732 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 789.
See Chapter 5, above.

73 Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:287 fn 2.
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mean, which can be supported or contradicted with usage surveys, such as chapter 5

provides.

Rhetorical Parallelism
Kirk challenges the widely-held view that Paul is using antithetical parallelism in vw15-18:

Stepping back to v15, Paul demarcates the effect of Adam’s transgression by saying, “the
many died.” Based on the assumption that Paul is outlining a predictable antithetical
parallelism between Adam and Christ, we would expect him to say here, “The many will be
made alive.” Instead, he talks about God’s gift and grace abounding to the many. Both the
structure and the content of the antithesis are unbalanced.”*

Kirk’s observations here are true, but have only limited relevance to the issue of
determining whether there is antithetical parallelism in verse 16b. This is because, as the
‘wAAa in verse 15a indicates, Paul must correct his statement, ’Adau, 6¢ €0ty tOmog T0D
wéirovtog (v14), by showing that in some ways Adam is not a type of Christ, though in other
ways he is. ’AAAq is thus not forward pointing to v16, but backward pointing to verse 14,
correcting it.”?® Again, Kirk says:

Similarly, if for vi7 we attempt to predict the Christ side of the Adam/Christ divide, based on
what Paul says about the result of Adam’s sin, we will miss the mark. Opposed to ‘through
one transgression death reigned,” we find neither, ‘through one act of obedience life
reigned’ nor ‘through one act of obedience Christ reigned.’ Instead, we find a piling up of
‘grace’ and ‘gift’ similar to what we have seen in v 15.”*’

Again, Kirk’s basic observation is true. Paul does not adopt completely antithetical
parallelism. But it is doubtful that absolute ‘antithetical parallelism’ is ‘expected’ in vw15b,
17, as syntactically, all that is ‘expected’ by the comparative structure is the parallelism
required by the ‘heavy to light’ argument (nb: moAAd paiiov: v15b, 17b). Such parallelism
need not be absolutely antithetical, but must indicate a contrast. In addition, while verse 16
continues Paul’s discourse (note kal o0y in 16a), Paul’s ultimate statement of comparison is

verse 18 (note &po. oVv: v18a), and its explanation in verse 19 (note yap), both of which

735 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 789.

Runge, Discourse Grammar (2010), 56, 92-100.
Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 789-90.

736
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resolve the anacolouthon of verse 12. Whatever parallelism Paul adopts will be best
exemplified by the parallelism within verse 18. And in verse 18bs, Paul does not use
dikalwpe in parallel with ketakpipe to match the —ua ending (as is alleged for v16b), but
the somewhat ‘unrhetorical’ SukaiwoLr (wiic (see table below). This militates against the
claim that Paul chose Sukaiwpe in verse 16 because it rhymed with katakpiue. Far more
likely, Paul chose each word for its well-attested meaning. Thus far, Kirk is correct, though

he has not brought the best evidence forward.

Text containing -peendings in 5:15-18

5:15 5:16 5:18

Mainline Mainline Mainline

a ol a kel oty a

a; ¢ TO TOPATTOUE, | a1 w¢ (8L°) €vog apaptioavtoc | a; ¢ (8L°) €vOC ToPATTWUATOS

a, oUTWG kol TO YUPLOWO.® a TO0 dWpNUe” | az (elc) mavtag avbpwToug

a; (elc) katakpiue,

Offline b oltwe kal
b, O pev KplLa b, (8L°) €vog dLkaLWpaTog
b, (&) evog b, (elc) mavtag avBpwTOLg
b; (elc) katakpLpe b (elc) dikalwowy (wic:
b, 10 8¢ yapLope
bs (ék) TOALDV TapaTTOMdTWY
be (elc) dikalwpe.

Regarding the rhetorical parallelism, the first observation is that all three mainline texts
above contain the syntactical structure ¢ [...] o0twe kot in vwil5a, 16a (oUtwe kol elided
but implied from v15a,) and 18a,b. This structure denotes a comparison.738 The presence of

oy inv15a, 16a shows it is a comparison by way of contrast.

The contrast in verse 15a is between 10 mepantwue (trespass) and to yapiope (gift). Both

are definite, the article being used ‘par excellence’, in that both the trespass and the gift

738 BAG, 905; Moulton & Turner, Grammar: Syntax (1963), 3:330.
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being spoken of are at the extremity of their class.”*® The nouns are concrete (note —o
ending). While the nouns are not antonyms, there is a clear contrast. The explanatory
material in verse 15b suggests that the moapamtwuw refers to the sin of the one man, being
Adam’s sin in the garden (Genesis 2:16; 3:6). The grace-gift t0 yapLoua is explained by 7
xapLc Tod Beod kal 1 dwped év yapitL that came by (instrumental dative) 'Inood Xpiotou
el¢ Tobg moAlovc. While in 5:8-9a, Paul highlighted Christ’s death, in 5:9b-10, Paul has
shifted his attention now ‘much more’ (moAr§ paiiov) to Christ’s life. In 5:11, Paul
renominalises with 61 tod kuplov MUY ‘Incod Xpiotod. ‘Our Lord Jesus Christ’ is referred
to in the previous verse as év 1§ (wf} avtod. In other words, it is the risen Lord Jesus, who
has shown himself Lord over sin and death by his resurrection (1:4), and thus will save his
people (cwONoduedo v tf (wf adtod: 5:10b). The risen Lord Jesus Christ is the focus, not

740

the Son God presented as the propitiation.”"" Thus, the gift 0 yapLoua probably does not

refer in the first instance to Christ’s death in distinction to his resurrection life,”** but to the

gift of righteousness (5:17b;)"*?

that Christ distributes as a result of being the risen Lord.
The contrast in verse 16a is between w¢ 61 €vog apaptioartoc and to dwpnue. Missing are
several elements of the formal parallelism: the article, the parallel neuter nouns with —uo
endings. OUtwc kol is elided. The noun 10 dWpnue is definite by virtue of the article ‘par
excellence’, and anarthrous masculine participle auaptroavtog is definite by virtue of the
masculine pronoun, évéc. The referent of evog apaptrioartog is the transgression of the one

man, Adam. However, it is syntactically contrasted with the gift t0 dwpnue, par excellence.

739 Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 222.

Romans 3:24-26, 4:25a, 5:6-9a.
Contra Kirk, Unlocking Romans (2008), 102, followed by Kruse, Romans (2012), 248.
Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:284; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:280; Jewett, Romans (2007), 381.
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In verse 16a,, Paul uses the neuter 6pnue, following on from cognate feminine noun form
(0 dwpea) which he introduced in v15b,,, instead of yapiope, which he used in v15a. Adpnpa

743

emphasizes the freeness’" (cf 3:24 and cognate adverb dwpeav), and the distributive nature

"74% and its relationship to cognate verb

of the gift (an inference from its usage as ‘present
5L6wut). Perhaps it alludes to the gift of the Spirit (5:5) who raised Christ from the dead
(1:4). Xapropo emphasizes the source of the gift being God’s character of kindness and
graciousness’*>, and thus denotes a gift sourced from divine benevolence. It is undeserved.
Xapiope frequently denotes the individuations of manifestations of grace (note —uc

ending), this time the content is ‘the gift of righteousness’ (5:17b,), and thus the stress is on

the result, or distribution, of the gracious gift.

Verse 16b is offline text, marked by yap. Verse 16b thus explains v16a. Syntactically, the
explanation v16b offers is another contrast which uses the postpositive particles pev [...]
8¢ in construction, each particle correlating the respective clauses they introduce with one

another.”*

Verse 16b correlates 1o pev... kplpo €€ €vog €l katakpLpo with 0 8¢ yapLope
€K TOAADV TapaTTWUaTWY €lg Sikalwpe. Syntactically, el Sikatlwpa is formally parallel with
elc katakpupe and to kplpe is formally parallel with To yapiope. Thus, the judgment
originates from one trespass into condemnation. Kpipa (judgment) is intensified into the

katakpLie (condemnation) into which it leads; likewise, the gift of grace t0 yopiopw ‘leads

to’ or is ‘with a view to’, Sukalwpa.

43 Morris, Romans (1988), 235; Kasemann, Romans (1980), 153.

LSIM, 464.
Romans 3:24; 4: 4, 16; 5:2, 15, 17, 20, 21. Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1: 284.
Runge, Discourse Grammar (2010), 55.
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Kplpe is a ‘decision, judgment, verdict, decree’.”" It denotes a legal decision, especially

condemnation.”*®

This is consistent with the —ux ending, suggesting an outcome of the

judgment process. The forensic background of kpiluw is a feature it shares with Sukaiwpa

but not with xoipmpoc.m Intensified katakpLue denotes ‘condemnation’, or ‘punishment,
» 750

fine, damage’,”” an unfavourable court judgment or the result of such a finding, which is

punishment. The cognate verb, katakpivw, likewise denotes giving a negative sentence.””!

Before proceeding to the lexical meaning of Sukalwpe (v16bg) it is to be observed that Paul
has already explained the meaning of 0 [...] ydpiope [...] elc dikalwue, because conjunction
vap introduces background material of an explanatory nature in vi7a. Therefore, it was
never necessary to view the meaning of Sukalwpe. as somehow rhetorically malleable or
only determinable by the arbitrary assumption of Paul’s antithetic parallelism. Paul gives his
own explanation of the meaning of T0 yapLope [...] el Sikalwpe in the adjectival participial
phrase ol Ty mepLooelar thg xapLtog kel Thg dwpedg Thg SLkaLoolvng AauUBaVOVTEG
(v17b1).”>? T'ép in v17a establishes the link of v17 with v16b, telling us v17 explains v16b.
Common vocabulary (yapiopa: 16bg| [ xapitoc: 17bg; dikalwpe: 16bg| | dtkatootvng:17b;) and
their analogous position in their respective comparative syntactical structures further
establishes the link between the phrases. To yapLopa [...] €l¢ dikaiwpe’ follows the 8¢ in the
uev [...] 8€ structure. OL v TeprLooelav THg XapLtog kol Thg dwpedc Thg dikeLoohimg
AapBavovteg occupies the ‘light-easier’ position in the el [...] ToAA® paAiiov (how much

more) structure.

747 1SJM, 995.

2 ibid

9 gee chapter 5, above; Kdsemann, Romans (1980), 153.
LSJM, 896.

Matthew 20:18; LSIM, 896.

Alford, Greek NT (1877), 2.364.
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Hence, ol TNV TepLooelor ThHg xapLtog kol Thg dwpedc thg diketootimg Aaufavovteg (v17by)

explains 10 yapLop [...] €l Sikalwpe (v16bgg).

The explanation can be further specified because of vocabulary parallels.

ol Ty TepLooeloav THS yopLTOC...AapuBarovteg | ol..Tty mepLoceiav..tfic Swpedc The SLkaloolvng AauBarovTeg
explains explains
10 8¢ YOpLOWO, el dLkalmpor

Consequently, whatever meaning is chosen for Sukalwuo from its attested semantic range

must account for Paul’s own explanation of the meaning of the work through what appears

to be the explanatory parallelism of ‘the abundance of the gift of righteousness’ which has

been received by many through Christ. Awpeac explains dikalwuw as being a gift distributed
‘through the one man Christ’." Ou [...] AapBavovteg explains that the Sukalwpw is ‘received’ or
‘taken’ by a group of people. And the cognhate noun dikaLoolvng explains in what the gift of

>3 The terms kpipc,

dLkalwpe consists, once it is received. It is a gift of righteousness.
katakpLie and Sikalwpe determine a forensic or judicial context. Thus, the dikatwpe of
verse 16b is a forensic gift of righteousness distributed to many people freely through the
agency of Jesus Christ. The nature of the agency is not (yet) further stipulated (though see
4:25b). However, those in receipt of such a wonderful gift will reign (BaoLAcloovoLy is an
eschatological future) év (w7}, meaning resurrection life. Those who receive the gift of

righteousness will rise again at the eschaton to reign with their resurrected and reigning

Lord, Jesus Christ. With the context now determined, the lexical issue must be faced.

3 See Chapter 4, above.
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(2) Lexical issues
Kirk would be right to criticize the ‘consensus’ interpretation of Romans 5:16 if it really held

hold that Paul chose dikaiwue for stylistic purposes, that he wanted a Stk — word ending

754

in —po.””" But the consensus opinion is not based on rhetorical considerations but the

lexical meaning of Sukaiwua. Kirk says:

[N]o argument has been offered to challenge the lexicography of Liddell and Scott and
confirmed in Bauer. That is to say, no suggestion has been made to the effect that
“justification” is an attested meaning of Sukalwpo outside of Rom 5:16. The arguments
offered for such a translation [of Sukelwpe as ‘justification’], function as pleas to set aside
the agreed-upon lexicographical data in favor of this otherwise unattested meaning. Thus,
although a review of word usage in the time period in question is a standard procedure in
translation debates such as this, in this case agreement about the lexicographical data
renders such a survey unnecessary.””>

Kirk regards assigning the meaning of ‘justification’ to Sukalwpe as ‘novel’, ‘otherwise
unattested’, an ‘idiosyncratic’ meaning that Paul would had to have ‘coined’, and
improbable because ‘Paul is more likely to use a word with a meaning his readers would
d'.756

understan At the same time, Kirk himself dispenses with the need to go underneath

BDAG and LSIM to the primary sources.””’

[Sluch translations [ie ‘justification’ or ‘acquittal’ for Sikaiwpe®] are lexicographically
problematic inasmuch as both BAGD and LSJ list Rom 5:16 as the only place in the extant
corpus of Greek literature where Sikaiwua bears such a meaning.”’

This final assertion is open to criticism. The first thing to observe is Kirk’s dependence on
BDAG and LSJM, and his belief that no further lexical work is required. They are not the only

dictionaries, nor are they necessarily comprehensive or correct.

Second, while Kirk’s statement is formally true regarding BDAG, Kirk fails to acknowledge

that BDAG is specifically a NT Lexicon. BDAG was never intended to be an exhaustive

734 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 788-89.
73 ibid, 788-9.

%% ibid, 787.

7 ibid, 789.

738 ibid, 787.

39 ibid.
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coverage of usage for anything except the NT. Thus, it is not surprising that for rare Greek
words, only one or a few examples of usage that are actually found in the NT are to be

found in it.

Third, it is simply not in accordance with sound methodology for Kirk, having consulted LSJ
and BDAG, to say that ‘agreement about the lexicographical data renders such a survey [of
the meaning of dikaiwpe in the extant Greek corpus] unnecessary’. Kirk, it would seem, now
believes he possesses some sort of lexical consensus for his rejection of the meaning
‘justification’, yet without anything near a comprehensive demonstration of the relevant
Graeco-Roman Corpus and the LxX. For example, Kirk has not referred to any Lxx lexicons
(Muraoka’®; Lust-Eynikel-Hauspie’®!) which would have corrected his basic assertion, nor
the theological lexica (TLNT, TDNT, EDNT, NIDNTT), nor Moulton-Milligan, any or all of which
have substantial Graeco-Roman and Lxx coverage, and all of which would have likewise
contradicted his fundamental thesis. Any true ‘agreement about the lexicographical data’

requires these other resources to be taken into account. So, contrary to Kirk’s assertion,

there is no such lexical unanimity against dikaiwue meaning ‘justification’.

On the contrary, and fourthly, attending to Kirk’s substantive point, the Lxx evinces 6
examples of Sukatwpe where ‘plea for justification’, ‘justification’ or ‘vindication’ is the
meaning (2 Samuel 19:28;’ 1 Kings 8:59; 2 Chronicles 6:35; Jeremiah 11:20; 18:19; Baruch

2:17).

760 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2009), 170, which cites Je 11:20 for ‘state of not being guilty,

‘innocence’, and Baruch 2:17.
76t Lust, Eynikel, Hauspie, Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (2003), 154, which cites Jer 18:19 for ‘my
justification’, 2 Samuel 19:29 for ‘justification, legal right’ and 1 Kings 3:28 for ‘justice’.
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Fifth, again substantively, the secular Graeco-Roman corpus indicates that the meaning of

‘justification’ for dikalwpe is quite acceptable, as this thesis has shown in chapter 5.

Sixth, even if Kirk restricted himself to LSIM, he fails to recognise the import of one of the

meanings listed in LSJM for ukaL-63 pec:

b. justification, plea of right, Th.1.41, Isoc. 6.25, Arist. Cael. 279b9, LXX 2Ki.19.28(29),PLond.2.360.8(ii
A.D), etc.; Sukaiwpata ‘EAAnviéwy méiewv, compiled by Arist. for Philip, Harp. s.v. Apuuoc.

Justification as a ‘plea of right’ is very close to justification as ‘the result of the process of
dikalwolg’. The one who brings a ‘plea of right’ eagerly awaits and pleads for the judges’
declaration that the litigant is ‘just’. This is the process of dikalwoig, which can include the

782 That is why the same English word ‘justification’ can be

judges decision in the denotation.
used to translate dikailwue as a ‘plea of right” or ‘plea for justification’ while the case is
being heard and before the case is decided, and the favourable judgment of vindication

after the case is decided. After the favourable decision, the ‘plea for justification’ has

become court approved and sanctioned dikeiwue, and thus ‘justification” or ‘vindication’.

Seventh, the fact is that greater lexical problems lie with Kirk’s suggestion. Kirk’s preferred
definitions are ‘judgment’, ‘penalty’, or ‘reparation’.”®® But regarding ‘penalty’, there is no
extant Graeco-Roman or Lxx instance of dikalwue meaning ‘penalty’, and certainly none
that Kirk has propounded. The closest instance is where T SikaLwpote connotes (not
denotes) ‘punishment’ (not penalty) in Revelation 15:4. But even in Revelation 15:4,

‘punishment’ is not the denotation of the phrase t& Sukeiduata, as T dikalwpete there

refers to the ‘just judgments’ which consist in the divine judicial ‘vindications’ of the

762 eg Thucydides 8.66.2.

763 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 787.
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righteous (hence justifications) but also encapsulate the ‘condemnations’, which are made
clear to all creation. These t& dikaLwpeta entail or connote ‘punishment’ for the wicked, but
the word does not denote it. The word still refers to the divine judicial decree. If Kirk
depends on Aristotle NE 5.7.7 for ‘penal’ connotatons of dikaiwue, he faces the fact that for
Aristotle, ‘corrective justice’ is not punitive. So it is unlikely that penalty enters into
Aristotle’s conception, only correction and restoration.”®* Aristotle’s objective in corrective
justice is to restore the ‘mean’ and to justify the wrongdoer by bringing about a righteous
outcome where before there was only wrongdoing. If Kirk depends on Plato, Laws, for
dikalwua denoting ‘punishment’, a closer analysis beyond simply citing LSIM will
demonstrate that Plato, Laws, [864°3] more likely means ‘charges’ than ‘punishment’.
Neither does SikaLwpate in Romans 2:26 denote the penalty itself, but the just decree of the
punishment of death. The fact is that the verbal noun in the dikai— family that can
unambiguously refer to punishment is not duketwpe but Sikaiwaotc.”®® But Kirk does not want

to challenge the definition of dikaiwolg in 4:25 and 5:18, only dikelwue in 5:16.

Likewise, Kirk suggests the meaning of ‘reparation’ in verse 16, which he defines as ‘an
action performed by a convicted person that satisfies the court and that justifies the
defendant’.”®® (my emphasis) In Kirk’s favour, Godet regards Aristotle’s definition as quite
suitable to the meaning of reparation of injury.”®’ However, the problem with this
suggestion is that for Aristotle and his Anyonymous commentator, it is not the litigant, but

the judge, who corrects the injustice by imposing the decree on the litigant. No instance in

the corpus has been shown where dikalwpe is used in the situation where the litigant is

764 Despite Anonymous, above, chapter 6.

765 Harpocration, citing Thucydides; Josephus, Antig. 18.315.2.
766 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaioma’ (2007), 787.

%" Godet, Romans (1883), 224.
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taking the initiative to willingly make a reparation, or that the result of the reparation or
restitution worked by the litigant is Sukalwpe. Every plea for justification involves a judge
(real or metaphorical, actual or implied) making the decision and therefore bringing
justification. It is judges who correct injustice, not, unfortunately, litigants. ’°® Judges do so
by issuing just decrees, SukaLpete. One type of these, the positive outcome of the trial

process, is a justification or a vindication.

Kirk’s last translation suggestion is that dikalwua means ‘judgment’ (more specifically, a
judicial ‘decree of judgment’) as opposed to its execution in punishment. This is lexically
possible.”® Thus inserted into verse 16b, this suggestion would read:

For on the one hand, the judgment (kpipa) originated from one man, but the gift of grace
originated from the sin of many resulting in judgment (Sikalwpe)

The effect of the ‘how much more’ argument is considerably muted (running from verses 8-
21) and the end of the verse becomes anticlimactical as a return to what has been

characterized above as the heavier/harder thing of Christ’s death, rather than the lighter or
easier thing of the victorious application of Christ’s resurrection for our justification (4:25b).

Consider the following:

788 ¢f Aristotle, On the Heavens, 1.10.9 [279°9] in LCL 338 Vol VI (1971), 94-97.

? eg Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 5.7.7; Dio Cassius, Roman History, 52.31.2; Romans 1:32; Revelation 15:4.
See chapter 5, above.

76!
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‘Heavy to Light’ with Kirk’s Preferred Translations Included

: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

Verses 8-9 Verses 10-11 Verses 15 Verse 16b Verse 17 Verses 21
Hard Yet while we Being enemies By the onel[’s] the judgment | By the trespass Just as sin (1
Heavy | were still (€x0pol), we trespass (10 kpluw) (Tapamtadpett) of | apaptic)
sinners were reconciled (Tapamtadpett), | from one the one, death reigned in
(apopTOAGY), to God through the many died | [man’s sin] reigned (0 the death (¢év
Christ died the death of his (améBavov) into Bavatoc) through | ¢ Bavatw)
(améBavev) for Sonr(él.& rop o condemnation | the one
us. chw hév|ng Go’waﬁrov TOU'ULOU (Keczdipupce)
been justified | «btod)... having
by his blood been
(elpoti) reconciled...
Conj | TOAAG obv Y&p... TOAAGD WAL ... pev .. 8¢ YO&p ... TOAAD UmepeTeplooe
HoALOV HEAAOY TOALG piAAOV HaAAOY voev (v20)...
oUTWE Kol
Easy | Shall we be Shall we be The grace of The gift (t0 Those who Grace reigns
Light | saved by him saved in his life God and the xapLopn) came | receive the through
(81 adtov) (ev tf C(wf gift and the from many abundance of through
from the avtod), and not gift in grace by | transgressions | grace and the righteousnes
wrath. only but also, the one man, (Tepamtwpdtew | gift of s
we rejoice in ("Inood v) leading to righteousness (6LkacLootvm)
God through Xpiotod) reparation, or | (tfic dwpedc tfc | into eternal
our Lord Jesus abounded for | the righteous | dikatoolvng) life (eic
Christ (tod the many. requirement reign in life (ev {wiy
kuplov fuGV of death {wf) through aiwviov)
‘Inood xprotod), being met’’® | the one, Jesus through
through whom (Sukalopo) Christ (51& tod Jesus Christ

we have now
received
reconciliation.

evog “Inood
XpLotod)

our Lord (5u
"Inood
Xprotod tod
Kuplov
Nuov)

Notice how, on Kirk’s interpretation, the Christ’s death has moved from the ‘hard-heavy’

side of Paul’s ‘much more’ comparison (eg vv8-11) to the ‘light-easy’ side (v16b), with the

risen Lord Christ. This argues against Kirk’s interpretation. Kirk’s interpretation thus runs

against the thrust of Paul’s gal wayyomer argument. Moreover, the main motif on the ‘light’

side is the Lord Jesus, and his reign of life in which we share. Kirk’s reading of dikalwue, not

only being itself lexically less likely, also reads the motif of the death of the Son against the

thrust of Paul’s discourse on the resurrection life brought by the living Lord. Paul has left the

770
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motif of the death of the Son behind in 5:8-10, and as part of the ‘heavy-hard’ thing that

God has done.””*

Eighth, Kirk suggests that translating Sikalwuo as justification requires that we ‘allow that

[Paul] coined an idiosyncratic meaning for the term dwkalwpe for stylistic purposes’.”’? But
y g M y purp

modern bible translators are not alone in translating Suke.lwpe, ‘justification” as shown by

the following six renderings of Sukalwuo from the Loeb Classical Library.
* as when urged to justify you (6LKocLu')pocrL).773

* and he shall be acquitted of the other charges (t®v 0¢ dAAOV dratwudtwy dpeiobw)

* we can advance the same justifications and the same reasons [t& yap ot SLKeLOLOTE Kol
Tove adTovg Adyouc] for our claim.””®

* without any other means of justification [Sikalwpotov] to acquit him of these charges
[éykexAnpéve].””®

* the death of the former tribunes as a justification of the vengeance they were going to take
in their own behalf (tolg te yaQ dmolhupévoug £¢ duatmpa ThHg VIEQY EAVTAOV TLUWETOG
nmpoePailovto).”””

* yet | think my claims so much better justified than Pompey's (megLeival Toig dinondpaot
100 IMopmmiov vopiCw) that | have often challenged him to a judicial trial (dtxnv).””®

774

Of course, these translations might be mistaken. But they demonstrate that Paul is not given

an ‘idiosyncratic’ reading if Sikalwue is translated ‘justification’.

"1 Romans 6:9-10.See Chapter 9, below.

Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaioma’ (2007), 788.

" Thucydides, 6.80.2, in History of the Peloponnesian War: LCL 110 Vol 11l Books V-VI (1921), 322-5.
77% plato, [864°4]-[864°8], in The Laws II: LCL 192 Vol XI, (1926), 236-9.

773 Isocrates, 6.25 in LCL 209 Vol | (1928), 358-63.

77% Josephus, Ant. 17.130 in Jewish Antiquities: LCL 410 Vol VIl Books xv-xvii (1963), 430-3.

7 Dio Cassius, 5.22.2, in Roman History, LCL 032 Vol | Fragments of Books I-XXII (1914), 162-3.

778 Dio Cassius, 41.32.4, in Roman History: LCL 066 Vol IV Books 41-45 (1916), 56-57.

772
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Conclusion: §ikealwpe as the believer’s justifying decree of life?7?
Kirk has presented a unique (perhaps idiosyncratic) reading of dikalwue in verse 16b, that it

means the judgment of death Jesus Christ assumed as a reparation for our sins.

Because the law’s judgment of a death sentence has been fulfilled in Christ, those who are in
Christ can be justified in the final judgment. Paul creates a context in Romans in which
dikelwpa refers to a legal requirement of death, a requirement met in the cross of Christ.”®°

Kirk’s preferred translations of v16b are:
but the gift came through many transgressions leading to reparation

but the gift came through many transgressions leading to the righteous requirement [of
death] being met.”®

But by 5:16, Paul has created a more proximate context and stronger note of victory than
another recapitulation of the cross of Christ. By 5:16, Paul has progressed from the
foundation of Christ’s propitiation, redemption and blood, standing immovable in human
history,”®* and has built upon it the present and future motifs of the resurrection life of the
Lord Jesus Christ, who reigns over death.”® Since writing 1:32, 3:21-6, as important as they
are, Paul has written 4:25b! And since Paul’s reiteration of Christ’s justifying blood (5:6-9a),
Paul has inserted the ‘much mores’ of Christ’s resurrection life (5:9-10), so that we now
have ground for rejoicing in a living Kipiog (5:11). For Paul, ‘death no longer reigns over
Christ’ (6avartog adtod olkéTL kupLevel: 6:9b) because Christ was raised from the dead no

longer to die (6:9a).

79 Moo, Romans (1996), 338 fn 108; Kdsemann, Romans (1980), 154; Morris, Romans (1988), 236; Matera,

Romans (2010), 139; Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004), 149; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:196-7; Wright,
‘Romans’ (2002), 528; Kruse, Romans (2012), 248 fn 70; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 285; Sanday & Headlam,
Romans (1902), 141; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 227 fn 103; Barrett, Romans (1957), 115; Byrne, Romans
(1996), 179; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 419.

780 Kirk, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 791.

ibid, 792.

Romans 3:24-26; 4:25a; 5:8-10a; cf 6:10a.

Romans 1:4, 4:25; 5:10b; 6:9-10.
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Kirk attempts to foreground Christ’s resurrection by saying, ‘Romans 5:9-10 is structured to
speak of present justification based on Christ’s death as this present possession grounds the

future hope of the believer through Christ’s resurrection’.”®* But even here, Kirk underplays

the resurrection of the Lord, whose resurrection communicates to us present justification.”®
Our justification is not yet consummated with bodily resurrection, but it is inaugurated by
faith. In one sense, we are presently risen.’®® Likewise, our justification is a present reality
and the righteousness attributed to the believer is a present possession.”®” The future
declaration is brought into the present by faith. It is Christ’s resurrection, not death, that
unlocks Romans 5:15-19. Hence, the until recently unanimous consensus, that Sikaiwpe in
v16b refers to the justifying verdict that Christ gives as a gift to those who receive his gift of
righteousness (v17), remains in tact.”® As a consequence, dikalwua is, as it turns out, placed
in antithetical parallelism with kpiue and ketakpipe, and Sukelwue denotes the judicial

decree of righteousness, or ‘justification’.’®’
J

784 Kirk, Unlocking Romans (2008), 91.

Romans 4:25b, 5:1-2.
786 Ephesians 2:6; Colossians 3:1.
787 Chapter 4, below.
Godet, Romans (1883), 219.
789

Romans 5:1.

785

788
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Chapter 7
The ¢voc dikarwpntoc of Romans 5:18

Introduction

This thesis and Kirk agree that our English translations incorrectly translate dikaiwpe in one
place in Romans 5. Kirk says they are mistaken in v16b and correct in v18b. This thesis holds
they are mistaken in Romans v18b but correct in v16b. In Chapter 1, the history of exegesis
of Romans 5:18 demonstrated that our current translation tradition is relatively new, dating
from the turn of the 20" century. The dissonance created by translating dikolwpuc
differently in v18b and v16b will continue to cause pressure to resolve the translation

inconsistency either one way (Kirk’s) or the other (this thesis).

Whether or not €vdc is a pronoun or an adjective, the current exegetical consensus is that
dukalwue (v18b) refers to a singular ‘act of righteousness’, not ‘justification’. Most modern

commentators take Sucalwpe as referring to Christ’s death,’

which then limits the scope of
Christ’s obedience (v19b) to his ‘passive’ obedience, Philippians 2:8 (yevopevog vmmkoog

uéxpL Bavdrou) then being used to confirm this intrepretation.”!

However, a few scholars who accept the interpretation, ‘act of righteousness’ do not limit

the scope of Christ’s obedience to ‘passive; obedience. Cranfield holds that evdc is personal,

790 Moo, Romans (1996), 344; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529; Ziesler, Romans (1989), 151; Dunn, Romans

(1988), 1:283; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287; Kruse, Romans (2012), 251; Hultgren, Romans (2011), 229;
Osborne, Romans (2004), 144; Bruce, Romans (1985), 125; Barrett, Romans (1957), 116; Matera, Romans
(2010), 142; Byrne, Romans (1996), 185; Keck, Romans (2005), 154; Jewett, Romans (2007), 385, Alford, Greek
NT (1877), 2:364; Haldane, Romans (1874), 216.

71 Moo, Romans (1996), 344; Ziesler, Romans (1989), 151; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:284; Schreiner, Romans
(1998), 287; Alford, Greek NT (1877), 2:364; Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004), 150; Byrne, Romans (1996),
181, 5; Jewett, Romans (2007), 385-6.
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but argues that dikelwue means ‘righteous act’ and so implies ‘righteous conduct’, ‘not just
his atoning death but the obedience of his life as a whole’.”** Cranfield correctly cites
Aristotle, Rhetoric 1359725 and Baruch 2:19, but his citations of Revelation 19:8 and 2

793
d.

Samuel 19:291xx can be challenge Cranfield takes Sikalwpo as the equivalent of

SikecLoolvm.

Murray argues that (1) €vd¢ modifies Sukoipetog and is not personal in v18b, and (2)
dLkalwpe means ‘righteous act’ and thus évog Sukalduatoc means ‘one righteous act’
(v18b). Murray, too, interprets dikalwue to mean Sikaloolvn, but says this is acceptable
because ‘Sicaiwpo suited [Paul’s] thought as a more apparent contrast to Toapdmtopuete’.
Most tellingly, Murray assumes ‘the unity of the person and of his accomplishment must
always be assumed’.”®> This ‘compact unity’ is an assumption Murray brings to the text, not
what the text teaches. Murray is unable to maintain his focus on the nature of the act as
‘one’. Perhaps systematic considerations are producing this inconsistency. Murray’s position
(now essentially adopted by Schreiner) is anomalous in that it accepts the definition of

dikalwpe as ‘act of righteousness’, and holds ¢vdc a neuter adjective, yet does not confine

Jesus’ obedience to a singularity, Jesus death on the cross.”*®

2 Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:289.

7% ibid, 1:289.

Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201 fn 33.

ibid, 1:201-2.

Murray, Romans (1959), 1:204-5, Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:291; Schreiner, ‘Sermon: From Adam to
Christ’ (2011), 87.
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The arguments in favour of the rendering Sikaiwue as ‘act of righteousness’ are:

(1) Paul easily moves from one meaning of a term to another.”®’

(2) Paul has on view a single action because Adam’s act of disobedience was a single

act.””®

Reading Sikalwpe in parallel with mepantwue as a single act is thus

warranted,’®® regardless of whether evdc is masculine or neuter.

(3) The meaning ‘righteous act’ for dikalwue (v18) is fixed by its opposition to ‘trespass’

(Tapamtwpe), whereas in verse 16, dikaiwpw is opposed to ‘condemnation’

(katacpiped), and thus rightly translated ‘justification

» 800

(4) The strict parallelism between the first and second clauses suggests that mapamTwpe

was something that Adam did, and so dikatwpe was something that Christ di

(5) Itis awkward to think of justification as being ‘of Christ’.

801
d.

) 802

(6) If Sukalwpee is translated ‘justification’ in vi8b, then v18b is ‘perplexed with a

redundancy’, 803 hecause the term Sikaiwolg is also translated ‘justification’.

) 804

(7) The allusion to Isaiah 53:11 strengthens the allusion to the obedience of Christ’s

death.®®

the Father’s commission to be his servant for the worl

As suffering servant, Christ’s obedience was not to the Mosaic law, but to

806
d.

(8) The consistent connection Paul makes is between justification and Jesus’ death, and

thus presumably not his resurrection.®’’

797 Murray, Romans (1959), 1:200.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:284; Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201.
799 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287.
800 Murray, Romans (1959), 1:200.
Moo, Romans (1996), 341 fn 127.
802 ., .
ibid.
803 Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201.
804 ., .
ibid.

798

801

805 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 287; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529.

8% Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529.
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Responding to the Consensus
The following argument supports the contention that dukaiwpe (v18) should be rendered

‘sentence of justification’.
(1) Regarding the ease with which Paul uses the same term in different ways, no scholar
understands dikalwpe to bear exactly the same denotation in each instance. It denotes the

righteous decree of death (1:32), the righteous decrees that constitute the law’s several

808 809

moral precepts (2:26),” " and justification (5:16).” However, given that God’s extraordinary

righteousness has been manifested (Romans 3:21: vovi &¢ [...] dikatoolvn Beod), this colours
the subsequent use of dikaL— terms: reckoning ‘righteousness’ (5tkatoovvn),®'® ‘justify’
(dikatdw),® and ‘justification” (Sukalwole, dikaiwpa).2*? Therefore, it is unsurprising that

Sukaiwue bears its well attested meaning of ‘justification’ (v16b).3"

The proximity of w16
and 18, and its common context, suggest a similar denotation, unless other factors warrant.
Occasionally Paul indicates he is using a noun in a different sense (eg o0 yip Tavteg ol €€

"TopanA obtol Iopan: 9:6). But there is no explicit notification of a change in meaning here.
Paul frequently uses vopoc with different nuances. It can refer to the Mosaic covenant
consisting of precepts that promised life (3:21a, 3:28, 31), *'* the Pentateuch (3:21b),*" a

816

principle (3:27).°” But even when vopog means ‘principle’, the basic meaning ‘Mosaic law’ is

not far from the surface, and has some importance for understanding Paul’s meaning.®"’

87 Moo, Romans (1996), 344.

Chapter 5, above.

Chapter 6, above.

Romans 4:3,5, 6,9, 11, 13, 22; 5:17.
Romans 3:24, 26, 28, 30; 4:2, 5; 5:1, 9.
Romans 4:25, 5:16.

Chapter 6, above.

Moo, Romans (1996), 250, 254.

ibid, 223.

ibid, 249.

ibid, 145-6 fn 7, 247, 250.
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The onus is on the exegete to show why the word should bear different senses within its

semantic range.

The view of a substantial group of exegetes is that despite our English versions, €vdc in verse
18 does not modify SikaLwpatog as a neuter adjective, but is a personal pronoun.®*® Thus,
€vog is either in a subjective or objective genitive relationship to the verbal noun
dukactdpatoc. This thesis argues for an ‘objective genitive’ reading. If so, there is no
necessary indicator that Paul is using Sukalwpe with a different denotation to verse 16. The
word should therefore be given the meaning which Paul has already given it in verse 16,
which is ‘justification’. Compared to the meaning ‘justification’, the meaning ‘righteous
deed’ is only a relatively infrequent meaning of Sukaiwya. It is possibly used once that way
(Baruch 2:171xx), compared with 6 uses of the term meaning ‘justification’.*? It is used with
the meaning ‘righteous act’ by Aristotle, but Aristotle explicitly says that it is not the proper
meaning of the term, which he defines to mean ‘the correction of an act of injustice’.2%°
When done by a judge, this is a sentence of justification. Of course, Paul might be using

dikalwpe in the way Aristotle regarded as improper.®** Aristotle himself did. But that is

unlikely, given the establishment of the meaning of the term in verse 16 as ‘justification’.

Regarding the objections numbered (2), (3), and (4), the answer to these objections is
essentially the same. On balance, the meaning of Sukatwpe is established by its use in v16b,
and presumptively it carries over to vv18, because Paul would have expected his readers to

understand it as having the same meaning. It is unlikely that simply because a different

818 Chapter 6, above.

Chapter 5, above.
Aristotle, Nicomachean Ethics, 5.7.7, [1135%13].
Aristotle, Rhetoric, 1.3.9, [1359°25].
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word (Tepantwue rather than ketakpiue) is placed in contrast with it, that dikalwpe no
longer means ‘justification’ but ‘righteous deed’. The argument that the word in parallel
changes the term’s meaning is unsound. Rather, the meaning of dikaiwue in verse 16b is
fixed by (a) its explanation in verse 17 as receipt of the gift of righteousness, (b) the forensic
connotations of Sikaiwue, in the context of its use with kptpa and katakpuue, (c) its well
attested usage meaning either plea of justification or vindication in secular and Lxx sources,
(d) the usage of the ik — word group established in 3:21-5:11 (SikaLoovn, dikoLow,
dikalwolg) with which dikelwue is in etymological relationship, the —uo ending suggesting it
is the result of the process of dikaLow, (e) the relative infrequency of the use of dikaiwua to
mean ‘righteous deed’, when compared to the meaning ‘righteous decree’.®?? It is these
factors which provide the case for dikalwua being a forensic decree of vindication or
justification. After these considerations are weight, then the (f) antithetical relationship with

KaTokpLe serves to confirm the meaning of ‘judicial sentence of justification’, but it is not

this coupling alone that is depended upon to determine meaning.

Romans 5:15-19 cannot be read so as to require every couplet to be antonyms set in
absolute antithesis. There are throughout verse 15-19 couplets set in ‘unexpected

» 823

contrast’.”” Kirk has pointed out the lack of absolute symmetry in verses 15 and 17. Similar

asymmetry is observable in verse 16.

Verse 16a compares two things neither formally nor materially antithetical. AL €voc

apoptioavtog is placed in parallel to 10 dwpnuw. A gift is not strictly antithetical as an

82 Baruch 2:17 LXX, Aristotle, Rhetoric 1.3.9; 1.12.13; 1.13.3; Philo, On the Decalogue, 109. See Chapter 6

above.
823 keck, Romans (2005), 152.
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antonym to the instrumentality (5. with genitive) of the one man’s sinning. ‘Wage’ (u1006¢)
would be strictly antithetical to a gift (Romans 4:5), but not one man sinning. ‘Paul is
denying a direct and balancing contrast between the gift and the single act of sin’.?**
Moreover, in verse 16b, a judicial and forensic word, to kpipe, is placed in rhetorical parallel

with a word, which while ending in —uc, is a non-judicial word, 0 ydpiope. The strict

antonym to 0 kpipe would be 10 Sikalwpa.

In addition, in verse 16b, the function of preposition ék in each of the clauses ¢ évic (v16b,)
or &k TOALGV Tapamtwuatwy (v16bs) differs from one another, though they are formally
parallel. Both might be considered denoting source, or cause,825 but even so, each instance
functions in a remarkably different way. The precise connotation of preposition ék remains
rarely commented on,??° but clearly ‘[t]he relation indicated by éx, in the first clause [...] is
slightly different from what it is in the second clause [...]. That is, sin stands in a different
relation to condemnation from that which it sustains to justification [...].#%" Thus, & cannot
have precisely the same meaning in each clause. While the one trespass (¢£ €vdc) grounds
the condemnation (ei¢ kotakpipe), ‘[i]t would scarcely be feasible [...] to insist that the free
gift is grounded upon the many trespasses'.828 ‘It could not be the free gift of justification
unless it blotted out the many trespasses’.®”® True, but the & in & &véc does not denote the
necessity of ‘the blotting out’ of many trespasses, but rather denotes the ground of

830

‘condemnation’ (el¢ katakpipe), which is ‘the trespass of one’ (€€ €v6c).””" Thus, in this

824 Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 37.

Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 371; Hodge, Romans (1864), 166.
Jewett, Romans (2007), 383.

Hodge, Romans (1864), 167.

Murray, Romans (1959), 1:196.

ibid (1959), 1:196.

% ibid.

825
826
827
828
829
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pericope, it cannot be postulated that each clause in rhetorical parallel functions in exactly

the same way. The parallelism is rhetorical, not necessarily absolutely antithetical.

The need to have absolute antitheses for parallelism to have rhetorical effect must be
challenged. Rhetorical effect depends on alliteration, assonance, and rhyme, giving an aid to
memory. The flexibility of certain grammatical structures allows for parallelism that
transcends strict antithetical parallelism. The multivocality or polyvalency of the phrase

831

dikecLootvm Beod is an example.”” The width of possibilities of the genitive enriches the

phrase, making it applicable to a number of contexts. Another example is the difference in

832

function of 8. with the accusative in each half of 4:25, and compare 4:23-24.%°° Hence, ‘[i]t

is by no means certain that the poetic parallelism requires a further parallelism in
meaning’.®** Again, the gal wayyomer argument does not require antithetical parallelism to
serve its purpose,®* and indeed strict antonymous parallelism may militate against the

purpose of the argument. Thus, the assumption of antithetical parallelism should be

challenged.

(5) It is only as awkward to think of a sentence of justification as being ‘of Christ’ as it would
be to consider €vdc an objective genitive of the verbal noun Sikaiwpe. In other words, there
need be no awkwardness. Syntactically, the objective genitive is quite acceptable.
Contextually, Christ’s resurrection has been brought into connection with justification in
4:25, and Christ’s [resurrection] life is said to be salvific (Romans 5:9-10). The unusual

phrase ‘in life’ is reintroduced in 5:17. Theologically, it is is fitting that Christ be the object of

831 Thielman, ‘God’s Righteousness’ (2011), 35; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 16. See Chapter 4, above.

See Chapter 5, above.
Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51-2.
See Chapter 6, above.
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justification. Christ suffered an injustice that required correction. His death brought
negative imputations upon his character and his claims. The resurrection corrected that

injustice by justifying Christ.®**

Far from being awkward, the objective genitive explains how
the resurrection of Christ brings our justification (4:25b). The resurrection of the Christ
brings our justification because it is Christ’s justification. Because the believer is in union

with Christ, the believer is likewise justified.

The justifying aspect of being raised with Christ [...] [rests] on the resurrection-approved
righteousness of Christ which is his [...] the justification of the ungodly is not arbitrary but
according to truth: it is synthetic with respect to the believer only because it is analytic
with respect to Christ (as resurrected).®*®

Christ shares our condemnation in order that we might share his vindication by God, a
vindication which was made known when he was proclaimed as Son by the resurrection of
the dead.®’

(6) Translating dikalwuae as ‘justification’ (v18b) does not mean the verse is ‘perplexed with
a redundancy’,®*® because dikalwpe refers to the completed act of justification of Christ in
resurrection, whereas dikaiwolg refers to the process of ‘justification’ that comes to all
people (who have faith) that will be consummated by their own resurrection from the dead.
Awcalwpo refers to the result or completed act of justification. Awkalwolg refers to the
process of justification. It is conceivable that Paul chose dikaiwoLg (4:25b) because the
process of bringing about the ‘justification’ of those who trust in Christ is not completed
until the end of this age. Similarly, dukalwoLg in the phrase eic dikatwoiy (wic (5:18) is
fitting because the process of justification of believers is not consummated until their
resurrection. The resurrection is God’s judicial act of justification, and is completed and past

for Christ (Sikalwua), though it is future and in process for believers (Sikalwotg).

859 Timothy 3:16; Romans 1:4.

Gaffin, Resurrection and Redemption (1978/87), 132.
Hooker, ‘Use of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 101-2.
Murray, Romans (1959), 1:201.
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[A]s believers are already raised with Christ they have been justified; as they are not yet

resurrected they are, in some respect, still to be justified [...] the believer’s justification

is still in some sense future. ¥
Similarly, it is conceivable that Paul chose Sikatwpe (v16) not primarily because it rhymed
with mapanrtwue (although the homeoteleuton makes Sikaiwpa rhetorically well suited), but
because dikaiwpe can denote the result of the process of justification as a completed act.
Awkotwpe (v16) thus refers to the final decree of justification at the eschaton, the antithesis
of which is condemnation (katakpiue). This then suggests why Paul intensified kpiuo to
katakpLpe (v16). Outside of Christ, we remain under God’s sentence of kpipe in Adam. All in

d,2*° which foreshadows a more intense

Adam remain under the temporal kpipe of Go
condemnation to come. But at the Great Assize, the kplpua hanging over all ‘in Adam’ will

then be confirmed and intensified into the eschatological kotdicpipe of dpyn.2* Katdipipa

(v16,18) thus represents the wrath that is coming.®*?

Similarly, Sukalwpo (v18) is fitting because Christ’s resurrection was the result of Christ’s
justification. Christ has received a completed judicial decree of righteousness, actuated in
his resurrection from the dead. Awkotwpe. would then be the most appropriate word to
convey Paul’s meaning.

(7) There is an undoubted and sustained theme of the death of the servant throughout

843

Isaiah 53. While some minimize the theme of the death of the servant in Isaiah 53LxX,” " the

motif of vicarious atoning suffering which effects salvation, while a little weakened in the

839 Gaffin, ‘Justification and Eschatology’ (2007), 8.

#% Romans 1:18-32.

81 Romans 2:5-13.

Romans 5:9; 2:5-6.

Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 186.
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LXX, remains unambiguous: ‘[t]he Servant’s vicarious suffering cancels the guilt of sin and

brings salvation to his people’.®**

However, Isaiah 53:11Lxx emphasizes the justification of the righteous one in resurrection.
Thus, an appeal to Isaiah 53:11 standing behind Romans 5:18 strengthens the argument that
dikalwue refers to the vindication of Christ by resurrection. Isaiah 53:10-121Lxx substantially

accords this thesis’ exposition of Romans 5:18.

Bad Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’ (2004), 124.
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846 848

% And [the] Lord desires®” to cleanse (koBoep L w) him with wounds when®’you (pl)
present a sin offering®®, your soul will see long-living offspring.2° Also, [the] Lord desires
to take away ''from the labour of his soul, to show him light (d)(f)(;)851 and to form him with
understanding, to justify®? [the] just one®** who is serving®®* many well (StkaLdooL
dlkotov €0 dovietovta ToALo1)®*®, and he will bear their sins. "For this reason®*®, he will
inherit many and divide [the] plunder with the strong®’, because®® his soul was handed
over to death (Topedddn el Bavatov 1 Yuyn adTod), and he was reckoned among the
lawless (€v Tolg dvopoLc €royiadn), and he offered himself up for the sins of many (kol
a0TOC apTLg TOAADV Gvnveykev), and because of their sins he was handed over (kal
Sl TG poptiog adTAV Tapedddn) (Isaiah 53:10-121xx).5*°

Regarding verse 10, the LxX requires that the subject of the plural verb é&te is implied, and

that i Yuyf) budv function as the subject of singular dyetat. The MT has WD with singular

¥ The underlying Hebrew in 53:10 MT is, in the first instance, X2% YBI 11111, being the Qal perfect with

the infinitive construct (‘and YHWH delighted to crush him’), and in the second instance, ﬂ?;’? ﬁ'l:.’:l i
Y2, being the emphatic fronted noun in construct, with the prepositional phrase followed by imperfect verb
(‘and the delight of YHWH in his hand will prosper’). For both constructions the LXX uses present middle
indicative with aorist infinitive complement, eg, kal kUpLog PolAetot.

% plural of TANYN, genitive of content, the cleansing consisting of wounds.

Hebraism translating D’EUITTDS with éav + aorist subjunctive, denoting time, ‘when’: Thayer. Contra

Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851), who translates ‘if’.
848

847

The MT has W?Q; with singular personal suffix (‘his soul’), which functions as the object complement of the

verb D’WE‘DS, thus, ‘when he sets his soul an asham’. However, in the LXX, the subject of the 2" person
plural verb 6&te is implied, and 1) vyt budv seems to function as the subject of singular 8yetaL, following
Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851). This follows the possible reading of the MT verb form
D’WQ as 2™ person singular (though the LXX makes it second person plural): Oswalt, Isaiah (1998), 2:401 fn
51.

9 1epl dpaptioc, an idiom for ‘sin offering’: Wright, ‘The Meaning of mepl &uaptioc in Romans 8:3’ (1991),
220-225; Moo, Romans (1996), 480.

80 Taking oméppe. pakpdfrov as an hendiadys: Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851); Oswalt,
Isaiah (1998), 2:401 fn 51.

#1 The MT lacks 7 but it is in DSS.

Aorist infinitive of SukaLdw.

Anarthrous accusative dikxLov could be the accusative of respect of Sikat@owL or its object.

Anarthrous present accusative participle doviclovto agrees with dikalov in case, number and gender.
Without the article, SovAetovte could be functioning adverbially, and thus modify aorist infinitive dikalQoot,
the present tense of the participle perhaps indicating contemporaneous time with the aorist infinitive (to
justify while he serves the many well), or it could be instrumental, describing the means by which the servant
justifies (to justify by serving the many well). Proximity to the adjective which it immediately follows suggests
it is adverbial modifying dikatov, thus ‘the righteous one who serves many well’.

85 1o justify the just one who serves many well’: Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851).

Gk: 6o Tobro.

The genitive could be possessive, but more probably is partitive, as the underlying Hebrew P'?Ij’ [=Rabk ')

852
853
854

856

857

X7 (‘and he will divide with the strong’), taking prefixed X as the preposition ‘with’: Chisholm, ‘Forgiveness
and Salvation in Isaiah 53’ (2012), 197 fn 32.

88 | XX reads ¢v0’&v, an idiom equivalent to dvti toltwy, dtu (‘for that reason’, ‘because’: Thayer) for WW&
AR (‘in return for [the fact]’, ‘because’: BDB).

859 . . .
The translation is mine.
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personal suffix (‘his soul’), which functions as the object complement of the verb (2°Q),
translating MT TU2) DWN D WNTOR, ‘when he sets his soul a sin offering’. This is a

reference to the servant’s self-sacrificial offering (MT). However, the LxX is probably

explained by the fact that the form of D’le can be either third person singular feminine
(thus agreeing with WQJ) or second person singular masculine (‘you’ singular).®®® Given that
verse 9 highlights the servant’s death (ij; | |Tod Bavatov), and burial (ﬁ'i;Pl | g
todfic), the next two clauses in v10 MT then bring resurrection motifs to the fore: D’D:
TN DT N7, ‘and he will see seed, he will prolong days’. The servant will rise again,

and so see his progeny and extend his life. The LxXx seems to misread the personal suffix of

WD) as plural (if MT represents the original) and makes W2 the subject of the following

sentence. The LxX goes on to translate the finite verbal clause 227 57X with adjective

wokpopLov, thus giving the sense ‘your soul will see long-lived offspring’.2®* Again, if

addressed to the servant, in the context of death and burial (verse 9), this speaks of life after

death.

Regarding verse 11, a significant difference between Lxx and MT is ¢&¢ in LxX as the object of
infinitive deléatL (omitted in MT). The LxX is supported by the Dead Sea Scrolls (Dss), which

reads 7N (‘light’) as the object of ﬂtffjf.gsz The MT, thus amended by the Dss, is below

compared with the Lxx.

89 Motyer, Isaiah (1993), 439.

Cf Brenton, LXX with Apocrypha: Greek and English (1851), 889.
Great Isaiah Scroll online accessed at http://www.ao.net/~fmoeller/qum-44.htm on 1 May 2014; BHS, 760,
Apparatus cites 1Qls® (The Dead Sea Scrolls of St Mark’s Monastery) and 1 Qls’ (The Dead Sea Scrolls of the
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And the delight
of YHWH in his
hand will
prosper.

From the pain of
his soul he will
see light.

He will be
satisfied in his
knowledge.

He will justify
[the] just one my
servant for the
many. And their
iniquities he will
bear.

P8 T2 M pem

WD Snun

$3[x]

“SPy12 v
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kel Boddetal kOpLOG

aperely gmo tod mévou

¢ Yuyfic avtod

Seléal adte) PKg

Kol TAGOKL TH GULVEDEL

dikaLdonl dUkaLov

€8 dovievovta ToAdoig

Kol TOC dpoptieg adTdY

oOTOC Groloel

And the Lord
desires to take
away from the
pain of his
soul,

to show to him
light

and to form
with
understanding,
to justify [the]
just one who is
serving many
well, and he
will bear their
sins.

While the MT has a We-X-yiqtol, an X-yigtol clause, 2 yiqtol clauses, followed by a We-X-

yigtol, the Lxx has present indicative poUAetar followed by 4 infinitives.®®” The final clause is

a future. Brenton thus takes the syntax of the Lxx as four infinitive complements, thus:

"the Lord also is pleased to take away from the travail of his soul, to shew him light, and to
form him with understanding; to justify the just one who serves many well (Isaiah 53:11

LXX Brenton).

868

The first infinitive of the Lxx refers to God’s desire to provide relief for the servant from his

labourous toil. The Lord cuts short the servant’s agony.

869

The will of the Lord is to deliver

Hebrew University); Harman, Isaiah (2005), 368; Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’ (2004), 102;
Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qisa, and MT of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 172; Petter, ‘The Meaning of Substitutionary Righteousness
in Isa 53:11’ (2011), 175.
863 XY normally takes an explicit direct object, which though omitted by the MT was provided by the LXX
(d&c) and confirmed by 1Qlsa® and 1Qlsa’: Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 94.
8% The chiastic disposition of the first and second colon [...] would suggest that the adverbial phrase b°da’té
qualifies the verb yisba’ rather than the verb that follows, yasdiq [...]": Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006),

93.
865

Since the Vulgate, D‘QW_? has been taken as direct object of the verb, despite prefixed preposition 5:

Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 103. Cf GKC, 366 §117n. However, ‘the government of the noun by the
verb SDQ in the hiphil never passes through this preposition or any preposition for that [sic: matter]; the verb
governs the noun directly as it does in Is 5,23 and 50,8.”: Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 97.

866

Abela, following Dahood, reads this suffix not as first person singular (‘my’) but third person singular (‘his’):
Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 102. The requirement to emend the MT is a weakness in

Dahood’s/Abela’s argument and in the LXX translation. However, it does not affect the argument here if Paul
used the LXX, as it seems that he has regarding verse 12.

867

(2004), 126-7.

Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 174; Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’

8 Brenton adjusts the versification to include kal PolietalL kipLog ddeielv in verse 11: LXX with Apocrypha:
Greek and English (1851), 889.

869
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Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT versions of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 182.
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870
h.

the servant from the anguish of deat The second is that he sees light, a reference to life

after and beyond death. The third is that the servant himself is formed by a new knowledge
through what he suffered®”?, rather than ‘the many’ know the servant, and by knowing him

are justified.

Regarding the fourth infinitive in the Lxx, this passage’s ‘boldest translation’,?’* the

accusative dikatov following dikat@dowl can be quite properly rendered not as the

873

accusative of respect of dikat®oul but as its object.” " So in the LxX, the Righteous One is the

object of the verb, so that the Lord, the subject of the verb, does something to the Servant,

the Righteous One, which is to vindicate him. The servant is already righteous (§{kxLov), but

874

the Lord shows him or proves him to be righteous (6ikatdowt).””” The LxX translates the

noun ‘my servant’ (*712V) by a participle (SovAebovta), adding the adverb €0 (perhaps

erroneously for the 1** person singular suffix in *712Y), such that the servant becomes ‘one

who serves many well’.®”> Hengel and Bailey rightly observe of Isaiah 53:11Lxx:

Here lies the root of the New Testament idea of the resurrection as the justification or
vindication of the crucified one (1 Tim 3:16; John 16:10; cf also Rom 4:25) [...] The
‘justification’ of 53:11 is the justification of the one who, although considered ungodly in
the eyes of sinners, was in fact the only truly righteous one. It is therefore the precondition
of the justification of the real sinners, which the servant of the Lord effects through his
vicarious death.?”®

The suffering servant must be justified through resurrection before sinners can be justified

through him. This is exactly the contention of this thesis regarding Romans 5:18.

870 Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’ (2004), 128.

Oswalt, Isaiah (1998), 2:403; Petter, ‘Meaning of Substitutionary Righteousness in Isa 53:11’ (2011), 176.
Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’ (2004), 128.

Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 97.

Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT versions of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 174-5.

ibid, 175.

Hengel & Bailey, ‘Effective History of Isaiah 53’ (2004), 128.
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IToArolg (Isaiah 53:12) not only provides another connection with Romans 5:15-19, but

prepositional phrase D’a'_i? (MT) and dative moArolg (LXX), both as indirect objects, suggests
that the ‘many’ are not the direct object®’’ of the verbal action P8 /Bikadoat, but those

for whom the benefit is received. That is, the prepositional phrase/dative suggests the
possibility that it is not ‘the many’ who are justified (against the great stream of translations
since the Vulgate),?’® but that the object of justification is ‘the righteous one, my servant’

(*720 PrI8/6lkator €0 douAetovta), and the benefit of the justification of the righteous

servant then accrues to ‘the many’. So, as Sapp rightly recognizes, the sense of the LXX is:

The Lord desires [...] to vindicate the righteous one who serves the many well [...] The LXX
has made the Lord’s vindication of the Servant and his righteousness the dominant theme
in v 11b, not the Servant’s justification of sinners. (emphasis Sapp’s)®’®

Similarly, Abela argues, based on the mMT, that Yahweh is the subject, and the Servant the
object, of the action spoken of in the clause, 'The Just One (Yahweh) will vindicate him [the
servant] in front of the multitude’.®® That this is also a possible reading of the MT is
suggested by the JPS Translation (1917), though it switches the subject and object: ‘the

» 881

servant, who by his knowledge did justify the Righteous One [Yahweh] [...]".""" However, as a

modification of both Alba and the JPS (1917), it is probably better to read 720 273 as
‘the righteous one, my servant’, being a single object of the cognate verb 2*71%?, and thus

finding with the majority that >™13Y P73 constitutes a fronted attributive adjective in

87 While lamed certainly can introduce the object (GKC, 366 §117n) it more usually introduces the more

remote or indirect object (GKC, 381 §11r-s). For the former view, see Chisholm, ‘Forgiveness and Salvation in
Isaiah 53’ (2012), 197; for the latter view, see Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 102-3.

88 Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 90-29, 103.

Sapp, ‘LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT versions of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 175-6; Stuhlmacher, ‘Isaiah 53 in Gospels & Acts’
(2004), 154.

880 Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 104; Cf Tangberg, ‘The Justification of the Servant’ (2001), 31-2.
Jewish Publication Society OT (1917).
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apposition to its head noun,®® with the rhetorical reason of root repetition explaining the
anomalous word order. Abela’s argument in response is that ‘adjectives functioning as
attributives [...] normally follow the head noun and share its definiteness’.®®*> However,
there may be good rhetorical reasons for Isaiah reversing the normal order, such as root

repetition, which emphasizes that the servant is justified because he was just, despite

bearing punishment for sin according to Yahweh’s will.

Thus, Isaiah 53:11MT/LXX can be rendered not that the servant justifies many, but that the
servant himself, the Righteous One, is justified, ‘for’ the many. Contextually, the way the
servant is justified is, at least in part, for the Lord to show him light. All this suggests that the
servant, on the reading of the MT by the LxX, is justified by his resurrection.

Thus, according to this interpretation, the Septuagintal reading of the poem, which
views justification (or vindication) as something that the servant himself receives from
Yahweh [...] In the context of the poem in the LXX, it is Yahweh who fills him with
understanding and justifies him. #*

The Righteous One is declared righteous by seeing the light. Then we have another link
between Isaiah 53:11, Romans 4:25, and this thesis’ understanding of the €vo¢ SikaLwuotog
in Romans 5:18. If Isaiah 53:11 stands behind Romans 5:18, as Schreiner and Wright suggest,

this makes it more likely that it is Christ who is justified in the reference évog SukoLapetog.

The links of Isaiah 53:12Lxx with Romans 4:25a are further established with passive maped66n

twice in Isaiah 53:12Lxx, and preposition 81 with the accusative. Even the cautious

2 GKC, 428 §132b; Motyer, Isaiah (1993), 441; Chisholm, ‘Forgiveness and Salvation in Isaiah 53’ (2012), 197.

Abela, ‘Reconsidering Is 53:11B’ (2006), 93.
Petter, ‘The Meaning of Substitutionary Righteousness in Isa 53:11’ (2011), 180-1 and fn 68.
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Hooker®” argues Romans 4:25 is ‘the one clear echo of Isaiah 53’.2%¢ More confidently,

Hofius says, Romans 4:25 ‘is a summary of the fourth Servant Song distilled to essentials’.?®’

Sapp argues, ‘Romans 4:25a already alludes the Greek text of Isaiah 53:12’.% Hofius goes

889

further, taking Romans 5:15-19 as direct references to Isaiah 53.”°" This is also suggested by

Wagner, who argues that Paul’s phraseology in Romans 5:15-19 echos Isaiah 53:11-12.%%°

Stuhimacher argues that Paul must have been influenced by the Hebrew, as Paul uses

891

TopaTWUaTe Not auaptiot.” Sapp argues that it is ‘not a big step’ to see that Romans 5:19b

892

is an allusion to the Hebrew of Isaiah 53:11.7°° Against LxX influence, Stuhlmacher argues

that if Paul had been influenced by Isaiah 53:11Lxx, he would have spoken of ‘the
justification of the Servant himself (cf 1 Tim 3:16) instead of the justification of the many’.893
But if Stuhlmacher will allow it, Paul has spoken about the justification of the Servant
himself, in the evog Sukaiwpatog through which (Sua with the genitive) God justifies all/many
(5:18). Paul has also spoken of the justification of the many (5:18b, 19). Hofius rightly sees
not just a correlation between Isaiah 53:11LxX and Romans 5:15-19, but ‘direct reference’ to
Isaiah 53, in the dikaL— terminology, as the ‘expressions Sikalwue (v16b), Stkatooivn
(v17b), Sikeiworg (v18b), dikaiog keBiotaoBul (“to be made righteous,” v19b) all refer to

» 894

the same subject matter’.”™" Paul may use mapatduate (Romans 4:25) not auaptiol

(53:121xx) because in 5:12-21 Paul prefers to use the cognates of auaptic to describe the

5 Hooker, ‘Use of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 102-3.

ibid, 101.

Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 180.

Sapp, ‘The LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT versions of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 187.

Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 182.

Wagner, ‘Heralds of Isaiah & Mission of Paul’ (1998), 219; Farmer ‘Reflections on Isaiah 53’ (1998), 260-80.
Stuhlmacher, ‘Isaiah 53 in Gospels & Acts’ (2004), 154; Evans, ‘Isaiah 53 in the Letters’ (2012), 160.

Sapp, ‘LXX, 1Qlsa, and MT Versions of Isaiah 53’ (1998), 187-8.

Stuhlmacher, ‘Isaiah 53 in Gospels & Acts’ (2004), 154.

Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 182.
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broader notion of sin, which apply to those who lived from Adam until Moses (Romans 5:13-
14) prior to the giving of the Mosaic law. The immediate referent of the nuov of 4:25,
inclusive of Paul and his readers, are characterized in the 5:12-21 as those who commit
Topamtwpete (5:15, 16) in the likeness of Adam (5:14). Iapantwuete in 4:25 thus highlights

the ‘against law’ nature of the sin that both Adam and those with the law have committed.

Therefore, it is likely that Paul alluded to Isaiah 53:111xX in Romans 5:18, and that the
dikalwpe of Romans 5:18 expresses the ‘justification of the just servant’ (Sikat®dool SikoLov)
of Isaiah 53:11 by God showing him the light in resurrection. On the supposition that
Clement of Rome (fl AD96) was Paul’s companion Kkﬁpevroq,sgs a further possible link
between Paul and the LxX is suggested by 1 Clement 16:12, which quotes Isaiah 53:11Lxx in
full. Certainly, Isaiah 53:11Lxx was well known to Christians in the last decade of the first

century. 896

Wright argues that the obedience of the Messiah was not his ‘amasing a treasury of merit

through Torah obedience’ because ‘obedience to the law would be beside the point’.?’

Rather, the Isaianic servant ‘was obedient to the saving purposes of YHWH, the plan marked

out for Israel from the beginning [...] to bring salvation to the world’.2® However, obedience

899
d.

to the law of Moses was the means of Israel bringing salvation to the worl To imply that

the Servant’s commission was different to Israel’s is a false dichotomy, for the Servant was

895 Philippians 4:3.

Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 55.
Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529.
898 ., .
ibid.
899 Deuteronomy 4:5-8; 19:5-6.
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faithful where Israel sinned as God’s servant.”®® ‘The servant’s obedience should not be
limited to his sacrificial death [...] His is a ministry of faithful obedience to Yahweh and his

901

laws.” " Thus, a Suffering Servant background to Romans 5:18b does not limit Christ’s

obedience to ‘passive’ obedience in Romans 5:19.

A number of scholars also observe that Isaiah 53:11 could lie behind 1 Corinthians 15:4, that

92 The link between the resurrection and Christ as the

Christ was raised kot TG ypodag.
second Adam developed in 1 Corinthians 15:21-22, 45-49 also has affinities with Romans
4:25 and 5:18, and strengthens the view that it is Christ’s resurrection that is the primary

backdrop for Romans 5:15-19. In particular, 1 Corinthians 15:21-22 has affinities with

Romans 5:12.

1 Corinthians 15:21-22

15:21

a émeldn yap oL avbpwmou Baveroc, a For if through a man [came] death,

b kol 817 ArBpWTOL AVEOTAOLE VeKPDY. b also through a man [came]

15:22 resurrection of [the] dead.

a omep yop €v T¢) "Aday TavTee GTodVTIoKOUOLY, a For just as in Adam all die,

b oltwe kal év 1) XpLwt® mavtee (womoLndnoovtaL. b thus also in Christ all will be made alive

The similarity between the structure of thought here and in Romans 5:12-21 is immediately
apparent and hardly accidental. 1 Corinthians 15:21 enunciates the same proposition to

Romans 5:12, except in more compact form.

1 Corinthians 15:21a ..yap &v’ avdpudTou Bovato
Romans 5:12 Lyap OU évdg avlpwmou M auapTie €lg TOV KOopoV elofiABev
Kol OL0 THG oapTiog 0 Bavortoc
KoL oUTWG €lg movTag arpwmoug 0 Bavortoc

SLAABer, &’ @ TaVTEC HuKPTOY

9% |saiah 44:21-22; 48:1-11.

Petter, ‘The Meaning of Substitutionary Righteousness in Isa 53:11’ (2011), 183.
Stuhlmacher, ‘Isaiah 53 in Gospels & Acts’ (2004), 155; Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 177 and fn 57.
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In Romans 5:12 when compared to 1 Corinthians 15:21, Paul adds the steps of universal
sin°? and universal death. However, Paul leaves these steps out in 1 Corinthians 15:21. As is
frequently acknowledged, Paul does not finish the comparison introduced in Romans 5:12,
but it constitutes an anacolouthon while Paul explains the spread of sin and death and

qualifies his Adam/Christ typology. Paul does not resume his comparison until verse 18.

In Romans 5:15-19, Paul picks up the motif of ‘death through Adam’ in verse 15b (el yop T
700 €VO¢ TaPUTTWHATL TOAAOL &mébavov...) and verse 17a (el yap TG T0D €VO¢ TUPUTTWHKTL
0 Bavatog epaoiicvoer S tod €vdg), by that stage he is arguing ‘how much more’ and not
giving strict antithetical constrasts, and by the time Paul completes his comparison, (5:18-
19), Paul is no longer using Bavatoc and cognates to speak of the consequences of Adam’s
sin, but the juridical terminology of kpiue and katakpLue, in opposition to dikalwye and
dikalwotlg (vwl16, 18). Paul then re-introduces the language of death in verse 21, when he

describes the situation in Adam as éBaoiievoer 1) auaptie €v TQ Bovotw.

In other words, though Paul intended to introduce a comparison between death and life (as
per 1 Corinthians 15:21-22) in Romans 5:12, by the time he has introduced his explanations
about the spread of sin and death (vv13-14) and his qualifications of the Adam/Christ
typology (vww15-17), Paul’s ultimate comparison in verse 18 is not the one he foreshadowed in
verse 12. The comparison has now altered. In this situation, 1 Corinthians 15:21 gives us the
comparison that Paul would have introduced in Romans 5:12 had he not been ‘sidetracked’
by his own desire to elaborate on the spread of sin and qualify his Adam typology. The

comparison which Paul started in Romans 5:12 is actually fully given in 1 Corinthians 15:21.

903 Taking &b’ @ as ‘because’, with most commentators: Moo, Romans (1996), 322.
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1 Cor 15:21 a emeldn yop L dvdpudmov Bdvatog,
b kol 817 AvBpWToL AVHOTHOLS VeKpPV.
The equivalent parallel between ‘death’ and ‘life’ in Romans 5:12-21 is verse 21:
Romans 5:21 a domep EBaocirevoer 1) opaptie €V O Bavetd
b oltwg kel 1) yaprg Baorieton St Sukoctoolvng eic Cwnv aiwviov
S Inood Xprotod tod kuplov HuQY.
However, by Romans 5:21, Paul has moved beyond the achievement of each ‘man’ to the

consequent results for the many. Instead, the final contrast between the two men is

expressed in the juridical terminology of Romans 5:18:

W 81 €VO¢ TOPUTTWHETOS — €LC TOVTHG GUOPWTOUG  €lC KOTHKPLUW,
oUTwg kol O €vOg SLKELOWATOS el¢ mavtag Grlpwmovg  elg dikaiwor (wic

Hence, the parallel between 1 Corinthians 15:20-22 and Romans 5:12-21 makes it more
probable that the 81" évo¢ Sukaiwpetog (5:18) refers to the resurrection of the Christ. For
the same Adam/Christ typology underlies both passages. Essentially the same contrast is
introduced. In 1 Corinthians 15:21, it is the resurrection of the Christ that undeniably
grounds the eschatological resurrection of believers, where it is stated that ‘through a man
comes the resurrection of the dead’ (5v” avbpwmov avaoteoig vekp@dv). Undoubtedly the
agency of the dvaotaoic vekp@v is attributed to Christ, and his own resurrection. Christ’s
resurrection is the means (5w with the genitive) by which the many will be raised in the
eschaton. As Hofius says, ‘Christ’s resurrection provides the basis for the resurrection of the
dead and has this resurrection as its necessary consequence’.’® Christ has now been raised

as the firstfruits of the harvest of the resurrection (vuvl 6¢ XpLotog éynyeptal €k VekpdY

amopym TV kekolunuévwr: 1 Corinthians 15:20), and this is the first component (nb yap:

904 Hofius, ‘Fourth Servant Song’ (2004), 179.
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v21) of the resurrection of those who belong to him (ot t0d Xpiotod: 1 Corinthians

15:23).%%

In other words, one might express the thinking of 1 Corinthians 15:20-22 in the judicial
terminology of Romans 5:18, by saying ‘just as the firstfruit (&mepym: 1 Corinthians 15:20,
23), ie, Christ’s resurrection, brings about the harvest of those belonging to him’ (oL tod
Xptotod: 1 Corinthians 15:23), so also, ‘the justification of the one man, Christ, by his own
resurrection, brings about the justification of the many, consummated in their vindicating
and salvific resurrection from the dead at the eschaton’. Our resurrection ‘is not wholly
separate from Christ’s resurrection, but each constitutes either earlier and later parts of the

same event, with the earlier part serving as as promise and guarantee of that which is yet to

come’.”®® ‘the resurrection, instead of being a single event at the end of time, has broken

into history already in the single instance of Jesus Christ’.*’ ‘Israel’s longed-for

‘resurrection’ has bifurcated’.’®® Our resurrection and Christ’s share an ‘organic connection’

as ‘two episodes of the same event’.’®

It is an analogous situation with the justification of the One. His justification (evog

»910

dukaLdpatog) is the ‘representative beginning’”™ and ‘actual beginning of the general

»911

event’” of the believer’s justification of life (SikalwoLy (wfc). ‘His resurrection and that of

his people form an unbreakable unity'.912 ‘The rest must follow’.”"

905 Garland, 1 Corinthians (2003), 706.

Ciampa & Rosner, 1 Corinthians (2010), 761.
Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 27.

ibid, 29.

Gaffin, Resurrection and Redemption (1978/87), 35.
ibid, 34.

ibid, 35.

Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 538.
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In 1 Corinthians 15:44-49, Paul re-introduces his Adam-Christ typology in connection with
his explication of the resurrection. Christ’s resurrection is brought into close connection
with his role as the last Adam (¢éoytog *Adau: 1 Corinthian 15:45) and the second man from
heaven (0 deltepog avbpwtog €€ ovpavod: 1 Corinthians 15:47). The risen Christ will come
from heaven, where he now is seated, to earth, at his parousia (thus Christ is the av8pwmog
& obpavod),”™ clothed in his spiritual body (6Gue mrevuatikéy: 1 Corinthians 15:44) in which
he was raised from the dead, and then Christ will transform those who belong to him with
his own life giving resurrected-body as ‘the Last Adam’ and ‘life-giving spirit’, 0 €oyatog
"Aday elg mredpe (womoLody (1 Corinthian 15:45). In this way, the risen Jesus Christ is 0

deltepog avbpwtog €€ ovparvod (1 Corinthians 15:47).

Therefore, rather than Christ’s resurrection being a side issue only, read into Romans 5:12-
21, the resurrection of the Christ underlies Paul’s whole Adam-Christ typology, as shown in 1
Corinthians 15. ‘The “last Adam” refers to the eschatological reality of Christ’s resurrection
and of his subsequently giving life to his own at their resurrection’.’*> (emphasis original)
While there is a debate as to whether it is Christ’s resurrection that makes Christ the last
Adam,’*® the statements that Christ is 6 €oxotog *Addp €i¢ mvedua (wototoby (1 Corinthian
15:45) and that he is 0 delUtepog &vbpwmog €€ ovpavod (1 Corinthians 15:47), both depend on
Christ’s resurrection and session in salvation history. With the event of the resurrection now

having occurred, Paul’s Adam-Christology thus takes by necessity a resurrection shape.

Dunn’s statement that ‘the exposition of the [Adam Christology theme] in Romans 5 centres

13 Garland, 1 Corinthians (2003), 706.

Ciampa & Rosner, 1 Corinthians (2010), 823; Garland, 1 Corinthians (2003), 736.
Fee, 1 Corinthians (1987), 790.
Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 29, 33-34, 38.
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on the death of Christ (5:15-19)"**” must be challenged. This thesis sees that the
resurrection of the Christ underlies the Adam Christology of both 1 Corinthians 15 and
Romans 5. Wright more correctly sees that Romans 5:18-21 ‘corresponds more directly to

the task envisaged in 1 Corinthians 15:20-28, 45’

Consequently, it is far more probable that the 61" €vo¢ Sikaiwuatog (Romans 5:18) refers to
the vindication of Christ through his resurrection, which then produces the ‘justification of
life’ for those in Christ. This justification of life is enjoyed presently by believers by their
being spiritually raised with Christ and seated in the heavenly realms with him now,”*® but it
will be consummated by their bodily resurrection from the dead. In Paul’s inaugurated
eschatology, the resurrection of believers is the implementation of their future

920

justification®®® that has been declared in the present®! but that will be consummated in

their salvific bodily resurrection from the dead.

(8) While clearly Jesus’ death is foundational to justification,’*?

Paul has also brought Christ’s
resurrection into close relationship with justification (4:25b), and salvation and
reconciliation (5:9-10). Moo regarded Paul’s connection between Jesus’ resurrection and

our justification in 4:25b as ‘puzzling’,’*® but in fact it may well be that 4:25b, rather than a

puzzling anomaly, is the key to unlocking Romans 5, which then serves to illuminate 4:25.

Bird is quite right to observe 4:25 ‘makes the risen Christ the instrument of eschatological

o Dunn, Theology of Paul (1998), 241.

Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 38.

9 Colossians 3:1-4; Ephesians 2:5-7.

*2% Romans 8:33-34.

Romans 3:21; 5:1; 8:1; Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 51; Moo, Romans (1996), 310-11.
Romans 3:25-26; 4:25a; 5:6-9.

Moo, Romans (1996), 289.
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salvation (though without saying how)’.°* Bird rightly sees ‘Rom 5:18 contains a similar

pattern to the cause/result model of 4:25’ °> However, the interplay between 4:25b and
5:18b may be greater than Bird allows. That is, the completed Sikatwpe. of the Christ, being
the justification of the one man (5:18b) by his resurrection (cf 4:25b), is that which produces
our dwkalwolg (4:25b), which is likewise our dukaiworg (wiic (5:18b). Compare:
0C... kL MyépdN S T Sikaiwoly HudY (4:25b)

817 &vdg SikoLwpotog  elg mavtag avdpwmoug elg dikelwoly (wic (5:18b)
If the correlation above is correct, Jesus (evdc) was raised to life as his justification. Christ
resurrection (MyépOn) has brought about our justification (51 thy dikalwoly TudV: 4:25b)
and led to the justification of life (el¢ dikatwoly (wic: 5:18b) for all people (in him). The
dikatwoiy in both 4:25 and 5:18 refers to the same event, being the resurrection of
believers (cf 5:1; cf 1 Corinthians 15:23) at the eschaton. The universality of el¢ mavTog
avBpwmoug is a mode of expression indicating a group co-extensive with the many (oL
moAiol). 5:18b adds to 4:25 explicitly what is implicit there, that Christ’s resurrection is his
‘justification’. As his justification, Christ’s Sikailwye is a court-approved decree or

declaration that Jesus Christ is ‘righteous’, and that this status is appropriate, earned, and

deserved (ie merited) by Christ’s personal righteousness (Stkatootvn).

A Scholarly Movement to Change our Understanding of dika{ wpa in 5:18b
In Chapter 1, it was observed that Augustine and Calvin, along with English translations prior

926 While many

to 1885, understood dikaiwpe differently to the current consensus.
throughout the centuries have argued similarly, a number of recent NT scholars have argued

that dikelwue in Romans 5:18 refers not to ‘one righteous act’ but ‘one justifying act’ or the

924 Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 52.

*2 ibid.
926
See Chapter 1, above.
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‘justification of the one’, who is Christ.’”’ The &vdc SikoLptog thus refers to the acquittal
or vindication Christ received in his resurrection,’® and in which believers share.’*

[T]he Greek [...] more probably should be translated, ‘one trespass [...] one vindication’.
The vindication referred to is the resurrection; [...] the word has already occurred in v 16,
as here, in close proximity to condemnation, and there it means vindication (RSV:
justification). We must therefore keep the same meaning here t00.%*°

Since the 1960s, Leon Morris has made similar arguments. Morris’ statement that the word
dikalwpe ‘normally refers to a pronouncement of some kind, not an action’®*" has been
confirmed by the above review of usage in the secular authors and the Lxx above. He

observes:

We are faced with a choice between an inexact antithesis and using the word in two
different senses in the same passage without explanation [...] It seems better to retain
consistency both in the way the word is used generally and in the way it is used in verse
16 (so SH, Lenski, and others). ‘Sentence of justification’ or ‘justificatory sentence’
(Godet, Gifford) suits the present context admirably, while the word has the meaning
‘righteous act’ rarely if at all.?*?

Since the late 1980s, Hooker has come to a similar position. Hooker takes dikalwue in verse

18 to refer to God’s act of acquittal, justification or vindication regarding Christ himself in

933
d.

raising Christ from the dea Christ himself is justified and acknowledged to be righteous

in his resurrection. Hooker argues that the unusual term Sukalwpo is appropriate because it

means ‘the amendment of a wrong, the act of vindication’.***

Since the condemnation of the many results from the condemnation of Adam, the
logic of the argument suggests that the acquittal of the many depends on the
acquittal of Christ. This acquittal, which leads to life for the many, would have taken
place at the resurrection, an act of vindication which established his
righteousness.”*’

927 O’Neil, Romans (1975), 105-106; Morris, Romans (1988), 238-9, Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 29-32, 39-
40; idem, Paul, 94ff.

%8 Romans 1:4; 1 Timothy 3:16.

Romans 4:25; 5:19.

O’Neil, Romans (1975), 105-106.

Morris, Romans (1988), 239; cf idem, Apostolic Preaching, 288.

idem, Romans (1988), 239.

Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 29.

% ibid, 31.

%% ibid, 29.
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It is the obedience of the Christ (v19), that leads to the one act of acquittal of him by God

the Father.”®®

In 1990, Hooker’s exposition preferred to take €vdc in 18b as an adjective, and thus
referring to ‘one act of vindication or acquittal’.”>” Her later expositions, however, evince
her preference for taking €voc as a pronoun.
And if 5,18 does indeed, as we have argued, build on 5,16, in the same way that 5,17
does on 5,15, this increases the probability that dikeiwpe has the same sense here
as it does in 5,16, and means “acquittal” or “vindication”. ... [W]e have the same kind
of skewed “contrast” in 5,18 that we have in 5:15-17 — a contrast, that is, between
the mopamtwun of Adam, and the grace of God at work through Christ to set things
right, rather than between actions of Adam and Christ:
As through the trespass of one [came] condemnation to all
So through the vindication of one [came] acquittal — resulting in life — for all.**®
Believers share in Christ’s acquittal before the Law, and in God’s declaration of his
righteousness, and so believers share in his righteousness, just as we once shared in Adam’s
transgression and condemnation.’*® Marshall has more lately agreed:
‘As Hooker has demonstrated, the dikaioma in Romans 5:18 should have the same sense as
in v 16, and refer to the vindication or acquittal of Christ by God that then results in the
dikaidsis or justification of all who are united with him through faith.”**°
If imputation’s modern advocates accept this recent finding by New Testament scholars,
which simply re-institutes the accepted understanding of dikaiwue prior to and subsequent
to the reformation, they will have a sound foundation to rehabilitate Romans 5:19 as one of
the sedes doctrinae (seat of doctrine) for the imputation of the whole course of Christ’s

obedience. No longer is justification by imputation limited to Christ’s passive obedience only

in Romans 5:19 by the Sukalwpo referring to Christ’s death as a righteous deed.

936 Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 31.

ibid, (1990), 30.

idem, ‘Raised for Our Acquittal (2002)’, 327.

idem, Adam to Christ (1990), 34.

Marshall, Aspects of the Atonement (2007), 87; idem, ‘Raised for Our Justification’ (2008), 258.
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Kirk’s recent article on dikalwua is a head-on challenge to this modern scholarly trend.
Perhaps Kirk rightly appreciates what the consequences are of a revision of €vog
dikeLdpatog in a Calvinian direction for a Piscatorian doctrine of the imputation of only

Christ’s passive righteousness.’*!

In verse 18b, Kirk regards his preferred interpretation of
ducalwpe as certain,’ no doubt because something similar holds sway with our modern
translations. However, from the other side, the evidence presented in this thesis casts doubt
on the confidence with which Kirk asserts that Sikaiwpe ‘means something akin to

“righteous-making action,” or “reparation,” and it connotes Jesus’ death on the cross’.**®

Awkolworc in Romans 5:18

As has been foreshadowed, the Sikaiwoiy (wiic (v18b) refers to the process of justification
for all people (ei¢ mavtag avdpwmoug) (impliedly, ‘in Christ’, not all people ‘in Adam’) that has
been inaugurated by Christ’s own resurrection as his dikeiwue (v18b), and is apprehened in
the present by humans by faith, and is thus enjoyed as a gracious standing before God (5:1-
2), which will be consummated at the parousia of the Lord Jesus Christ (Philippians 3:9-11),

when the risen Lord Jesus completes the resurrection begun on the first Easter morning.

In The Resurrection of the Son of God (2003),°* Wright, while arguing that dikaiwue in vi8b
refers to Christ’s ‘Jesus’ obedient death’, also asserts that the dukaiwoly (wiic of vi8b, at

least includes Christ’s justifying resurrection.

%L Kirk has written extensively against the imputation of Christ’s active obedience: Kirk, ‘Sufficiency (1)’ (2006),

36-64; idem, ‘Sufficiency (ll)’ (2006), 133-154.
42 idem, ‘Reconsidering Dikaiéma’ (2007), 790
943 ., .

ibid.
% This view is not found in Wright, Romans (2002), 528-9, where he says: ‘Christ’s dikaioma in the middle of
history leads to God’s dikaiésis on the last day. What was accomplished on the cross will be effective at the
final judgment’: 529. Resurrection of the Son of God (2003) represents a progression in Wright’s thinking.
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[T]he justification of life’ appears to refer to the resurrection as God’s act of vindication,
not only of Jesus himself but, proleptically, of all those who are ‘in him’. Paul can therefore
explain in the next verse that it is through the ‘obedience’ of the one man (now seeing
Jesus’ death and resurrection as a single act) that the many are given the status of
‘righteous’ (verse 19).**® (my emphasis)
Wright does not explain how Christ’s resurrection can be characterized as part of his
‘obedience’. Generally, Christ is said to be the object of the action of resurrection, and God
the Father is the subject, or Christ is the subject of the divine passive verb. Moreover,
Philippians 2:9 portrays the resurrection as the result of Christ’s obedience to death (nb 6.0

kai: Philippians 2:9).>%

Nor does Wright explain how Christ’s ‘righteous deed’ on the cross
(his understanding of dikaiwpue) produced his own resurrection, and thus account for dia
with the genitive. Nor does Wright explain why Christ should be included in the action which
is especially said to be ei¢ mavtog avbpwtouc, when Christ’s death is said to provide the
means (5w with genitive) of the action. Nor does Wright explain why the death and
resurrection of Christ should be considered as a ‘single act’ in verse 19, when the ‘single act’
denoted by evdc Sikaiwpatog for Wright in verse 18 is exclusively ‘Jesus’ messianic action on
the cross’.”*” It appears that Wright wants to have his cake (of seeing Sikolwue as referring
only to Christ’s death) and eat it too (by having a reference to Christ’s resurrection in
dikatwore (whc). Moreover, Wright still wishes to exclude any reference to Christ’s whole
course of obedience to the law from tfic Omakofic tod évoc (v19). But if the Sikaiwoig (wiig
includes Christ’s resurrection, as Wright asserts, then the question is ‘why was Christ raised
from the dead?” Wright’s answer would probably be ‘because Christ obeyed his commission

as servant.” This is true. But if the servant’s commission was also to obey the law where

Israel failed, the resurrection does more than simply demonstrate Christ’s obedience as

245 Wright, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 250.

Hansen, Philippians (2009), 159; O’Brien, Philippians (1991), 232-3.
Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529; idem, Resurrection of the Son of God (2003), 250.
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servant. He is obedient as Servant of Yahweh, and Yahweh gave his Torah to his Servant
Israel. This takes us to the meaning of tfi¢ Omakofic Tod €vdg in 5:19 and the action of

KeBloTnuL.
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Chapter 8
The referent of tfic Umokofic ToD €voc

and the action of kabloTtnut
(Romans 5:19)

Introduction
Chapter 5 demonstrates the well-attested usage of Sukalwpo as ‘justification’, either as a

plea or judicial decree. Chapter 6 presents the case for rendering dikalwue (Romans 5:16)
as ‘justification’, in light of Paul’s explanation of it as a forensic gift of righteousness
(Romans 5:17). Awkatwpe (v16) then refers to the divine justifying decree of life declared
concerning believers. The referent of evdc (Romans 5:12, 15-19) is best seen to be
consistently masculine and personal, referring to either Adam or Christ. Chapters 5 and 6
also demonstrates that the motif of resurrection and Christ’s risen Lordship, found in
Romans 4:17, 24-25, re-emerges in 5:9-10, 17, 20 as the emphasized element of Paul’s gal
wayyomer argument as that which is ‘easier’, now that the harder thing of reconciliation by
Christ’s death has been accomplished. Chapter 7 argues that Sikaiwpe (Romans 5:18)
means ‘sentence of justification’, consistent with Romans 5:16. Pronoun evdg (v18) refers to
Christ, and is an objective genitive of the verbal noun dikaiwpe, so that the phrase €vog
dikaLuatog means ‘the justification of the one’. The referent of évog dikalWuetog is thus
Christ’s resurrection, which constituted a judicial justification of the risen Christ, attributing
to him ‘court-approved righteousness’ through resurrection. The dikaiwua of Christ, being
the completed judicial decree of justification for Christ, leads to the dikatwoiy (whc, which
is the process of the believer’s justification, inaugurated by their faith and consummated in

the future by their own resurrection from the dead. This reading of Romans 5:18 is

MTh Thesis 173



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

supported by Isaiah 53:11Lxx, which teaches that the servant himself, the Righteous One, is

justified ‘for’ the many, and the Pauline parallel in 1 Corinthians 15:20-23 and 44-49.

This chapter determines the referent of tfig Umakofic Tod €vdc and the nature of the action

denoted by kaBlotnut.

The referent of tfic vmakofic to0 €vd¢ (Romans 5:19)
In verse 19a, yap marks background explanatory material. Thus, v19 explains v18. Another

comparison is indicated by domep (v19) in the protasis and oUtwg katl in the apodosis. Thus,
the explanatory relationship is between the two prepositional phrases, the latter explaining

the former. AL €vog Sikalpatog is explained by s thg Umakofic tod evdg avdpwmou.

Most take the nature of the explanation as ‘identification’, and thus the two phrases are
assumed synonymous. For example, grounded on an assumption of synonymity, Hodge
argues from the meaning of tmokon (v19) to the meaning of Sukalwpe (v18).

[IIn verse 16, this word dikaiwpe is rendered justification, because it is there in antithesis
to katakpLua, condemnation; it is here [verse 18] properly rendered righteousness, because

it is in antithesis to Tapantwye, offence and because what is here expressed by dikaiwpe, is

. 948
in verse 19 expressed by vmokon.

While Hodge takes Umakxon] (v19) to condition Sukaiwpe (v18), most modern commentators
reverse the direction of conditionality, so that dikalwue, meaning ‘a righteous deed’ (v18),
conditions bmokon (v19), and the referent of tfic Umakofic tod €vdg is thereby limited to
Christ’s obedience unto death. For example:

Paul’s thought at this point focuses more or less exclusively on Christ’s death [...] In the
context it stands as the antithesis to the one act of disobedience of Adam.**

8 Hodge, Romans (1864), 169.

%9 Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:284.
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However, both methodologies are suspect. 'ap does not per se indicate a relationship of
synonymity or identity. It marks text providing a warrant for a previous proposition. These
flawed methodologies are the product of an erroneous assumption of synonymous meaning
wrongly inferred from parallel rhetorical structure.®® Rather, tfic Umakofic TOD €vdC
dvBpddou provides the ground for évdg Sikaipatog as a ‘necessary explanation’.”>" Verse 19
provides the reason for ‘the justification” of the one, which is ‘the obedience’ of that one.
‘The obedience’ causes ‘the justification’. The obedience, or righteousness, of Christ, is the

reason that God justifies him in resurrection, per Isaiah 53:11Lxx.

The noun Umakor] and cognate bmkooc are used only three times in the NT in reference to
Christ.>>? Elsewhere, Christ was said to become ‘obedient unto death’ (yevduevog vmMKoOC
wéxpt Bavatou: Philippians 2:8) and ‘learned obedience from what he suffered’ (épafev ad’
WV émodev v Umakony: Hebrews 5:8). While the accent of both is on Christ’s suffering unto

death, neither necessarily excludes other aspects of Christ’s obedience.

Wright argues that in Romans 5:19, the Christ was obedient to the Isaianic servant’s

h.%>* Wright correctly sees the Isaianic

commission, and ‘almost certainly not’ to the Tora
servant in the background,”* but incorrectly sets Christ’s obedience as Servant against his

obedience to Torah. The Isaianic servant speaks with an instructed tongue and listens

morning by morning.”>> ‘He was not endowed with an instant gift, an instructed tongue, but

%0 Baxter, ‘Hebrew and Greek Word Study Fallacies’, (2010-2011), 21. The current scholarly method and its

caution concerning the etymological fallacy (which has resulted in less regard for the evidence of accidence
and word formation) probably dates from Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (1961).

! Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:290; Calvin, Comm Romans 5:19, in CC, 19:212.

932 Longenecker, ‘Obedience’ (1974), 142.

%3 Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 529.

Longenecker, ‘Obedience’ (1974), 143.

Isaiah 50:4-5.
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was subjected to the training procedures appropriate to all discipleship — concentration on

d’ 956 «

the word of the Lor [H]e has learned from the outset of the day to do what his Master

tells him to do. A disciple speaks what he has learned through a life of obedience’.”®” This

instructed tongue and day by day obedience is almost certainly directed to the Torah.”®

Thus, there is no reason to exclude Christ’s obedience to the whole Torah as tfj¢ Omakofig

959 h 960

10D €vdc. The Torah promised life to the doer.” Jesus Christ was born under the Tora

Christ as the Jew par excellence needed to keep keep T dikatwuate, Tod vouov that rested

I 961

on Israe Christ also took resurrection life. Therefore, Christ’s resurrection shows he was

962
h.

the man who did the Tora Garlington well describes Christ’s Omakon as ‘his

perseverance or life-long commitment to do his Father’s will’.?®® Even better is Murray,
‘obedience comprehends the totality of the Father’s will as fulfilled by Christ’,’®* and
Cranfield, ‘The term covers his whole life, not just His passion and death’.?®® Best is Royster:

From the beginning He made it plain that He would obey the Father’s will, which was His

own in His divine nature, even to the point of keeping the whole law, ‘to fulfill all

. 966
righteousness’.

Jesus’ declared purpose included fulfilling all the demands of the Mosaic law.?®” The
‘righteousness of Christ’ throughout his life, his sinless obedience to God, is the reason that
he is ‘declared righteous’ in his resurrection. Therefore, none of Christ’s obedience or

righteousness is excluded from his work of justifying us. Romans 5:19 teaches that at the

¢ Motyer, Isaiah (1993), 399.

Oswalt, Isaiah (1998), 2:324.

| thank Rev Dr Peter Bolt for this suggestion.

Romans 2:6, 13; 10:5; Leviticus 18:5; cf Galatians 3:12.
Galatians 4:4.

Romans 2:26; Barth, Adam and Christ: Romans 5 (1956), 73.
Romans 1:4; 1 Timothy 3:16; Romans 5:18; Isaiah 53:11LXX.
%63 Garlington, Faith, Obedience and Perseverance (1994), 104.
%64 Murray, Romans (1959), 1:205.

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:291; cf Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 421.
Royster, Romans (2008), 139.

Matthew 5:17; Longenecker, ‘Obedience’ (1974), 145.
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judgment, it will be the whole course of Christ’s obedience to the Father, justified as it was
by his resurrection, that will be the ground of God placing many, otherwise ungodly and

1,8 in the class of ‘righteous’. ‘The Christian, therefore, stands before God as the

sinfu
beneficiary of both Christ’s passive obedience and Christ’s active obedience’.”®® The final

step of vindicating this argument depends on the action of the verb ka8totnuL.

The Action of ka8(oTnuL

The following assesses the denotation of kaOlotnut. Methodologically, each instance in the
Lxx shall be analysed as evidence of the semantic field of ka8lotnut. The findings from the
Lxx will be tested against select soundings from the Graeco-Roman usage. The New

Testament will be rehearsed before looking at Romans 5:19.

Ka6lotnut in the Lxx as ‘appoint’
The vast majority of instances of ka@lotnuL denotes a person being ‘set over’, ‘appointed to’

or ‘established in’ a particular office or responsibility (often with preposition ént and the
genitive), thus rightly translated ‘appoint’. Eg:

e Potiphar set Joseph over his household: kol katéotnoer adTov émi tob olkouv adTod
N ﬁﬂ’;'%l_] ATTIPRM: Genesis 39:4, cf v5.

*  Pharoh set Joseph over all Egypt: kaBlotnul oe [...] éml maong yfic Alydmtou
[ 55_.7 ?[nx ’ﬂlja Genesis 41:41; cf v33, 34, 43; 47:5LXX.

* And now a;ppoint over us a King to judge us (kal viv katdotnoov &b’ fuag Pacirée Sikalely
MUEc) just as also the rest [of the] nations: 1 Samuel 8:5; cf 10:19.

* And I set you over the four districts: kel kaBLloTNUL O€ €Tl TOV T€OOAPWY VOUKOV: 1
Maccabees 11:57.%"°

%% Romans 4:5; 7:14-25; Contra Garlington, Faith, Obedience and Perseverance (1994), 104, who rejects simul

iustus et peccator (‘simultaneously righteous and a sinner’) for tunc peccator — nunc iustus (‘once a sinner —
now righteous’). See further Chapter 9, below.

%69 Longenecker, ‘Obedience’ (1974), 147.

Also Exodus 2:14, 5:14; 18:21; Numbers 3:10; 4:19; 31:48; Deuteronomy 1:13, 15; 17:14-15; 28:36; Judges
11:11; 1 Samuel 19:20; 22:9; 2 Samuel 17:25; 1 Chronicles 9:29; 26:32; 2 Chronicles 12:10; 21:5; 2 Chronicles
36:1 (el katéotnoav adtov €i¢ Baoiiéa); Nehemiah 12:44; Esther 8:2; 1 Maccabees 10:69; 14:42; 2 Maccabees
5:22; 13:3; Psalm 8:7; 9:21 LXX; Psalm 44:17 LXX; Psalm 108:6 LXX; Jeremiah LXX 1:10; 6:17; 47:5,7,11;
48:2,18; Epistle of Jeremiah 1:33; Daniel 2:21,48,49; 3:21,97 LXX; 4:31 LXX Rahlfs; 4:37 LXX Ralfs; 6:2 LXX; 6:4-
5; 6:29. Though Judith 6:4 adopts this syntax (al kotéotnoov adtov éml tolg dpyovtag Thg MoAewg adTdv, the
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The verb can take an infinitive complement:

e Heis appointed to dwell: ktéotnoey katolkiooL: Numbers 21:15LXX.
* Eleazar the Son of Aaron the Priest [was] appointed to guard the guards of the holy things:
KoBeoTaEVOC PUALTTELY TOG PUANKAC TAV &ylwy: Numbers 3:32.°7

When the office or task is named, the office is usually in the accusative and the object of the
active finite verb, thus:

* Appoint judges and recorders for yourselves: kpLToC Kol YPULUKTOELOAYWYELG KATHOTNOELG
oeqvt): Deuteronomy 16:18.

* And [David] appointed over them captains of thousands and hundreds: kol katéotnoey ém’
adTAY (LALEPXOUC Kal EkaTovTdpyoue: 2 Samuel 18:1.%7

* The Lord has appointed prophets for you in Babylon: katéotnoer fuiv kipLog Tpodrroc:
Jeremiah 36:15LxX, Brenton.

Though sometimes the office or task is governed by a preposition ei¢ or ént with the

accusative.
» And they appointed him for a King: katéotnooy adtov eic peoiée: 2 Chronicles 36:1.°"3

* And these leaders who were appointed over the works of Solomon: ol kafeotapévor €l to
€pye T00 Tedwpwy: 1 Kings 2:35[8]Lxx; also 5:30.

The appointee might also be in the accusative, or be the object complement, so that the

active verb takes a double accusative.

Accusative
* And [Solomon] appointed him [Jeroboam] over the labour of the house of Joseph: kai
kaTéoTnoer adtdv €m Toc dpoetc olkov Iwond: 1 Kings 11:28.°7*

Double accusative

e And Joshua appointed them (kal katéotnoer avtolg) on that day woodchoppers and
watercarriers (EuAOKOTOUG Kol UEPOPOPOUL): Joshua 9:27.

e Samuel also appointed his sons judges for Israel: ZaounA kel KTEGTNOEV TOUG LLOUG
«0toD SLkeotag @ Iopani: 1 Samuel 8:1.

meaning must be ‘and they stood him before the rulers of the city’: Cf KJV; Douay-Rheims; NAB; NJB). The
absolute perfect passive participle koaBeotauévol denotes ‘appointees’ (1 Kings 4:5, 7; 5:1; 2 Kings 22:5,9; 2
Chronicles 31:13; 34:10; 3 Maccabees 4:18). The LXX usage in 2 Samuel 3:39 appears anomalous, rendering
concessive participle ‘[5?3 m@?fgﬂ ‘though anointed King’, as €y elpL [...] kol koBeotapévog 1TO PaoLiéwe,
‘and | have been appointed by a King’.

"1 Also 1 Chronicles 22:2; 2 Chronicles 19:8; 1 Maccabees 6:17.

Also Deuteronomy 20:9; 2 Kings 7:17; 10:3; 25:22,23; 1 Chronicles 6:16 (with idiomatic éml xelpac); 1
Chronicles 11:25; 2 Chronicles 11:15, 22; 17:2; 19:5; 33:14; Ezra 7:25; Esther 2:3; 1 Maccabees 3:55; 6:14;
11:59.

%73 Also 2 Samuel 6:21 (direct object taking eic fyodpevov).

Also, for example, Tobit 1:22; 1 Maccabees 6:14, 55; 10:32; Sirach 17:17; 32:1.
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* And he [Saul] appointed him [David] for himself captain of a thousand: kal katéotnoer adtov
eout® yLAlapyov: 1 Samuel 18:13.

 [if] someone will appoint me [Absalom] judge in the land: Tic e KOTROTNOEL KPLTNY €V T
vA: 2 Samuel 15:4.°

Likewise, the passive verb can take both appointee and office in the nominative:

* And | have been appointed King by him: éya 8¢ kateotadny Paciielg T adTod: Psalm
2:61xx.”

* Paschor son of Emmer, the priest, this one had been appointed leader of the house of the
Lord: Ilaoywp viog Epunp 0 lepelc kal obtog fv kabeotapévog fyoluevog olkou kuplov:
Jeremiah 20:1.

* Now a certain Simon, from the tribe of Benjamin, having been appointed leader of the
temple: Zipwv 8€ Ti¢ & Th Bevioply ¢uific mpootatng tod lepod kabeotopuévog: 2
Maccabees 3:4.

* Some of them will be assigned to the fortress of the King: katootadnoetal € adtdv év Tolg
OyvpwpeoLy tod BaolAiéweg: 1 Maccabees 10:37.

* [Menelaus joined them] because he thought that he will be established ruler:
gmi TG Ay s nataotadnoeoal: 2 Maccabees 13:3.

A rare instance is when that which is ruled is in the accusative, and the appointee takes the
indirect object.

* And he charged the country to Alcimus: kol katéotnoer Ty yWpav ¢ "Adkipe: 1
Maccabees 7:20.

Or where the periphrastic pluperfect passive is used:

* And Ptolemy the son of Aboubos had been appointed general: kol IItoAepaiog 6 ToD
"ABolBov v kabeotopévog oTpatnydc: 1 Maccabees 16:11.

Ka6lotnut in the Lxx as ‘stand’ or ‘set’
KaBilotnut is also used in a sense closely related to its basic etymological meaning, ‘stand’:

* And they [the two young spies] stood (katéotnoar) her [Rahab and her family] outside the
camp of Israel: Joshua 6:23.°”’

* And Hannah rose after they had eaten in Shiloh and she stood before the Lord (ol koatéotn
évadmov kupiov) and Eli the priest sat upon the seat at the doorposts of the house of the
Lord: 1 Samuel 1:91xx; cf 1:26; 3:10.

* And they raised Dagon and stood him in his place: kal katéotnoav ei¢ tov tomov avtod: 1
Samuel 5:3.

5 Also 1 Chronicles 12:19; 2 Chronicles 36:4; Psalm 104:21 LXX; Daniel 1:20; 1 Maccabees 9:25; 10:20; 15:38;

2 Maccabees 14:3; 4 Maccabees 4:16.

7% The LXX substantially alters the MT by putting the decree in the passive and in the mouth of the king.
Oepke, ‘kaBiotnuL’, TDNT, 3:444 takes this as meaning ‘lead to’, ‘conduct’, ‘bring’ here, but while the word
can imply movement (eg a school teacher says to her class, ‘1 will stand you in the playground’), the key idea
conveyed is still ‘standing’.
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* And he [Saul] stood in the midst of the people (kal katéotnoer év péow tod Awod) and he
was taller than all the people from his shoulder upwards: 1 Samuel 10:23.

e But the Lord now will stand for judgment, and he will stand for judging his people: &Ala vV
KOTOOTNOETOL €1 KPLOoLY KUPLOG Kal OTroeL €ig kplowy Tov Axdv adtod: Isaiah 3:13.

* He made me his target: katéotnoév pe omep okomov, hence, erect, set up: Job 16:12.

» And you drank the standing water: kol t0 kafeotnkoe Uowp émivete: Ezekiel 34:18.%78

Or kaBloTtnuL can simply mean ‘set’ or ‘assign’:

Of a task

*  Now assign (KATEOTNooV 8¢ OenUTE LXX | |ﬂ%'D‘f.D MT) for yourself an ambush for the city
behind it: Joshua 8:2.

e And assign men (koatootrioote LXX | | W'I’EQUW:) to watch over them [the 5 kings]: Joshua
10:18.

* | have assigned watchmen: katéotnoo $OAaKac: Isaiah 62:6.°7°

Of a place

*  Send the man [David] back to his place which you assigned (katéotnoac) him: 1 Samuel 29:4,
cf v10.

e And they put (probably ‘returned’: katéotnoar) [the moneybox] into its place: 2 Chronicles
24:11.°%°

KaO(lotnu. in the Lxx as ‘make’, ‘constitute’ or ‘establish’
The verb can also be translated ‘constitute’, which implies more than a declarative

appointment, but an ‘establishment’.

Of headship

* The Lord God will establish you as head (kateotrioal oe kUpLog 6 Bedg oov €lg kedaAny)
and not as tail, and then you will be before and you will not be after, if you obey the
commands of the Lord your God, as much as | am commanding you today, to keep and do
[them]: Deuteronomy 28:13; cf Psalm 17:441xX.

Of a restored spirit

* [The famished Egyptian ate and] his spirit was established [perhaps, restored] in him
(kotéotn 10 mrebue avtod év adtd || 'l’j?bﬂ ﬁfjﬁ pr]) because he had not eaten: 1
Samuel 30:12.

7% Also 1 Samuel 10:19 (al vOv katdotnte evddmiov kuplov); 2 Chronicles 29:4 (cf v11); | Esdras 2:5; 5:47

(perhaps ‘stood up’, ‘took a stand’); Esther 5:11 LXX; 2 Maccabees 12:27; Jeremiah 26:4 LXX; 3 Maccabees
5:51. The idea, ‘to stand’ however, can obviously connote much beyond its basic denotation. Eg ‘to stand
before the Lord’: kataotfioal movtag adtolg évadmior kupiov (Psalms of Solomon 18:8). This connotes the
establishment of a good relationship, a relationship of acceptance, and thus the person ‘stands’ and ‘remains’
before God.

°7% Also Sirach 33:29 (‘set him to work’: eic ¢pyo katdotnoov); Daniel 2:24; 3 Maccabees 3:21.

Also 2 Chronicles 28:15 (TDNT, 3:444 takes this as ‘lead’, but it more likely means ‘stand’ as another word
ényayooar conveys the idea of ‘led out’); Nehemiah 13:19; Esther 8:12 LXX E:5 (Cf ‘involved’ NAB E:5; NJB (e));
2 Maccabees 12:20; 2 Maccabees 12:30 (kafeotdtwr = living among), also Jeremiah 51:28 LXX (ol katootdvteg
&v vi} Alyimtw katokfiowl ékel = remaining to dwell in Egypt); Bel and the Dragon 39 (katéotnoe = returned,
reestablished).
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* He [the King] sprang from his throne and took her [Esther] up in his arms until which time
she was restored: uéxpLg 00 kotéotn: Esther 5:1LxX.

Of the establishment of a ruler
e When the kingdom was established in his hand: ¢ katéotn 1 Baoiieio év xelpl adtod: 2
Chronicles 25:3.

e [The King judging the poor in truth], his throne will be established (katootoidMoetaL) for a
testimony: Proverbs 29:141xx.%®!

This usage is noteworthy, as a King might be established de jure but not de facto. The
establishment of the Kingdom in this instance is not his appointment or accession to the
throne, but when the King’s rule is effectively acknowledged and popularly accepted. Thus,
a King might be established (kaOlotnuL as ‘appointment’) in that he has legal title by right,
but not yet established in fact (ka@lotnut as ‘establishment by popular acceptance and

acclamation’).

Of age
* Established old man (kaBeotnkdtog mpeaPitov: Deuteronomy 32:25.

Of effecting a change or transformation or restoration of a state or emotion

* [The disobedient city] will be made hateful (¢x8L0T0¢ kataoTadnoetaL) not only to men but
also to birds and wild beasts: Esther 8:12 [24]LxX.

e [Menalaus] becoming the great plotter against the citizens (Wéyog TV TOALTAV €TiBOLAOG
koBeaTwC: 2 Maccabees 4:50.

* To restore the tribes of Jacob: kataotfiont puitg Iakwp: Sirach 48:10.

* He [Ptolemy] established his subjects’ security’®: e0Bapoeic Tobg VTOTETAYIEVOUC
katéotnoev: 3 Maccabees 1:7.%%

Of the establishment or continuation of intentions and states of being

*  Whose land, smoking, still stands desolate: ka8éotnke yépoog: Wisdom 10:7.

* The Jews set dispositions and intentions: SLa6éoel kal BouvAf) kaBéotnkar ol Iovdalor: 2
Maccabees 14:5.

* Torestore [or re-establish] the [desolate] land [of Israel]: kataotfioar Ty yiv || pax opnb:
Isaiah 49:8.

* The fierce anger of the Lord shall certainly not turn back until he has done and until he has
established the undertaking of his heart: éw¢ katootron éyyelpnua kapdiag adtod: Jeremiah
37:24LXX.

%1 psalm 96:1 LXX; Sirach 46:13; 3 Maccabees 3:26.

Charlesworth (ed), Old Testament Pseudipigrapha (1983), 2:517.

%83 Also Esther 3:13 LXX (makes lives of kingdom civilized: kataotiioat Blove thy te Paotieiav Huepov); 2
Maccabees 15:9 (made them eager “TpoBupotépoug adtolg katéotnoer’); 3 Maccabees 4:11 (making the
captives a public example); 3 Maccabees 1:11 (became responsible for the downfall of tyranny).
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+  And made them [the Sodomites] an example to later generations:*** mopddeLypo tolg
ETLYLVOUEVOLG KoTaoTNONG: 2 Maccabees 2:5.

e They persisted (kafeLotrkeLoar) in the hope that they would obtain relief:*® 3 Maccabees
2:33.

 [The Jews] established a good reputation among all men:**® &mooLy dvBpimoLe eddbKLLOL
kaBeLotrkeLonr: 3 Maccabees 3:5.

e To establish [the temple] a desert for all time: épnuov €l oV amovte ypovov
Ko TaoTNo€eLY: 3 Maccabees 5:43.%%

Ka6lotnuL as an equative verb
¢ Now the forms of wisdom are prudence and righteousness and courage and self-control: THi¢
d¢ coplag LdéaL kaBeotnkaoLy GppornoLg kol Sikaloolvn kol avdpele kol
owdpoolvn: 4 Maccabees 1:18.
Two further interesting uses, potentially relevant for Romans 5:19, are the instances where

keBloTtnuL is used in a quasi-accounting way, and in a forensic situation.

The quasi-accounting use of kx6{otnuL as ‘consider’, ‘reckon’
A single quasi-accounting use in the LxX is in the case of the Levirite marriage.

And it will be, that the child which she might bear will be set down (kataotadnoetat) out of
the name of the one who had died (& tod dvdpatog Tod tetedevtnrdtog), and his name will
not be wiped out from Israel (Deuteronomy 25:6).

KaBiotnut is unlikely to mean ‘constitute’ here (as the child is not the biological child of the

dead man). ‘Appoint’ is closer, but does not quite capture the idea. While the use ka8iotnuL

in its basic etymological meaning to translate DHP ‘arise, stand up, stand’ would be quite

understandable, Driver translates D};?'%S_J CHP: as ‘lit. “stand upon the name,” &c, ie

assume a position (or be established) as his heir...".”®® BDB gives the gloss ‘represent him’.*®

The JPS Tanak (1985) renders it as ‘shall be accounted to the dead brother’. On the

supposition that the Lxx is a faithful rendering of the MT, the context here suggests that

o84 Charlesworth, OT Pseudepigrapha, 2:519.

ibid, 2:520.

%% Ibid.

7 Also Jeremiah 23:3; 3 Maccabees, 3:19; 4 Maccabees 4:25 (God established the law: kafeotdvat tov véuov);
4 Maccabees 13:23; 4 Maccabees 15:4 (mothers constituted more sympathetic than fathers); 4 Maccabees
17:5 (moon ‘established’ in the heavens; seven sons ‘established’ in heaven).

%88 Driver, Deuteronomy (1902), 283; BDB, 878; cf Woods, Deuteronomy (2011), 257.

*% ibid.
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keBlotnuL does not convey ‘an actual state of affairs’ (ie biological lineage) but instead
denotes that the child ‘represents’, ‘assumes the position of’, or ‘is accounted to the name
of’ the dead brother. Prima facie, then, this is evidence that ka8lotnuL has an overlapping
semantic range with Aoyi{opaL. However, as it constitutes evidence of only one usage, it will

need to be confirmed by use in the Graeco-Roman context.

The forensic use ofka6({otnuL as ‘stand trial’, ‘bring before court’, ‘arraign’
There is a forensic usage in the xx,”*° where keBlotnuL appears to be a technical term.

>One witness shall not continue to testify against a man, against any unrighteousness, against
any sinful act, and against any sin which he might sin. Upon [the] mouth of two witnesses and
upon [the] mouth of three witnesses every accusation (tav pfjue) will be made to stand
(establish, ot 81ceta). *°*But if an unjust witness (udptug &Sikoc) brings before the court
[an accusation] (kataoT1 ) against a man (kata avBpwTov), accusing ungodliness against him
(kataréywy adtod doéPerar), and the two men between whom the dispute (1} dvtiioyic)
exists will stand (6toovtaL) before (évavti) the Lord and before the priests and before the
judges (EvavtL TV kpLt@dv) who might be [in office] in those days, 8and the judges (ol
kpitai) will carefully examine [them], and behold, the unjust witness testified unjustly; he
stood against (= brought to court maliciously, & vtéatn) against his brother (kata tod
G8erdod adTod), *and you shall do to him the [same] thing which he evily planned to do
against his brother (kat Tod ddeAdpod adTod), and you will remove the evil from among you.
22 And the rest, when they hear, will be afraid and will never again act (tpoc8rcovaLy) like
this among you, according to this evil affair (kate t0 pfiuc T0 Tovnpor todro). (Deuteronomy
19:15-20LxX, translation mine).

Deuteronomy 19:15-20Lxx uses verbs built on the TotnuL (‘to stand’) stem. Of these, one
appears to denote a literal standing of two men before the court (Lotnut: v17), one is the
metaphorical denotation of ‘establishing’ a charge (v15, future ota®noetar, and compare
v14, establishing a boundary stone), and two appear to be technical terms. The first of
these technical terms, ka@lotnut, is used in v16 before the litigating parties ‘stand’ before
the court and prior to the decision of the court being given. There is an accusation against a
man (nb intensification by prefixed preposition katd). Kafilotnu (v16) thus appears to mean

‘bring to court’. The context requires that the parties are in opposition against one another.

9% Deuteronomy 19:16; Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2009), 351.

MTh Thesis 183



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

But the bona fides of each party is still assumed, because the court has not yet found that
one of the parties before it is a malicious witness. The second of these, dvéiotnuL (verse 18),
is introduced after the judges have made their finding that the witness is malicious. The
technical term dv@iotnuL (‘to stand in opposition to’),>** has the connotation that this

proceeding was an abuse of the court process and the witness was malicious.

Three observations follow. The first is that the profusion of iotnuL and related terms is
hardly accidental. The core idea ‘to stand’ is the key to both its forensic use and
proliferation. This has an analogy in English idiom. Consider, ‘to stand trial’, ‘his evidence
stands’, ‘the accusation stands’, ‘please take the stand’. Second, each of the lotnuL terms,
while carrying its appropriate denotation, also bears a forensic connotation in this context.
The type of standing is a ‘legal’ one. Thus, the two litigants must ‘stand’ before the court.
The false witness ‘stood against’ an innocent person in court. The testimony can only ‘stand’
with corroboration, thus the requirement of two or three witnesses. Third, the future
passive otadnoetal (verse 15) speaks of the outcome, the establishment of a verdict that

will stand as a result of the trial process.

Again, concerning the cities of refuge established for manslaughterers, ka@lotnuL connotes
‘bring to trial’:

Grant cities of refuge which | [the Lord] commanded you through Moses, a refuge for the killer
who strikes down a life involuntarily, and the cities will be a refuge for you, and the killer will
not be put to death by the kinsman [or avenger] of blood until he might stand trial before the
congregation for judgment: éw¢ dv kataotf évavtiov Thc cuvaywyhc eic kpiow

|| DEUNY YR DG TMYTIY: Joshua 20:2-3; also v,

While the Lxx translates MT 7113 (‘I stand’), the meaning is ‘stand trial before the

91 LSJM, 140, ‘stand against’.
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congregation for judgment’, and thus could be translated ‘arraigned’ or ‘called to account

before the congregation’. It appears to have taken a technical legal connotation similar to

‘stand trial’.

This forensic use stands behind 1 Samuel 12:7, when Samuel arraigns Israel at his
‘retirement’ as judge:

And now, stand trial, and | will judge you before the Lord (kal YOV KaTdoTnTE KOl SLKAOW

Uuéc évamiov kuplog), and | will announce to you all the righteousness of the Lord which he

did among you: 1 Samuel 12:7; also 12:16.
The forensic nuance also stands behind Susanna 1:60LXX,992 which alludes to Deuteronomy
19:15,19. The context is that a young Daniel re-examines two (false) witnesses, elders and
judges among the Babylonian Jews, to demonstrate their false testimony against Susanna, a
beautiful and pious Jewess. Out of their shared lust, the two wicked judges together
demand Susanna’s sexual favours, or threaten her with the false charge of adultery.
Susanna refused, and the two corrupt judges initially succeed in having her condemned. As
Susanna is being taken to the place of execution, Daniel calls a halt to the execution,
reconvenes the court, and separately interrogates each elder, asking under what sort of tree
did Susanna commit the alleged offence. The two false witnesses give contradictory
answers. Then, after the contradictory answer of the second false witness is heard:

And all the synagogue cried out against the younger [false witness], as out of his own
mouth he [Daniel] established them both false witnesses together (6poidyoug adrtolg
ketéotnoer audotépoug Yevdopaptupec), and as the law plainly declares, they did to
them just as they wickedly sought to do against their sister, and they silenced them, and
leading them away, they threw [them] into the chasm. Then the angel of the Lord threw
fire through their midsts, and innocent blood was saved on that day. (Susanna 60 LXX
Rahlf).**

92 Rahlf’s Text (1935) Bibleworks7 (LXT).
% The translation is my own. Greek Text Bibleworks7.
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Here, the forensic nuance of the verb is not ‘stand trial’, but the establishment of the two
scurrilous elders as ‘false witnesses’, using the double accusative. Katéotnoev can thus
mean ‘establishment of evidence’ by two witnesses, the conveyed in Deuteronomy 19:151xx
by otadnoetar. The nuance of keBlotnuL here is establish by ‘showing’ or ‘proving’ in court.
It denotes a legal ‘establishing’ by demonstration that they are false witnesses.’®* The verb
has a similar meaning of ‘establish’ in the sense of ‘demonstrate’ or ‘show’ in 3 Maccabees
3:19, where King Ptolemy Philopator says of the Jewish resistance, ‘But they plainly

exhibited (Suouévelar &dniov kabiotdytec) their hostility to us’.>®

Kabilotnut in the Graeco-Roman Corpus
Having established the semantic range of ka8lotnuL in the LXX, and noting that Romans

5:19 evinces a forensic setting (suggested by the terms kpilpe, katakpiue, Sikeloue and
dikatwolg in vwwi16,18), soundings will be taken from the secular Graeco-Roman corpus which
might elucidate the different meanings of the verb in those contexts. According to LSIM,
keBlotnuL evidences the same semantic range in the key areas in the Graeco-Roman corpus:
‘set down’, ‘appoint’, ‘stand’, ‘establish’, ‘make’, ‘set up’ (in the sense of ‘erect’), ‘reckon’,
and ‘bring to trial’,’*° all of which confirm the usage we have seen in the LXX. Some

important examples follow.

The quasi-accounting use of kB oTnuL as ‘consider’, ‘reckon’
According to LSJM, the Graeco-Roman sources likewise evince the meaning of ka8lotnuL as

‘reckon’ or ‘number’.

994 Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2009), 350, also citing 3 Maccabees 3:19.

Charlesworth, OT Pseudepigrapha, 2:521; Muraoka, Greek-English Lexicon of LXX (2009), 350.
LSIM, 854-5.

995
996
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Xenophon (430-354Bc), Memorabilia Book 2, Chapter 1, Section 9997
And so, should anyone want to bring plenty of trouble on himself and other, | would educate
him as you propose, and number him with ‘those fitted to be rulers’ (gig ToVg Gy L®OVG
rorootiooyu): but myself | classify with those who wish for a life of the greatest ease and
pleasure that can be had (¢uavTtov ye pévrol TaTTo eig Tovg Poviopévoug 1) OGoTd Te *ai
fowota).

LSJM cites this passage as an example of the meaning of ka8lotnuL as ‘reckon him as one of

[...]', a subclass of ‘bring into a certain state’.”*® This confirms the meaning tentatively

proposed for Deuteronomy 26:5 ‘account to, reckon’ as possible and within the semantic

range of kaBlotnuL.

The forensic use of ka.6(otnuL as ‘stand trial’, ‘bring before court’, ‘arraign’
According to LSIM, ka@totnuL can be a technical term denoting ‘bring before a ruler or a

magistrate’.999 This was the meaning in LXX Deuteronomy 19:16, Joshua 20:2-3,9; and 1

Samuel 12:7, 16. The following are examples:

Herodotus (484-4258c), The Persian Wars, Book 1, Chapter 209 Section, 51000
[King Cyrus saw a vision of the eldest son of Hystaspes and commanded the Father to fetch
him] Do you therefore go with all speed back to Persia, and so act that when | come thither
after subduing this country you shall bring your son before me to be questioned of this (c¢
HOL KXTOOTNOELG TOV Tolde &¢ EAeyyov).

Thucydides (c460-c4008c), History of the Peloponnesian War, Book 1 Chapter 131 Section
21001

Then, having contrived after a time to get out [of prison], he [Pausanias] offered himself for
trial (ot aBioTnowy é0vtov €g nioLv) to any who might wish to examine his case.

Lysias (c459/8-c3808c)
Lysias was one of the forensic Aoyoypadot, that is, writers of speeches for others who are

1002

about to appear in court. His orations further illustrate the forensic use of ka®loTnuL.

%97 Xenophon, Xenophon: Memorabilia, Oeconomicus, Symposium, Apology, LCL 168, Vol IV (1923), 87.
998
LSJM, 855.
LSJM, 854-5 ‘kaBiotnuL’, meaning ‘3’.
199 Herodotus, 1.209.5, in The Persian Wars, LCL 117, Vol | Books I-11 (1920), 264-5; LSJM, 855.
1001 Thucydides, History of the Peloponnesian War, Books 1-2, Vol I, LCL 108 (1928), 220-221.
1992 o rnblower et al, Oxford Classical Dictionary (2012), 875.

999
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XVI. Before the Council: In Defence of Mantitheus at his Scrutiny, 17.7
| acted in this way, not because | did not think it a serious thing to do battle with the
Lacedaemonians, but in order that, if ever | should be involved in an unjust prosecution (&t
mote adinwg eig nivouvov rabiotaipny), the better opinion that you would form of me on
this account might avail to secure me. 10

VIIL. Before the Areopagus: Defence in the Matter of the Olive-Stump, 17-18
But as it is, they have manifestly absolved me, (vDv 0¢ nai éue amorboavteg paivovral,
%ol 0PpAg avtovg) and have thus taken upon themselves a share of the charge in case they
are lying (xal odpéc anToic, eiep Pevdovon, petdyovg Tic aitiag xadotdvreg)." "

XIII. Against Agoratus: In Pursuance of A Writ, 12.3
The others remained here, with the design of subverting the democracy: they brought
Cleophon to trial (eig dydva Kheopdvra xabiotdol), on the pretext that he did not go to
the camp for his night’s rest, but really because he had spoken on your behalf against the
destruction of the walls. So they packed a jury for his trial, and these promoters of oligarchy
appeared before the court and had him put to death on that pretext (rataotioacOot
améntewvay £v Tf) mooddoel Taty). %

In both instances in this passage, the technical meaning of ‘brought to trial’ is apparent.

III. Against Simon: Defence 38, 44-45
How, pray, should | have been treated, if the case were the opposite of what has now
occurred: if I, with a number of my associates, had gone to meet Simon, and fought with
him, beaten him, pursued and caught him, and then tried to drag him by force, if, as it is, and
when it is he who has done all these things, | have been subjected to proceedings like the
present (6rtov VOV TOUTOU TADTO TETONROTOG €YD €L TOLOVTOV AyDVa ®abBEoTnra), in
which | risk the loss of both my native land and all the property that | possess?'°%®

| could wish that | were allowed to expose this man’s wickedness before you in all its other
effects, so that you might have understood how in justice he ought far rather to be on trial
for his life (iva )miotao0e dtL TOAD Qv duadTEQOV aUTOG TEQL Bavdtou NywvileTo)
than bringing others into peril of losing their native land (1} €tépoug VmeQ THg maTEdOG €ig
xivduvov xadiotn).

XII. Against Eratosthenes, 81-82
...for whereas he [Eratosthenes] was at once accuser and judge of the persons brought to
trial, we to-day are parties engaged (=stand, xa0¢otauev) in accusation and defence
(Mueic 88 vuvi eic xatnyopiay xai dmohoyiov xadéotapev). %%

1093 ysigs: LCL 224 (1930), 384-5.

idem, op cit, 154-5 (‘On the Olive-Stump’, 17-18).
idem, 286-7 (‘Against Agoratus’, 12).

idem, 88-9 (Against Simon’, 38).

idem, 90-93 (‘Against Simon’, 44-45).

idem, 266-7 (‘Against Eratosthenes’, 81-2).
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The Oxyrhynchus Papyri (P Oxy) 11.2811-30 (AD20-50) 1009
Syra, daughter of Theon, wishes to bring her husband Serapion before the judge,

Heracleides. Syra took Serapion into her parent’s house because he was destitute, but
Serapion mistreated her, and spent the dowry. Now, Syra pleads, Serapion has left her in an

impoverished state. She wishes to recover the dowry which she brought to the marriage.

To Heraclides, priest, chief justice, superintendent of the chrematistae and the other
courts, from Syra, daughter of Theon. | married Sarapion, bringing him by cession a dowry
amounting to 200 drachmae of silver. As he was destitute of means | received him into my
parents’ house, and | for my part conducted myself blamelessly in all respects. But
Sarapion, having squandered my dowry as he pleased, continually ill-treated and insulted
me, using violence towards me, and depriving (ka8iotoc) me of the necessaries of life;
Finally, he deserted (évkatéiLmé) me leaving me in a state (ko8eot@oov) of destitution. |
therefore beg you to order him to be brought before you (610 ¢fLw ovvtafol kotaoThonl
odTOV €Tl oé), in order that he may be compelled perforce to pay back my dowry increased
by half its amount. This petition is without prejudice to any other claims which | have or
may have against him. (lines 1-30)'°*°

€ \ ’ ’ ~ ~ b 4 ) / ’ b ’ ~
0 6€ XopaTlwy KeToXPTOULeVoS THL Gepvi) €l OV NPBOVAETO AOYOV 0L OLEAELTEV KOKOLYX®DV
pe kol UPpiL[Clov kol T xelpag émipepwr kal TOV Graykalwy évdefi kabLotag, Lotepov &&

\ bl ’ ’ \ ~ \ b ’ ~ b \ b \ .
KoL €EVKOTEALTE We Aeltny kabeot@doov. 810 afLw ovvteful Katootfioul abToV €Tl o€. (lines
1011
14-24)

Evident is the proliferation of same verb ka@lotnut in this passage, analogous with

Deuteronomy 19:15-20Lxx. This time there are three instances of the same verb kaflotnut,

which Danker calls ‘a neat bit of word-play’.**** The first instance is the use of the masculine

participle kaOLotag to mean that Syra is ‘left standing’ without the necessities of life. The
second, feminine participle kabeot@oav, refers to the fact that Sarapion had left Syra in ‘a

7y 1013

poverty-stricken “stance or a destitute standing or state. Oepke takes the second to be

the equivalent of the equative participle odoav, and the first two instances to refer to the

199 Grenfell & Hunt (eds & trs), The Oxyrhynchus Papyri Part Il (1899), 271-2.

idem, P Oxy 11.281"°, op cit, 272.
idem, P Oxy 11.281****, op cit; Oepke, ‘ka®lotnut’ TDNT, 3:445; Danker, ‘Under Contract’ (1972), 106; MM,
313.
1012 ‘ ’
Danker, ‘Under Contract’, 106.
1013 ., .
ibid.

1010
1011
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1014

actual state of affairs.” " The last instance (kataotfiowl) is the technical forensic meaning of

‘bring to trial’. So too are the following three examples.

The Flinders Petrie Papyri (Petr) I11.30ii2
When | appeared in your court in my suit against Eirene: katootavtog pov éml [cod mpog)
Eiphmp.t*?

Papyri in John Rylands Library (P Ryl) Il 651° (65Bc)

They asked that the accused should be ordered to be brought forward: A¢lovv cuvtatal

~ 1016
KOTOOTMNOOL.

Papyri in John Rylands Library (P Ryl) Il 13614 (AD34)
To bring them before you for the ensuing punishment: kataotfioal éml o€ TPOg TNV
éoopévmy Emékod(ov).' Y

Aorist and Future Tenses of the finite verb ka6 (otnuL
The following demonstrates a use of aorist and future passives of ka8iotnuL as in Romans

5:19, mainly in the contexts of appointments to offices. In these examples, both the
appointees and the office are in the nominative and the verb is passive, the construct being

equivalent to the double accusative of the active verb.

Polybius Histories (c200-118Bc), Book 22 Chapter 3 Section 6'°*®
[Lycortas, Theodoridas and Rositeles] were appointed envoys to Ptolemy
(rateotaOnoav meeoPevtal).

Menander of Ephesus (early 2nd Bc). Fragment Concerning the Babylonians (Against the
Greeks, 1.21) in Josephus, Against Apion, Book 1 Section 157 line 21019
[Nebuchadnezzar besieged Tyre 13 years during Ithobaal IllI’s reign, then Baal Il reigned 10
years] [...] after him judges were appointed, who judged [the people]
(Meta todtov diatal xateotdOnoav noi €diracav): Ecnibalus, the son of Baslacus [...]
Chelbes [...].

Diodorus of Sicily, Library of Histories (fl 60-30Bc)
* Epameinondas [...] was appointed general by the men: 'Emopeivdvdog
VIO TOV OTQATIOTAV %OTEOTAON 0TEATN YOS (15.71.6).
* [lln Rome the consuls elected were: xateotdOnoav Vool (11.41.1).
¢ [Alnd in Rome the following ten men were elected to draft laws;
év 8¢ 1) Poun déxa Gvdpeg nateotddnoav vopoyoddot: (12.23.1).

191% 0epke, ‘kabiotnut’, TDNT, 3:445.

MM, 313, cited Petr IIl. 30" (Ptol).
1016 ., .
ibid.
% ipid.
1018 pPolybius, Histories, 22.3.6 in LCL 160, Vol V (1926), 346-7.
1013 http://www.livius.org/men-mh/menander/menander _of ephesus.html, accessed 20 May 2014.

1015
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* [These young men] quickly formed a body of athletes (d8Antai kateotabnoav) trained
to deeds of war (12.75.7).

* [I]n the place of consuls three military tribunes were elected: dvti TV VATOV
Toelg yMayoL xateotdOnoav (13.104.1).

* [H]ere four governors were established:

v TadTaLg YNYOol TéooapEeg xateoTdOnoay (31.8.9).1%%

T Reinach, Papyrus Grecs et Démotiques, 183842 (108Bc)1021
Bravti: €[L eo]ti Paoiiikog
yewpyog, [Tplovondnvat wg
aTepLoT[eoTo]¢ KaTaoTOONOETAL
pexpL [av amo] Tov amopov
YeEvNToL. Lt Bwub kb

A Bias: s’il est cultivateur royal, veiller a ce qu’il soit laissé
en repos jusqu’a ce qu’il ait terminé ses semailles.
An 10,24 Thou| h.

To Bias: If he is a royal farmer, give careful thought that he will remain (= stand,
kateoteOnoetot) undistracted until he comes from his planting.

The above papyrus shows that future passive kateotabnoetol can apply to a state as well as

an office or task.

KablotnuL in the New Testament

Apart from Paul’s letters, kaOlotnut is used by Matthew, Luke, Hebrews, James and Peter.
The meaning of ‘appoint’ to an office or task accounts for the majority of instances.

* Matthew 24:45: The Master set him over his household slaves to give them their food on
time (katéotnoer 6 kUpLog €Ml Th¢ oiketelag ohTod ToD Sodrel wdTolg T TpodnV év
KOLPGD).

* Matthew 24:47 || Luke 12:44: Truly | tell you that he [the Master] will set him over all his
possessions (€Tl T&oLY Tolg LTEPYOLOLY €DTOD KKTAOTNOEL KOTOV).

* Matthew 25:21, 23: Well done, good and faithful slave! You were faithful over a few things
(émi dAlyn fi¢ mLoTog). You will be set over many (éml TOAADV O€ KaTOOTHOW).

* Luke 12:14: And he [Jesus] said to him, ‘Man, who set me judge or arbiter over you?’ (ti¢ pe
KO TEOTTOEY KPLTNV 1| LepLoTny &’ DUEC;).

1929 piodorus of Siculus, Library of History, LCL 279, 303, 340, 375, 384, 399, 389, 422, 377, 390, 409, 423 Vols I-
XXII Books 1-20, Fragments of Books 21-40 (1935) Cf 11.68.8; 11.81.1; 11.88.1; 12.32.1; 12.60.1; 12.80.1;
12.81.1;12.82.1; 13.43.1; 13.80.1; 14.44.1; 15.14.1; 15.23.1; 15.57.1; 15.61.1; 15.71.1; 15.71.6; 15.77.1;
15.78.1; 15.82.1; 15.90.1; 16.53.1; 17.49.1; 17.74.1; 17.112.1; 18.13.6; 18.26.1; 19.5.5; 19.73.1; 37.2.6.

1921 Théodore Reinach, Papyrus Grecs Et Démotiques: Recueillis En Egypte Et Publiés (1905), 97-98. Greek text,
97; French translation, 98. Cited by MM, 313.
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¢ Luke 12:42: Therefore, who is the faithful prudent steward, whom the Master will set over
his servants (0v kataotnoel 0 kipLog éml thc Bepamelag adtod) to give [them] their rations
on time (tod 8Ld0vaL év kalp@ [T0] oLtouéTpLov)?

* Acts 6:3: Now search out for yourselves, brothers, seven men of good reputation from
among you, full of the Spirit and wisdom, whom we will appoint over this need (&vépag [...]
oU¢ KoToTNOOUeY Tl TAg ypelog TadTng).

* Acts 7:10: [Pharoh] appointed him [Joseph] governor over Egypt and over his whole house
(katéotnoer adtov Nyoluevov ém’ Alyvmtov kol [éh] Grov tov oikov wdtod).

* Acts 7:27: Who appointed you ruler and judge over us? (t(¢ oe katéotnoer dpyovte Kol
Sikaotny €’ Mudy (cf v35).

* Hebrews 5:1: Every High Priest taken from among men is appointed on behalf of men
[concerning] things [pertaining] to God (dpyLepeig ¢ ardpudtwy Aapfardperog vmep
GvlpWTwy kodlotatal To TPOg TOV Bedr), so that he might offer both gifts and sacrifices for
sins) (cf Hebrews 8:3).

* Hebrews 7:28: The Law appoints men high priests who have weakness (0 vduog yap
GvepWTouG KHBLOTNOLY dp)Lepel €xovTac GoBéveLa).

As with the LXX and Graeco-Romans sources, active kaBlotnuL takes the accusative of either
the office or the appointee, or both (ie double accusative, object and object complement).
Frequently, énl with the genitive denotes the sphere of responsibility, while the infinitive
complement might denote the task assigned. The passive takes the appointee or the office

(or both) as nominative.

Acts 17:15 evinces the well-attested meaning, to ‘conduct’, ‘lead to’ or ‘to bring’, thus ‘those

conducting Paul (ol &t keOiotGurec tov Iadiov) brought [him] as far as Athens’.'%%?

The final three NT uses of ka®lotnuL (James 3:6, 4:4, 2 Peter 1:8), are either examples of its
use as an equative verb, or of the broad meaning ‘constitute’, ‘make’, or ‘become’. The
usage in James 3:6 suggests the meaning ‘constitutes despite appearances to the contrary’.

fl 1023

The tongue ‘is constituted’ or ‘constitutes itsel the world of unrighteousness in our

members (0 kdopog thg adikieg 1) YADooK kadloTatal €V Tolg PéAeoly MUKV, taking o

1922 5)M, 855 “2. bring down to a place’; BDAG, 596; Oepke, «abiotnuL’ TDNT, 3:444; EDNT, 225.
1923 Taken as reflexive middle by Blomberg & Kamell, James (2008), 158; Laws, James (1980), 149, 174; Moo,
James (2000), 158; passive by McCartney, James (2009), 188; Martin, James (1988), 114-115; BDAG, 492.
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1024 james is

kOopog Thg adiklog as the nominative predicate of middle-passive kaBlototal.
explaining what the tongue really is, or to what the tongue leads, despite contrary
appearances. The tongue is small (3:4-5). At first glance, it hardly seems ‘the world of
unrighteousness’. But in reality, for sinners, it is. This usage here has one affinity with the
meaning ‘reckoned’, in that something does not appear to be what it really is. However, the
word does not mean ‘reckoned’ here, but probably should be translated with the equative

» 1025

verb ‘is’, ‘the tongue is the world of unrighteousness’,” > or is ‘place 11027

d’*%%® or ‘becomes

or ‘makes itself’.}0%®

Likewise, the middle-passive in James 4:4 makes an equation between ‘friendship of the
world” and ‘enmity of God’:

€ ’ ~ ’ b4 ~ ~ b
a N dLAlo Tod KOopLoU €xOpa tob Beod €eatLy;
b O¢ éov obv BouAndfi didog elval tod kdopov, €xBpog Tod Beod kobloTatal.

The principle in 4:4a grounds the conclusion in 4:4b (o0v). Though friendship with the world

might not appear to make one an enemy of God, the reality is that friendship with the world

is equated (¢otLv) with hostility toward God (v4a). Thus, if someone by deliberate choice'®*

chooses such a friendship with the world (6¢ €xv odv BouAn6n), by that fact he ‘is

f11030

established’ or ‘is establishing himsel as God’s enemy (v4b). Middle-passive kodiototol

»1033

could be rendered ‘is’,'®! ‘becomes thereby’,'*** ‘has become’, ‘is made’*** or ‘makes

himself’ .13

1924 Moo, James (2000), 158.

Alford, Greek NT (1877), 4:305; Martin, James (1988), 114-5.

McKnight, James (2011), 283, 335.

McCartney, James (2009), 188.

Moo, James (2000), 158.

Adamson, James (1976), 170.

Blomberg & Kamell, James (2008), 190 fn 22; Laws, James (1980), 149; Martin, James (1988), 148.
Oepke, ‘kaBlotnuL’ TDNT, 3:446.
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Similarly, in 2 Peter 1:8, the meaning is ‘become’ or ‘be’. If Christians possess and abound in

11036 »1037

the virtues listed in vv5-7, they will not ‘be’,'°* ‘become’, ‘make or ‘render
themselves (present active kaBlotnoLv) idle or unfruitful in their knowledge of the Lord

Jesus Christ.

The Meaning ofka®({otnutL in §{kaioL kataotadnoovtaL ol ToAAol

(Romans 5:19d)
Paul uses the verb only three times in his extant works. In Titus 1:5, ka@lotnut has the

common meaning of ‘appoint’, taking the accusative of the office (kataotrong kot TOALY
TpeaPetépoug). The passive indicative finite verb is used twice in Romans 5:19, the first
instance an aorist, the second a future, with ol ToA)ol as subject and auaptwiol or diketot
as predicate nominatives in their respective clauses, though they are in the fronted
emphatic position.

Womep yap dua the Tapakofic Tod €vdg arlpwTou

OUOPTWAOL KKTECTHOMOXY OL TOAAOL,
oUtwe kol Lo ThC DTakofc ToD €vog

o O T L

dikaLlol kataoTadnoovtal ol TOAAOL.

The exegetical issues will be considered in dialogue with Bird’s recent expression of his
position.

For some commentators, Adam’s disobedience is imputed to sinners and then believers have
Jesus’ obedience imputed to them for justification. The problem is —and | have a little rhyme
about this — No matter how much people may try, kathistémi does not mean logizomai [...]
The word kathistémi refers to an actual state of affairs and not to transactions. To say that
believers will be made righteous is to posit a rectification in both their legal status and in their

1932 Alford, Greek NT (1877), 4:313.

Kistemaker, James (1986), 138.

Laws, James (1980), 174; Moo, James (2000), 158.

Davids, 2 Peter, Jude (2006), 184.

Kistemaker, Peter & Jude (1987), 256; Cf Bigg, Peter & Jude (1902), 259; BDAG, 492.
Alford, Greek NT (1877), 4:392.
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moral state. As Tom Schreiner comments, “This is powerful evidence that righteousness in
. . . . . - 1038
Paul, although forensic, cannot be confined in every instance to forensic categories.”

In 2007, Bird argued:

Thus the forensic should not be over emphasized at the expense of the real change wrought at
the terminus of the salvation event. The constitution has in mind, not the completion of
sanctification in becoming morally righteous but the eschatological re-constitution of
humanity at the resurrection.’®? (my emphasis).

This statement in 2007 is quite consistent with Gaffin’s view that resurrection is justification
in se. However, in 2011, Bird affirmed that ka@lotnuL posits a ‘rectification in their moral
state’, though he denied that Paul had the moral righteousness of the many in mind in 2007.
By 2011, Bird stated that Romans 5:19 refers to a ‘transformative righteousness (an actual

“becoming” righteous) in addition to a forensic righteousness’,’**° and that ‘righteousness in

the Scriptures is forensic and transformative’.***! Bird’s position expressed in 2011 is a
movement away from the traditional protestant view, because Bird has posited that for
Paul, justification is at least partly analytic, and not wholly synthetic. Schreiner, whom Bird
cites with approval for his view that ‘righteousness’ might sometimes be ‘transformative’ in

Paul, has more lately retracted this view:

They [Don Carson and Bruce Ware] persuaded me that righteousness is forensic rather than
transformative, and hence what | have written here [Paul, Apostle of God’s Glory in Christ] is
an adjustment to the view | expressed in my book Romans: BECNT.'**

Schreiner’s position seems to be developing in a different direction to Bird’s.'**?

In so far as kaBlotnuL and AoyiCopar are different words, with different histories of usage

and semantic ranges, the lyrical Bird is obviously correct in his ‘little rhyme’ that ‘kathistemi

1038 Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed Response’ (2011), 113.

idem, Saving Righteousness (2007), 79

idem, ‘Progressive Reformed Response’ (2011), 148.

ibid, 297.

Schreiner, Paul: Apostle of God’s Glory, 192.

idem, ‘Sermon: From Adam to Christ: Romans 5:12-19’ (2011), 80-90; Schreiner, ‘Justification: The Saving
Righteousness of God’, (2011), 19-34.
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does not mean logizomai’. Nevertheless, this by itself does not prove that ka@totnuL cannot,
in any given instance, mean something very similar to Aoyt{ouaL. Lexemes can have
‘overlapping semantic ranges’ with AoyiCopet. For example, yivoual comes to overlap with
Aoyilopetin Romans 2:25-26.

2 Mepuropt) pev yop dperel & vépov Tpdoonc:
éov 8¢ TopaBaTng YOROUL NG, T TEPLTOWT] 00U GKPOPuOTLX Yéyovev.
25v odv f axpoPuotie t& Stkedpete ToD véuov durdaon,
oy M &kpoPuotie adtod elg mepLTouny AoyLoBroetwl; (Romans 2:25-26)
Without having to try, yivopai'®** comes close to meaning Aoyi{opai! It is a reckoning or

counting, that is intended, not some sort of literal epipasmos™®* to occur . The Gentile

awkeeper is considered circumcised, while the Jewish lawbreaker’s circumcision ‘counts for
lawk dered d, while the J h lawbreaker’ ‘ ts f

nothing'.lo46 The mental reconsideration or ‘accounting’ is expressed with the broad word

vivouat, the meaning of which is coloured by its context and the use of AoyilopoL.

A second example is ToLéw, another broad word, meaning ‘make’, ‘do’, and thus, ‘bring

about, cause’.’® It thus can mean ‘create an actual state of affairs’, but it can also mean

‘render’, ‘appoint’, ‘install’, ‘deem’, ‘count’ or ‘consider’.’®*® It must be read as ‘count’ or
‘reckon’ in 2 Corinthians 5:21, where Paul says tov un yrovia apaptioy LTEP HUOV
apoptioy €monoev. As in Romans 2:25-26, the meaning of moiéw is coloured by the
proximate use of Aoyi{opxt, which indicates that a ‘transaction’ or ‘reckoning’ has occurred

1049

(un AoyLlOpevog adTolg T& TapamTWuate w0TOV). - Thus, Toléw means something similar to

Aoyilopat, because the ‘making’ or ‘doing’ posited does not relate to an actual state of

1044 5yMm, 349.

1 Maccabees 1:15; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:121; Jewett, Romans (2007), 232-3; Sanday & Headlam,
Romans (1902), 67.

10% Alford, Greek NT (1877), 2:335.

LSIM, 1427.

ibid, 1429.

2 Corinthians 5:19.
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affairs but to an accounted or reckoned state. Christ is ‘made sin’ in the sense of sin being
imputed to him. Paul specifically denies that Christ knew sin in actuality. These examples

show ‘that in Paul Toteiv and yiveoBar do not necessarily bear an effective sense’.'%°

Bird’s assertion that ‘kathistémi refers to an actual state of affairs’ should be challenged,
and so too his statement that it must posit ‘a rectification in both their legal status and in
their moral state’. Against Bird, ka8lotnuL can mean ‘reckon’. LSJM, gives as an attested
meaning of kaBlotnuL as ‘reckon him as one of’,'®! and it is translated by the Loeb Classical
Library as ‘numbered’. This corroborates the reading of ka8iotnuL in Deuteronomy 25:6LXx

» 1052

as ‘accounted as’.'®>* Regarding the child of a Levirite marriage,'®>

the child is not in
biological relationship with the dead man, but rather is reckoned to have come from the
name of the dead man, ‘set down’ to have originated from him. Therefore, the meaning of
kaOlotnuL does overlap with the semantic field of AoyiCopat, and can mean something
similar to AoyiCopat, if required by context. Finally, the fact that a King can be first
‘established over a Kingdom’ but that later his Kingdom is not yet ‘established in his hands’
suggests that the verb kaOlotnuL may not always indicate an actual state of affairs.

Sometimes Kings were established de jure but not de facto.

As far as Bird grounds his view from the denotation of ka8iotnuL, the foregoing shows it is
not required, and the context of Romans 5:19 militates against it. That kaOlotnut
sometimes denotes a change in a state does not mean that in 5:19, ‘righteousness’ is a

transformative category. In fact, as in Romans 2:25-26 and 2 Corinthians 5:19-21, Paul has

199 0epke, ‘kabiotnut’, TDNT, 3:445.

Xenophon, Memorobilia, 2.1.9.
Cf JPS Tanak 1985.
Deuteronomy 25:6 LXX.
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set up a context where AoyiCopet colours the verb with a wider semantic range. Paul’s
preceding undeniably heavy use of AoyilouaL in correlation with dikaLooOvn in Romans
4 1054

the use of éAdoyeltar (5:13) and Aoyilopal’s reintroduction (6:11), all suggests that

since the verb kaflotnuL can carry the denotation of ‘reckon’, then such an influence which

1055 1056

occurred to moLéw > and ytvopat - should also be recognized in the denotation of
keBlotnuL in Romans 5:19. The many will be ‘established’ or ‘set down’ as righteous in the
same way that Paul has already said that God attributes righteousness to people. They are
‘reckoned’ righteous, and so also they will be ‘established’ or ‘set down’ righteous in the

same way.

The attested forensic uses of ka6ilotnut, while tending to confirm the influence of Aoy({opat,
adds a further connotation to Paul’s use in 5:19. Most commentators fail to account for the

forensic connotations of kafilotnut, though ‘the forensic element is evident at v 18

»1057 » 1058

(katakpLpe — Sk lnolg). It is a ‘judicial act of ka®lotnut’.”° According to Danker,
‘almost any use of the term kaBLotavar in a legal context would intimate someone’s
appearance under charges before a judge [...] In Paul’s usage of ka@iotavel the main

purpose is to convey the legal atmosphere’.’*>?

Paul’s use in Romans 5:19 does not denote ‘bring to trial’, because the (divine) passive of
keBlotnuL takes subject and predicate nominative, the equivalent of the active verb taking

the double accusative. The closest usage to Romans 5:19 is that in Susanna 60 LXX, where

1054 pomans 4:6, 11, 23, 24.

2 Corinthians 5:21.

Romans 2:25-26.

Oepke, ‘ko@lotnuL’, TDNT, 4:445.

Blihner, EDNT, 3:225; Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 71.
Danker, ‘Under Contract’, 106 and fn 3.
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Daniel ‘established’ (katéotnoer) the two Jewish elders as ‘both false witnesses together’.
Likewise, in 3 Maccabees 3:19 the meaning is ‘establish’ in the sense of ‘show’, or ‘prove’.
The technical forensic use of ka@lotnut has still influenced Paul’s usage in Romans 5:19.
Expressing the courts finding in the passive ‘X established Y’ (the equivalent of active ‘A
establishes X to be Y’), as in Susanna 1:60LXX, is a derivative use of the forensic technical
term, ‘to bring to court’. This is suggested by the word play on kae@totnut in P Oxy 11.281 and
the proliferation of —iotnuL root terms in Deuteronomy 19:15-20LxX. Thus, we should
translate kaBlotnut in 5:19 as ‘judicially establish’, or ‘established in court’. The verb
keBlotnuL may have appealed to Paul because he already had used the dikoL— terminology
to express only one side of the judicial ledger (viz, vindication, righteousness), yet he
required a judicial verb which has not in its denotation the actual finding of the court (which
he expresses in 5:19 with the adjectives auaptwiol and dikatoL respectively), so that he
could use the one verb for both sides of his contrast for rhetorical reasons. Thus, we find a
functional equivalence of the following phrases, where X represents the object of
justification:

Pass kaBlotnuL with subj and pred Nom = §lkaiol kataotadnoovtal X (nom) (5:19d)

Active koBlotnuL with double acc =X (acc) katéotnoer [Sikaror] (cf Susanna 60 LXX)
Verbless clause + adj with prep phrase X (nom) dikaror map [tQ] Beqd (2:13a; cf Gal 3:11)
Subject of divine passive dtkoLdw X (nom) SikaLwBnoovtal (2:13b)

Subject of pass SukaLéw + prep phrase SikaLwOnoetar X (nom) évdmiov [Beod] (cf 3:20; Ps 142:2 LXX)
Active dikaLow with subject & object 0 0ed¢ SikaLwoel X (acc) (3:30; Galatians 3:8)

Hence, Paul’s teaching in v19c-d is that through the instrumentality of (5. with the genitive)
the obedience of the one man, Jesus Christ, being his entire life of obedience to the
precepts of the Mosaic law, and indeed any other intratrinitarian command received by him,
the many will in the future be judicially established as righteous before the tribunal of God.
The mechanism that has thus far in Romans explained the transition from all who are

sinners (Romans 3:10-12) becoming the many who are judicially established righteous (5:19)
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is dikaLoboBaL TloTel avBpwtov Ywplg épywr vopou (3:28) and 6 Bedg Aoyiletal
dkacLootvmr ywpic épywv (4:6). It is a future justification, or being reckoned righteous, by

faith, apart from works. The ground of this future justification is Christ’s work for us, being

1060

his sinless life, sinbearing death and resurrection.” "~ The future synthetic reckoning

1961 is the functional equivalent of the future judicial establishment of

(AoyLobnoetal)
righteousness. Our justification has been accomplished outside of us. The instrumentality of
this future justification is the incarnation of Christ under law, his obedient life to the precept
of the Mosaic law, his death bearing the penalty of that law, and vindicating resurrection,

taking the life promised to the doer of the Mosaic law.'®

Justification at the final judgment (Romans 2:13, 3:20)
Given the finding that the phraseology of Romans 5:19d is a functional equivalent, inter alia,

of Romans 2:13, the question is raised whether 2:13 and the future tense of ka8lotnuL in
5:19 requires Bird’s (more recent) view that final justification embraces transformative
righteousness. Wright famously argues regarding eschatological future justification that
‘[jJustification, at the last, will be on the basis of performance [...]".1°®® Elsewhere Wright
says of 2:13, ‘[t]he right way to understand this, | believe, is to see that Paul is talking about
the final justification’.’®®* And for Wright, present and future justification are based on two
different principles. ‘Present justification declares, on the basis of faith, what future

» 1065

justification will affirm publicly [...] on the basis of the entire life’.” " Seifrid asserts ‘Both

[James and Paul] understand that our justification at the last judgment will be based upon

1050 pomans 3:21; 4:25; 5:6-9; 5:18-19.

Romans 2:26, 4:3,5, 6, 8, 11.

Compare Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 71.
Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 440.

Wright, What Paul Really Said (1997), 126.

ibid, 129.
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works’.'*®° Rainbow concludes that ‘good deeds are instrumental in meeting the

»1067

outstanding condition for being justified finally and ‘good deeds done by believers

through God’s grace will be the criterion for their final justification’.’°® Bird’s (later) view of

1069 and

transformational righteousness is of a piece with Wright’s view of final justification,
he asserts ‘justification according to works is entirely biblical (eg Romans 14:10; 2
Corinthians 5:10)"."°"° Bird’s attempt to distance himself from Wright’s view cannot really
stand given his view of an analytic and transformative future righteousness in Romans
5:19.'%* Most recently, Preston Sprinkle has argued ‘intial justification is by grace and final
justification is conditioned (in part) on spirit-empowered works’.*%”2 Schreiner, a staunch
advocate of imputed righteousness, has long conceded ‘Paul does teach that good works

»1073

are necessary for justification and for salvation and ‘believers must do good works to be

justified’.**™

These quotes evidence a confused comingling of Paul’s justification terminology with his
terminology of judgment according to works. However, when we turn to the evidence, in
each instance where Paul puts forward the proposition that justification is by works or that
justification is by law, the proposition that justification is by works or by law is negated

either immediately or in the course of argument. Compare Romans 2:13 with 3:20ff.

1066 Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 182.

Rainbow, Way of Salvation (2005), 206; Rainbow, ‘Justification according to Thessalonians’ (2009).
Rainbow, Way of Salvation (2005), 194.

Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 170ff.

Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 154.

Y ibid.

1072 Sprinkle, Paul and Judaism Revisited (2013), 204.

Schreiner, ‘Justification: The Saving Righteousness of God’, 21.

ibid, 31. Cf Schreiner, ‘Did Paul Believe in Justification by Works?’, 131-158.
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ol yip ol Gkpootal vouov dlkelol Tapd [T@] Bed,

aAL® ol molntal vépov Sikelwdnoovtar (Romans 2:13)

Then...

€ €pywv vopov ol Sikalwlnoetol Taow oopté évawmior abtod (Romans 3:20)

SikeLoboBoL Tlotel &vBpwmov xwplc épywy vououv (Romans 3:28)

El yop *APpoap €€ €pyov E8kalwddn, éxer katymue, aAl’ od Tpog tov Bedv. (Romans 4:2)
TQ 6¢ U1 épyalopévy mLotebovtl b€ éml TOV Sikolodvte TOV qoeBi

AoyiCetor 1 mlotig adtod elg SikarooUvmy: (Romans 4:5; compare Galatians 2:16; 3:11; 5:4)

The understanding of Romans 2:13 that gives rise to the view that justification in Paul is at
least partially by works is mistaken. It fails to see that in the course of the argument of
Romans 1:18-3:20, for Paul those so justified by works are an ‘empty set’.'*”> Paul raises the
possibility of justification by works (Romans 2:13) only to explicitly deny it (Romans 3:9-12,
19-20, 23), a denial which has been implicit since at least Romans 2:12. ‘Paul’s comment in
Romans 2:13 is part of an argument that reaches its apogee'®’® in 3:19-20".'%"" The
proposition € €pywr vopou o dikatwdnoetal (Romans 3:20) shows Romans 2:13 a null set.
Nor was Abraham justified é&€ €épywv. Paul’s strong negation (a\\" ov: 4:2) that Abraham has

a boast mpds Bedv (coram deo) renders the protasis and apodosis unreal.'®’®

Boasting is
excluded before the divine tribunal because Abraham was not justified by works, but by

faith apart from works.

Paul lays it down in 2:12 that ool yop Gropwe Huaptov, avéuwe kel amoiodvrel, kel 6oL
€v vouw Muaptov, i vépou kpbnoovtat. All have in fact sinned (3:10-12, 23). Only Christ is
without sin (2 Corinthians 5:21). Thus, even before he articulates the principle of

‘justification of the doers of the law’ (2:13), Paul in Romans 2:12 has already laid the

1075 Horton, ‘Traditional Reformed Response’ (2011), 159, Calvin, Comm Romans 2:13 in CC, 19:95-6; Institutes,

111.17.13.

1076 Highest point.

Horton, Covenant and Salvation (2007), 74-5.

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:228; Lambrecht, ‘Why is Boasting Excluded? (1985), 366-7; Moo, Romans
(1996), 260-1; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 214; Stuhlmacher, Romans (1994), 72.
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groundwork for his conclusion in 3:9-20, 23, that are all under sin, and cannot avail

themselves of justification through the law.'”®

Bird argues that Romans 2:13 cannot be hypothetical because there are no explicit markers

of conditionality, such as ‘if ... then’.’%* This fails to realize that justification ¢ &pywv véuou

1081

has always been conditional on performance. It is a matter of doing.” Since conditional,

then the possibility is open that the condition may not be in fact met. Paul explicitly says the

condition is not met by anyone, because all have sinned.'®?

Rather than limiting the meaning of €pya. vopov, the phrase refers to all works done
pursuant to the law, whether the Mosaic law or the moral law of the heart, and not limited
to ceremonial law or identity markers. Against Dunn, Rainbow, et al, ol ToLntal véuov
dikatwdnoovtatl (2:13) is functionally synonymous with €€ €pywr vépou [...] Sikaiwdnoetol
(3:20).2°%% The €pya vépov are ‘actions performed in obedience to the law’,'®®* ‘a
comprehensive expression that refers to the entirety of the actions and abstentions

» 1085

prescribed by the law’.**®> The reason that ¢pya vépou'® cannot justify is ‘because no one

is able to perform works to the degree needed to secure such a standing’.'®®’ Thus, ‘Paul’s

1979 Moo, Romans (1996), 142-3.

Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 142.
Romans 7:10; 10:5; Leviticus 18:5.

Romans 3:9-12, 19-20, 23.

Sprinkle, Paul and Judaism Revisited (2013), 186-7; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 338-9, idem, ‘Justification by
Faith’ (2006), 88-90; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:198; Moo, ‘Works of the Law’ (1983), 73-100; idem, Romans
(1996), 208-10; idem, ‘The Law of Christ’ (1996), 328-333; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 168-75; idem, Paul
(2001), 110-15; Contra Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:153-5; Jewett, Romans (2007), 266.

1084 Moo, ‘Works of the Law’ (1983), 92.

Watson, Paul and The Hermeneutics of Faith (2004), 334.

Romans 3:20, 28; 4:3, 5.

Moo, Romans (1996), 217; cf idem, ‘Works of the Law’ (1983), 98.
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argument from 1:18-3:26 must be taken as a whole’ and ‘Paul does not envision Romans

2:13 to be a real possibility’.'%%®

1089 1090

Further, against Rainbow and Tridentine Catholicism, the works that are excluded

1091

from Abraham’s justification™ " includes those works done after Abraham first had faith.

Paul quotes Genesis 15:6, which occurred many years subsequent to Abraham’s entering

the life of faith.!%%?

Rainbow argues that Paul uses Abraham as an example of ‘Christian
initiation’,*®*2 but a divine declaration that occurs decades after Abraham'’s first evidence of
faith (Genesis 15:6) cannot be Abraham’s ‘initiation’ into righteousness. Moreover, Paul’s
use of Psalm 32:1-2 cannot be so conceived, as free justification cannot be limited to pre-
conversion works. The context is David as an existing member of the covenant community,
not an outsider entering the covenant. You cannot get more within the covenant than
Messiah David. Yet David’s words, part of his ongoing life of faith, illustrate the proposition
Be0¢ Aoyiletar Sikatootvmy xwplc épywr (Romans 4:6). Thus, free justification ‘apart from
works” applies not merely to ‘initial justification’, but to the ongoing application of the same
free justification apart from works to the very end of the believer’s life and into the

1094

Judgment.'®* The enigmatic phrase & miotewe eic mlotiv'™ likewise suggests that faith

and nothing but faith, with no admixture of works, can justify sinful humans.***®

1088 Sprinkle, Paul and Judaism Revisited (2013), 187.

Rainbow, The Way of Salvation (2005), 85 fn 28.

Council of Trent, Sixth Session, Decree Concerning Justification (1547), Chapter 8, in Olin, Reformation
Debate (1966), 121.

1991 pomans 4:3,5.

Genesis 12:1, Hebrews 11:8-9.

Rainbow, The Way of Salvation (2005), 85 and fn 28; cf Schliesser, Abraham’s Faith in Romans 4 (2007),
347-50.

1994 calvin, Institutes, 111.14.11, (Battles 778-9).

Romans 1:17; cf 2 Corinthians 2:16.

NIV; Moo, Romans (1996), 76.
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By definition, Rainbow excludes any works of the regenerate from ‘works of the law’
because they are:
[TIhe endeavours of Adamaic or specifically Israelite human beings to present
themselves righteous before God by performing what God commands in the law of
Moses, apart from the transformation and enablement that come about through
union with the crucified and risen Lord.'®®” (my emphasis)
The consequence of this is the same as the Roman Catholic doctrine, that is, that there is no
longer free justification for the regenerate. Only ‘first’ justification is by faith only and apart

from any works, and thereafter subsequent and final justification is by faith-empowered

works.

The proponents of this view need to show that the basis of ‘first’ justification is different to
its ‘continuance’ and also ‘final’ justification. Roman Catholicism has long posited this view.
If justification is the final divine verdict of acceptance on a human brought into the present,
the question that must be answered is how can a synthetic initial justification which is by
faith apart from any works be grounded upon an analytic final justification which is to the
doer of the law by the works of the person so justified? The initial justification then is not
strictly apart from works at all. It is conditional on future good works. So Paul, to be clearer,
should have posited justification by good works, or justification by love. That, of course, Paul
never did. Instead, as Vickers says, we must posit that ‘the end-time declaration is the same
as the declaration in the present’.'%%

It is not clear how Rainbow (who does not limit épye. vopou to ceremonial works or identity

markers) can say the regenerate are identified with ol Tountal vopou dikalwbroovtal

1097 Rainbow, Way of Salvation (2005), 95.

1098 Vickers, Jesus’ Blood and Righteousness (2006), 156 fn 157.
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(Romans 2:13) at the final judgment, but that they are at the same time not justified from
works of the law (€€ €pywv vipou...5ikatwdnoetat: Romans 3:20), which is clearly future also.
The law has always been a matter of doing (Romans 10:5). Moreover, the law is not based
on faith, but the man who does these things will live by them (Galatians 3:12). Rainbow
probably would say regeneration and union with Christ makes the difference, posit a
temporal distinction between whether the good works are done before or after “first
justification’, and argue that preceding justification turns ‘works of the law’ into ‘good
works’, which do finally justify. That fails to explain Paul’s anger with the Galatians, who had
received the Spirit and baptism (Galatians 3:1-5, 27), and so presumably were regenerated,
yet were seeking completion in the flesh (Galatians 3:3), and by accepting circumcision were
placing themselves under the Mosaic law with the obligation to obey the whole law
(Galatians 5:3). As far as we know, the Galatians had no intention to separate themselves
from Christ by submitting to circumcision. Thus, it would seem that for Paul, it is possible for
the recipients of the Spirit to (inadvertently) seek justification by works of the law (€& €pywv
vouou: Galatians 3:2). Thus, contra Rainbow, regeneration does not turn ‘works of the law’
(by which we cannot be initially justified) to ‘good works’ (by which we are finally justified).
The answer to both the doctrinal issue (of justification by faith) and the ethical issue (they
were biting and devouring each other: 5:26) for the Galatian church is that the Galatians
must return to the hearing of faith, to the gospel by which they were justified at the
beginning (¢¢ axofic Tiotewe: Galatians 3:2), and that faith will work through love (Galatians
5:6) as they keep in step with the Spirit (Galatians 5:16-25). Thus, for Paul, it is not justified
by faith at the beginning, stay justified by ‘good works’ till the end, when you are actually
justified by (good) works. Rather, it is justification by faith from first to last apart from any

works, and that faith-righteousness will avail at the judgment, for the justification of Paul,
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Abraham and David. But this same faith which alone justifies in the Pauline sense, produces
the good works of love (Galatians 5:6), and we will be judged according to these good
works, as they are both evidential indicators of faith, and are promised reward.***

However, in no way is our final justification in the Pauline sense dependant upon our good

works.

It is true that 1 Corinthians 4:3-5 brings justification language into co-ordination with the
topic of judgment according to works in the clearly forensic context of the final assize: 006¢v
Vop Euavte) olroLde, GAL’ o0k €V ToUTR Sedlkalwpal, 0 &€ arakplvwy pe kUpLOg E0TLV.
There is clearly a judgment to each according to works (1 Corinthians 4:5). However, strictly
Paul says that he is not justified by the fact that he is not conscious of anything against him
(&AL’ ok év Toltw Sedikalwpet: 1 Corinthians 4:4). Paul has not actually posited that he will

be justified by works, but that he is not justified by the cleanness of his conscience.’*® H

e
has, in fact, not said how he will be justified, though he has said that he will be judged. In
the preceding context, 1 Corinthians 3:15 points the other way from final Pauline

justification by works, in that Paul distinguishes between a0t0¢ &¢ owdnoetat and €l TLvog
1O épyov pevel O émolkodounoer, pLobov Anuietat. The ‘future salvation’ based as it is on

the Bepértov [...] 6¢ €otiv Incodg Xprotog (1 Corinthians 3:11) is distinguished from the

assessment of the man’s work, even when it is a negative assessment.

Positing a distinction between Pauline justification by faith and judgment according to

works provides an explanation how God at the final judgment will judge each for that which

1099 g Olliffe, ‘What will happen on Judgment Day?’ accessed at

http://sydneyanglicans.net/blogs/indepth/what_will _happen_on_judgement _day on 11 July 2014.
19| thank Rev Dr Peter Bolt for pointing this out to me.
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was practised in the body, whether good or bad (ékaotog td S ToD o@duatog TPOG &
émpatev, €lte ayabov €lte padrov: 2 Corinthians 5:10) and yet not count men’s sins against
them (un Aoyilopevog adtolc To Tapamtwpeta adt@dv: 2 Corinthians 5:19). The former
relates to judgment according to works, the latter to Pauline justification by faith. As Harris
argues:

Since, then, the tribunal of Christ is concerned with the assessment of works, not the
determination of destiny, it will be apparent tha the Pauline concepts of justification on the
basis of faith and recompense in accordance with works may be complementary. Not
status but reward is determined.™!
It has hard to conceive of Paul’s words in Titus 3:5 (o0k €£ €pywv TV €V dikaloohvy o
emoLmoouer muelc) as of necessity excluding post-regeneration works. The phrase ‘in
righteousness which we have done’ suggests that they are works after righteousness is
received (cf Romans 5:17). Clement of Rome (fl AD96) likewise points out that ‘works of

heart holiness’ do not justify:

And we too, being called by His will in Christ Jesus, are not justified by ourselves, nor by
our own wisdom, or understanding, or godliness, of works which we have wrought in

b4

holiness of heart (00 81" €xvtdV SikoLovpede, obOE SLa ThC MUEPTEPRG dodlog, T

owvéoeng, 1 eboeBelog, 1 €pywr Bv katelpyaoduebo év doLdtnTL Kopdied), % but

by that faith through which from the beginning, Almighty God has justified all men.*%3
It is difficult to conceive of such language as eVoePelog and épywr v katelpyooouede év
ooLotnTL Kapdleg as denoting strictly pre-conversion works, as Rainbow’s theory requires.
Moreover, for Paul, the law and commandment are holy, righteous and good (6 pev véuog

GyLog kol M €VvToAn ayle kol Sukelor kel qyodr): Romans 7:12). Paul exemplifies the law with

the coveting command, clearly moral (Romans 7:7-11) and continually binding on the

198 Yarris, 2 Corinthians (2005), 409; Barnett, 2 Corinthians (1997), 276-7.

J.-P Migne (ed), Patrologia Graeca (or Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca (PG)1:272 accessed at
http://books.google.com.au/books?id=broUAAAAMAA)&pg=PP9&source=gbs_selected_pages&redir_esc=y#v
=onepage&q=XXXll&f=false on 2 June 2014.

1% 1 Clement 32, in Roberts, ANF, 1:13.
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Christian. So Rainbow’s strict distinction between ‘good works’ and ‘works of the law’ is

unsound.'®

In most other passages usually proferred to show Paul believed in final justification by

1105

works, as opposed to judgment to each according to works, "> SikaLdw or its cognates is

I 1106 1107

not present at al Granted, some evince a forensic context. But while justification for
Paul is forensic, every forensic context need not connote (Pauline) justification. If Paul
wished to unambiguously imply justification, he had a word he could use: Sukaiéw! And he
was not afraid to use it, whether at the beginning''®® or end (Titus 3:7)*'°° of his ministry.
This is the methodological weakness that makes Rainbow’s argument unconvincing.
Rainbow assumes every instance of eschatological judgment is synonymous with

1110

justification, even if the 6tkot— terminology is absent. Rather, judgment according to

works is a distinct but related forensic event to Pauline future justification.

1111

In Philippians 3:9,”7"" Paul clearly speaks of the future righteousness he requires to stand

before God. ‘With obvious anticipation of the final judgment’,***? Paul states that the
righteousness he strives to attain he has not yet received (Philippians 3:12-13). Yet this

future righteousness is still through the instrumentality of faith. It is not his own, and not

from his attainment through law. It is difficult to see how Paul could at once expect a

1104 Rainbow, Way of Salvation (2005), 79-88.

Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 154; Sprinkle, Paul and Judaism Revisited (2013), 188; Rainbow,
Way of Salvation (2005), 155-174.

1% Romans 14:10-12, 18; 2 Corinthians 5:9-10, 9:6; 11:15; Galatians 6:7.

1 Corinthians 4:3-5; 2 Corinthians 5:9-10.

Acts 13:38-39; Galatians 2:16.

For Pauline authorship of the pastorals: Knight, Pastoral Epistles (1992), 4-52; Mounce, Pastoral Epistles
(2000), xxxix-cxxix; Towner, Timothy and Titus (2006), 1-88.

110 Rainbow, Way of Salvation (2005), 174.

See Chapter 4, above.

Seifrid, ‘The Faith of Christ’ (2009), 145.

1105

1107
1108
1109
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positive final justification of a sinner like himself through the law, but then renounce that
future righteousness by the law regarding himself. Contra Rainbow, Paul, on the day of

judgment, will rely on faith-righteousness and not his own law-righteousness.**** The

1114 1115

former comes by hearing and believing,”” ™" the later by doing.” ™ Thus, those scholars who
represent Paul as saying that justification of the believer must be even partially by works

fundamentally misread and misrepresent Paul.

Thus, there is no wider reason in Pauline theology or the argument of Romans to read the
obedience of believers into dikaLoL kataotadnoovtal ol ToAiol. ‘Commentators regularly go
astray in supposing that Paul speaks of the obedience of believers here’.'**° The only

instrumentality for this judicial verdict given is 5w tfic Omakofig Tob €vdg, which lies totally

outside us, and in the achievement of Christ for us.

The meaning of cpaptwiol kateotoOnoav ot moAirol (5:19b)

The meaning of kaBlotnuL in verse 19b is likewise the judicial establishment of the many as
sinners. The verb kafiotnut in both occurrences in verse 19 is transitive and stative.""” The
passive in both future and aorist instances of ka8lotnuL is divine. The aorist encodes
perfective aspect of the event viewed from a remote distance, and given that the
instrument of this ‘judicial establishment’ is 8. tfic Tapakofic Tod €vdg avbpwmov, being

1118

Adam’s disobedience, the aorist tense form is suitable. While Adam’s disobedience is

temporally remote, the aorist points to the many being judicially established ‘sinners’ by a

13 Philippians 3:9.

Romans 10:6ff; Galatians 3:2.

Romans 2:3; 10:5.

Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 71.
Campbell, Basics of Verbal Aspect (2008), 55-59.
Y8 ibid, 34-9.
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God as a judicial act in summary form. The aorist is thus a foil to the future, which likewise

encodes perfective aspect, though future temporal reference.’**?

Paul has already noted a salvation-historical issue (Romans 5:13) that effects the judicial
establishment of the many as sinners (v19). Before the Mosaic law was given, sin was in the
world (5:13a), as demonstrated by universal death (5:12). However, sin is not accounted for
when there is no law (5:13b): auapeptio 6¢ o0k €Aloyeital un dvtog vouou. The technical

accounting term éAloyéw means ‘charge to ones account’.'*?°

121 Byt the verb érdoyéw itself seems

Paul could refer to the subjective recognition of sins.
to point away from a subjective knowledge of sin to a divine debiting by the one to whom
the debt is owed of the debt of sin against the sinner’s account. Therefore, taking the
passive as divine, the absence of law during the epoch ano "Adau péxpr Mwicéwg in some
way causes God a ‘legal problem’ in judicially establishing (ka@lotnut) the sin of ‘the many’
in Adam. God is retiscent to count against sinners their sins during this ‘lawless’ period. But
the fact that death reigned throughout this period (as it does throughout human history)

shows the reality that all are indeed under sin.***

While trespass is sin, not all sin is trespass. ‘Trespass’ (tepapnoic= ‘going aside, beyond’, so
‘overstepping’: 5:14) or ‘transgression’ (mupamtwua= ‘false step’, ‘fall’: 5:15) requires an
outward law as a standard against which someone must transgress or trespass. For sin

(apaptio= ‘miss the mark’, ‘fall short’: 5:13) to become trespass or transgression, it must be

19 Campbell, Basics of Verbal Aspect (2008), 39.

BAG, 251; MM, 204; Jewett, Romans (2007), 376 fn 81.
Calvin, Comm Romans 5:13, in CC, 19:202.
Romans 5:14; cf 3:10-12, 20, 23; 6:23.
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a falling short of some posited and propounded law. Those from Adam to Moses did not
have the Mosaic law, although Adamic man has always had, in another sense, an interior

law. Gentiles who unwittingly or in ignorance conform to the Mosaic law show that they are

‘a law to themselves’, as the work of the law is written on their heart.}*?*

Paul’s meaning appears to be that sin can only be charged explicitly against each person’s

1124

account if that person has knowingly disobeyed a direct commandment.”" " God does not

1125

judicially attribute sin to evildoers where there is no posited law.”"“> That was the situation

for the epoch between Adam and Moses. While those who lived in this period ‘sinned’, their
sin was not ‘trespass’ or ‘transgression’, because of the lack of a posited law. However, their

death showed the reality of their own sin.

The notoriously controversial €’ ¢ Tavteg apaptov (5:12) is best understood as ‘because all

dl 1126

have sinne Against Moo, it is more likely that Paul meant that all sinned in their own

persons, rather than corporately ‘in Adam’. An unexpressed middle term must be supplied,

that all inherited a fallen sin nature from Adam."**’ ‘Paul was not dealing with original sin, at

least originated original sin, in Romans 5”.''?® Thus, the sin of each individual, or their

underlying inherited sin-nature, explains why death has spread to all men.

The role of Adam and of his sin in Romans 5 is to make possible the imputation, the
judicial treatment, of human sins [...] Before the law of Moses was promulgated, sin was
imputed and therefore death reigned owing to the relationship of all humans to Adam,
the natural and legal head or mediator.’?° (emphasis Blocher’s)

1123 pomans 2:14-15.

Moo, Romans (1996), 332; Schreiner, ‘Sermon: From Adam to Christ, 83.
Jewett, Romans (2007), 377.

Eg Moo, Romans (1996), 321-3.

Genesis 6:5; 8:21; Psalm 51:5; Ephesisans 2:1-3.

Blocher, Original Sin (1997), 81.

ibid, 77.
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Hence, in later reformed-theological language, the imputation of Adam’s sin is not an

1130 Rather, each has sinned in their own

immediate imputation of peccatum alienum.
person, as evidenced by actual sin and their consequent death.’** However, Adam is the
appropriate federal head to represent sinful humanity before God’s tribunal. In God’s ‘class
action’ against sinful humanity, Adam is the appropriate ‘named party’, in whom and under
whom all his offspring are also arraigned. Adam committed transgression, not just sin. His
descendants prior to Moses committed sin, not transgression. But 1 Tfig Tapakofic Tod
€vog avbpwmov, all are judicially established sinners (apuaptwiol kateotadbnooar ol moArol:
5:19), meaning that God has established a basis for indicting ‘lawless’ sinners, through the
‘transgression’ of Adam. God ‘sees their sins as committed against the Genesis 2 command,
as grafted on to Adam’s sin in Eden’."*** This crediting against them (eALoyéw) is appropriate,
because as Adamic men and women, Adam’s descendants have ‘a reflection, a trace, a

»1133

witness, in the heart we inherit from Adam , though some of Adam’s children lived

without revelation of the Mosaic law.

A strong tradition amongst post-reformation theologians argues that the parallelism of

1134

Romans 5:12-21 requires positing the immediate imputation of Adam’s sin. However, the

evidence suggests only a mediate imputation of Adam’s sin, though there is (and will be) an

1135

immediate imputation of Christ’s righteousness. Calvin did not require such strict

39 Eor criticisms of immediate imputation: Dabney, Systematic Theology (1878), 341-51.

53! Romans 2:12; 3:9-20, 23; 5:12; 6:23.

Blocher, Original Sin (1997), 77.

Romans 2:13-14; Blocher, Original Sin (1997), 81.

Muller, Dictionary (1985), 149; Murray, The Imputation of Adam’s Sin (1959), Ch 3, republished in Oliphant,
Justified in Christ (2007), 203-294.

35 Eor criticisms of mediate imputation: Murray, Imputation of Adam’s Sin (1959), Ch 3, in Oliphant, Justified
in Christ (2007), 203-294.

1132
1133
1134

MTh Thesis 213



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

1136 calvin viewed the sin of Romans 5:12 as

parallelism in his treatment of imputation.
neither actual nor imputed, but realistic, ontological and individual: ‘we have all sinned; for
we have all been imbued with natural corruption, and so are become sinful and wicked’.***’
‘For Calvin, there was not a strict parallel between the fall and justification; the fall was
partly forensic and partly realistic [...] Justification, however, is totally forensic.”***® The
rhetorical parallelism in Romans 5:12-19 does not require parallelism in meaning. Calvin
propounds a different basis for the imputation of Adam’s sin (mediate, grounded on our

inherited corruption) than the imputation of Christ’s righteousness (immediate, grounded

on Christ’s obedience).

Conclusion
The reason for ‘the justification’ of the one, Christ (verse 18), is tfic UTakofic ToD €vog

avBpwmou (v19). Christ was raised from the dead because of his obedience. This brings

1139

justification for the many.” "~ There is no reason to limit the referent of Christ’s obedience

to the Isaianic Commission or intra-trinitarian command, given the requirement to keep ta

1140 1141
| d.

dLkalwpete ToD vopou which rests on Israe and that Christ assume Christ as the Jew

par excellence kept all these righteous decrees. Instrumental 5uo. with the genitive (5:19)
posits that the immediate basis of the believers’ ‘judicial establishment’ as righteous before
the divine tribunal is Christ’s obedience. The believer stands before God as the beneficiary

1142

of both Christ’s passive and active obedience.” " The verb ke8lotnuL does not refer to

‘transformative’ righteousness, but a judicial establishment of those in Adam as ‘sinners’

136 Murray, Imputation of Adam’s Sin, 219ff; Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 246 fn 71.

Calvin, Comm Rom 5.12 (19:201); Murray, Imputation of Adam’s Sin, 219.
Clark, ‘Do This and Live’ (2007), 246 fn 71.

Isaiah 53:11 LXX; Romans 4:25; Romans 5:19.

Romans 2:26.

Galatians 4:4.

Longenecker, ‘Obedience’ (1974), 147.
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now, and those in Christ as ‘righteous’ at the final assize (5:19). This future judicial decision
of ‘righteous’ is brought into the present as the believer’s ongoing justified status.'** The
many will be ‘established’ or ‘set down’ as righteous at the final assize (5:19) in the same
way that Paul has already said that God makes people righteous, viz, by imputation.****
Similarly, the ‘legal establishment’ of the many as ‘sinners’ through Adam, is likewise a

judicial accounting against sinners (5:13), but it is grounded on actual sins (5:12) caused by

the inherited corruption in our union with our federal head, Adam, and his original sin.

Justification is the final verdict of righteousness brought into the present on the ground of
Christ’s obedience (5:19), death (5:8-9), resurrection (4:25; 5:18), and continuing
intercession (8:33-34). Rather than positing a different basis for ‘final’ justification
compared to justification’s beginning and continual progress, the nature of the case,
suggests that for Paul, the sinner’s justification as to its initiation, continuation and
consummation all rest on the same instrumentality, viz, the believers faith in Christ and the

promise and power of God, who raises the dead (4:17).

1143 pomans 3:21-6, 28; 5:1, 8-11.

1144 pomans 4:3, 5, 6, 11, 22.
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Chapter 9

Beyond Romans 5:

Re-evaluating 6ikaLow in Romans 6:7
and dikeilwue in Romans 8:4

Introduction
The argument of this thesis, if accepted, has exegetical consequences for passages beyond

Romans 5, and in particular, for Romans 6:7 and 8:4. The following chapter is offered as a
beginning to the process of working through the implications of the readings here adopted.
In particular, the reassessment of the use of 10 dikatlwpe Tod vopov in Romans 8:4 may
provide further fruitful ground for supporting the imputation of both the active and passive

obedience of Christ to the believer in justification.

Re-evaluating ‘The one who died has been justified from sin’(Romans
6:7)

In current discussion, many evangelical scholars who hold to a ‘basically forensic’ view of
dLkaLdw treat its usage in dedikailwtal GO The dleptiag as anomalous. For example,

concerning the use of ikaLow in verse 7, Schreiner concludes:

[Rlighteousness is more than forensic in Paul. Those who are in right relation to God have
been dramatically changed; they have been made righteous.™*

More polemically, Campbell regards Romans 6:7 as an embarrassment to what he calls

‘Justification theory’."**® Bird has consistently argued that Romans 6:7 is ‘probably the best

evidence for the view that righteousness is transformative’,'**’ that ‘dikaioé is used there in

1145 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 319.

Campbell, Deliverance of God (2009), 825.
Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 18.
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the sense of liberation from the power of sin that is, transformatively’,"**® and that

‘justification does edge toward transformation categories in certain places like in Acts 13:39
and Romans 6:7, which both talk about being “justified from sin” (ie declaring and making
righteous)’.**° Bird, following Sanders, points out the parallel with Romans 6:18, where Paul
explicitly says that éAcuBepwBévteg 8¢ amod Thg apaptieg €douvAwbnte Tf Siketoovrr, and
reasons that in terms of the denotation of dika 0w, the distinction between justification as a
forensic declaration, and transformation, is not absolute at the level of exegesis.llso Bird

1.1151 H

operates with an assumption that ‘justification is essentially and principally forensic e

also uses a concept introduced by Carson into the recent imputation debates of distinct

1152 carson introduced it as a

‘domains of discourse’ in systematic and exegetical theology.
tool to clarify thinking not in the debate whether justification is forensic or transformative,
but in an intermural dispute between those who hold justification to be exclusively (and not
merely principally) forensic, so as to assist theologians and exegetes to understand each
other’s terminology. Bird’s extended use of the principle seems to be that justification is
‘essentially and principally forensic’ for the purpose of systematic theology, and both
forensic and transformative at the level of exegesis.

So theologically | agree that justification and transformation are distinct. Yet exegetically, |

have to concede that such a distinction is not absolute at the level of the biblical text.**>®

Macchia is probably justified to criticize Bird’s assertion that the link between justification

I 1154

and transformation is not conceptual but logica Macchia’s challenge is that Bird’s view

is a finding made ‘seemingly out of confessional loyalty (and in tension with the wording of

1148 Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 114, cf 298.

idem, Evangelical Theology (2013), 561.

Idem, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 114.

idem, Evangelical Theology (2013), 561.

Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 47-55; Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 104, 112-3.
Bird, ‘Progressive Reformed View’ (2011), 114.

idem, Evangelical Theology (2013), 561.
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the text)’.’>> It seems warranted, then, to return to one of the sources of this dispute,

Romans 6:7.

Structure and Translation of Romans 5:20-6:14
A chiastic frame is evident for Romans 6:3-10, whereby 5:20 corresponds to 6:14b (a-a) with

the contrast of the realms of vopog and yapLg, and 5:21 corresponds to 6:11-14 (b-B) with
the language of BaolAelw (5:21; 6:12) and the two contrasting rival kings, 1) aueptic and 1
xopLg (5:21), as well as the two contrasting rival Lords, Jesus Christ (kuplov: 5:21) and sin
(kupLetoeL: 6:21). Awkerootvn (5:21; 6:13) is also present. Romans 6:1-2 corresponds to
Romans 6:11-13 (c-¢), with its imperatives. At the centre of the chaism is Romans 6:3-10.

The following is my translation.

13 Macchia, Justified in the Spirit (2010), 200 fn 33.
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a
% Now law was added so that transgression might increase, but where sin abounded grace superabounded,

b
5o that, just as sin reigned [as king] (éBaciievoev) in the [domain of] death, thus also grace might reign
[as king] (BoxoLAeton) through righteousness (51 Suketoolvng) with the result of eternal life (ei¢ (wnv

aiwviov) through Jesus Christ our Lord.

&1 What, therefore, will we say? ‘Let us remain (émpévwper) in the [practice of] sin, so that the
[domain of] grace might abound? 2 May it never be! We died to the [the loss of master] sin. How will
we still live in it[‘s practice]? ({Yoopev é&v altf);)

*Or don’t you know that we [who] were baptized into Christ Jesus, were baptized into his death?
4Therefore, we were buried with him (cuvetadnuer odv adt®) through baptism into the [domain
of] death, so that, just as Christ was raised from [the] dead (qyép6n XpLotdg €k vekpdv) through
the glory of the Father, thus also we might walk in newness of life (fjueig év kalvdmrL (wig
TepLatiowper). * For if (€l ydp) we have become united with (o0udutor yeyévaper) the likeness
of his death™® (¢ dporduert t0d Bavdtou adtod), then we will certainly also (Gl ki)™’ be
[united with the likeness of his] resurrection (tfic dractdoewg éoduebda), 6 knowing this (tobto
yLvaokovtecg), that our old man was co-crucified (6 TaAaldog HUGY EvBpwTog cuVEsTELPKON), SO
that the body of sin might be abolished (kotapyndf t0 odue Thg auaptiec), with the purpose
that we are no longer enslaved to the [master] sin (tod pnkétL SovAelely fudc tf Gueptia). For
the one who died has been justified from the [penalty of] sin (6 yap dmoBavey Sedikaiwtol &To
Tic apepTieg).

® Now if (€l 8¢) we died with Christ (&meBdvoper obv Xpiota), we believe that we will also
live with him (kal oulfooper adt@), ° because we know (eidétec) that Christ was raised from the
dead no longer to die (XpLotog éyepBeic ék vekp@dr odkétl amoburrokel); death no longer rules
over him [as Lord] (6dvatoc adtod ovkétL kupLetet). *° For (ydp) that which (8) he died (dnéBavev),
to the [claim of] sin (tf auaptie) he died once only (épamat); but that which he is living, his is
living to God (0 6¢ (@, (f) T® 6eq)).

O~

" Thus also, you must reckon yourselves (bueic Aoyi{eoBe €xvtolc) [to be] dead to [the claim of] sin
but living to God (vekpolg pev T apaptie (Avtag 8¢ T¢ Bed) in Christ Jesus (év XpLotg 'Incod).
Y“Therefore (oBv), do not let sin reign [as king] (BuoLAevétw) in the [sphere of] your mortal body (év
¢ BT LAY odpati) with the result that [you] obey its lusts (el¢ t0 Omokovely talc émBupieLg
o0T0D), B nor offer (unde TapLotavete) your members [as] weapons of unrighteousness (dmix
&dikieg) to the [master] sin (1) apaptioe), but offer (Tapaotrioate) yourselves to God as (woel) living
from the dead (& vekp®dv (Gvtog) and your members [as] weapons of righteousness (6TAa
dikocLootvng) to God.

4 14 . . 3 ’ \ 3 ~ 3 ’
b For sin will not rule over you [as Lord] (cuoptie yoep DL@Y o kupLeboel).

4
a For you are not under law but under grace (o0 yap éote UTO VOOV GAAL LTO YdpLY).

%% Taking dative 1§ opoidpatL as object of adudutoL yeydvaper: Moo, Romans (1996), 368; Murray, Romans

(1959), 1:218 fn 5; Calvin, Comm Romans 6:5 in CC, 19:223; Jewett, Romans (2007), 400; Schreiner, Romans
(1998), 314-5; Contra Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 435; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:307.

17 Conjunction &Aia introduces the apodosis emphatically: Shedd, Romans (1879), 153; Jewett, Romans
(2007), 401; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 312.
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Exegesis
Using a simple condition, Romans 6:3 correlates baptism into Christ with baptism into

Christ’s death. Romans 6:4 infers (o0v) that we were buried with Christ, laid in Christ’s grave,
through the instrumentality of our baptism (5i¢ with genitive) as part of our ‘conversion-
initiation”.***® This has the purpose ({vo. + subjunctive) that the conduct of our life
(TepLmatriowper) would reflect the newness (kaLvdtnti) that characterizes Christ’s own

1159

resurrection as the inbreaking of the new age (cf Romans 7:6).”” The newness brought in

by Christ’s resurrection leads to life, taking (wfic as an objective genitive referring to

eschatological resurrection life.'**°

Verse 5 provides an explanation (yap) for verse 4. Verse 5 consists of protasis and apodosis.
In the protasis, our having been united to the likeness of Christ’s death (v5a) explains our
being buried with Christ through baptism (v4a). In the apodosis (v5b), the fact that we will
be united to the likeness of Christ’s resurrection in the future resurrection (tfic avaotaoewg
¢oopeda: v5b) explains our present new lifestyle (Tepimatéw: vac), which is also modeled (nb
olUtwg ki) on Christ’s resurrection in history (Ayépn XpLotodg €k vekp@dv: v4b). With the
vast majority of commentators, oUpdurol [...] T opolwpate is taken as elided in v5b, and

the article tfi¢ is taken to be anaphoric, referring to Christ’s resurrection.

‘Likeness’, opotwya, suggests not identity but both comparison and distinction, similarity

1161

and difference. Thus our union is to the likeness of Christ’s death. This is a manner of

speaking about the believer individually appropriating in the present Christ’s once for all

118 Moo, Romans (1996), 366, following Dunn, Baptism in the Holy Spirit, (1970), 145.

Moo, Romans (1996), 366.
ibid, 366 fn 71.
Schreiner, Romans (1998), 313-4.
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death in history by faith. Our death and Christ’s death is not the same but similar. We do not

1162

die a natural death like Christ in the flesh, but we die to ourselves.”* This likeness of

Christ’s death, that believers die, is visually and sensorily dramatized and sacramentally

1163
h.

appropriated in its own way, by water baptism, when rightly received in fait Baptism

can be regarded as a moment of faith."*** Since we have been united to Christ in the

likeness of his death, our union will also be to the likeness of Christ’s resurrection, which is

1165

the eschatological resurrection.” > The resurrection of believers is the likeness of Christ’s

resurrection, to which it is organically related, as harvest is to firstfruits.

1166

In verse 6, participle yivdokovtec marks attendant circumstances.” > Our old man was co-

crucified with Christ. The phrase 6 maAcioc HuGY @bpwmog is the man belonging to the era

1168
h.

of Adam,™*®” the man who lives under the tyranny of sin and deat Christians, however

are no longer in Adam but in Christ (indicative). The language is representational, positional

1169

and forensic, picking up the contrast between Adam and Christ in 5:15-19.”°” Romans 6:6

provides the mechanism for movement from those who die ‘in Adam’ to becoming those

who live ‘in Christ’.**’”° The resolution of 5:19, which puts in parallel our existing judicial

establishment as sinners through the one man, Adam, and our future judicial establishment

as righteous through one man, Christ, is found in the facat that ‘our old man’,**"! the ‘us in

1162 Calvin, Comm Romans 6:5 in CC, 19:223.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1.317; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 314; Ridderbos, Paul (1975), 406-12; Calvin, Comm
Romans 3:4, in CC, 19:221.

1164 Kim, The Origin of Paul’s Gospel (1981), 304.

Jewett, Romans (2007), 401-2.

Moo, Romans (1996), 372.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:318.

Moo, Romans (1996), 373.

Moo, Romans (1996), 373-4; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 315.

1 Corinthians 15:22.

Colossians 3:9.

1163
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1172

Adam’, was crucified with Christ, the last Adam. The old man was co-crucified

(ovveotawpwdn), and thus those in Christ have been transferred from the old age to the new

1173

age The purpose™”* ({vo with subjunctive) of co-crucifixion was that the body of sin (td

odpa T apaptieg) be abolished (katapyéw). In other words, the rule of sin was decisively

brought to an end"'” for those united to Christ’s death. To o@uo Tig duaptiog refers to the

1176
h.

whole old man that belongs to the age ruled by sin and deat The purpose, expressed

by the genitive articular infinitive, is that we no longer are enslaved to personified sin (tod

UNKETL dovAeVeLly Muac Tt aueptin). Those in Christ have been liberated from sin as a slave

1177

master. Verse 6 expresses indicative, not imperative.”"" Believers are now removed from

the mastery of sin and now are under the Lordship of Christ.'*’®

Verse 7 is explanatory (yap) of vw5-6. Thus, v7 explains how we will be united in the likeness
of Christ’s resurrection (t1¢ opolwpatt T0d Bavitov adtod: v 5b), and how freedom from

sin’s mastery (v6c) has been achieved. The aorist adjectival singular participle (0 amofaviv)

1179

is taken by most commentators as gnomic,” "~ expressing a timeless aphorism, a general

maxim, that ‘death severs the hold of sin’.***® Campbell points out this section is ‘highly

»1181

christocentric and Kearns points out that the three other occurrences of the aorist

participle in Paul refer to Christ, including the instance in Romans 8:34 (XpLot0¢ [Inoodc] o

172 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 316.

Moo, Romans (1996), 374.

Schreiner, Romans (1998), 316; Jewett, Romans (2007), 404.
Moo, Romans (1996), 375; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:319.
Jewett, Romans (2007), 402-3.

Contra Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:320.

Jewett, Romans (2007), 404.

Wallace, Greek Grammar (1996), 562.

Moo, Romans (1996), 377.

Campbell, Deliverance of God, 825.
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1182

amoBavwy, paitov 8¢ éyepbelc).” - Christ as the subject of passive dikaLow is also found at 1

Timothy 3:16.'® Thus, primarily the verse refers to a specific death, the death of Jesus.''®*
Likewise, Wedderburn prefers the view that Romans 6:7 is a Christological statement, not
primarly a general maxim: ‘in the first place the one who has died is Christ, although with
him all died as well (2 Corinthians 5:14)".*'# The aorist should primarily be viewed encoding

perfective aspect and remoteness, with punctiliar Aktionsart. It refers to Christ’s death in

history viewed summarily.

However, the gnomic understanding of the aorist need not be absolutely excluded as ‘0

amobavv does refer to the believer, but only in so far as he has died with Christ’."**® Kearns

187 | ikewise, 6 dmodavdiv should be

sees Paul speaking on multiple levels simultaneously.
seen to operate (1) on the level of Christ’s own experience of death and resurrection, the
latter of which was his justification, and (2) on the level of the believer’s union with Christ in

h''# and resurrection''® bring about the

that justification, in which both Christ’s deat
believer’s justification. According to the nature of the case (union with Christ), it is
unsurprising that there might be polyvalence on two or more levels — that of Christ and the

believer — because the history of Christ and its implications for him become ours by virtue of

that union.

1182 earns, ‘Romans 6,7’ (1963), 304.

ibid, 305.

Scroggs, ‘Romans VI.7 (1963), 106, 7.

Wedderburn, Baptism and Resurrection (1987), 64-5.
Scroggs, ‘Romans VI.7’ (1963), 106.

Kearns, ‘Romans 6:7’ (1963), 307.

Romans 3:21-26; 4:25; 6:9.

Romans 4:25, 5:18-19; cf Romans 5:9-10.
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Fitzmyer and Dunn argue a primary reference to Christ renders Romans 6:10

tautologous.'**°

But on the primarily Christocentric reading, something unique is brought to
the pericope by verse 7, viz, the notion of Christ’s justification, implicitly by resurrection,

which is not found in v10.

On the primarily Christological reading of verse 7, Christ, the one who died in history, has
been justified from sin, not his own sin, but the representation or finding of his criminality
through judicial condemnation and crucifixion. This potentially explains v5b, (we will be
[united with the likeness of his] resurrection: [t 6polwuetL] Thg dvaotaoewg éoopedu),
because resurrection is a de facto justification. Christ’s justifying resurrection is analytical
with respect to him, because it is based on his righteousness,'**! but our justifying
resurrection at the eschaton is synthetic, based not on our own righteousness but Christ’s.
This accounts for both similarity and dissimilarity embedded in t¢ opotwuatt. Our
resurrection is like Christ’s in that it is bodily and organically related to his as harvest to

firstfruits. It is unlike Christ’s in that ours is a gratuitious, not merited, justification.

The Christological reading of verse 7 also explains véc, in that since the guilt or penalty of sin
is dealt with (v7), the enslavement is ended to sin as a power (v6c). Forensic justification
(v7) provides the ground (note yap) for liberation (v6c), because Christ, by blotting out our
indebtedness to the guilt of sin, has subjugated the power of sin. The cancellation of the

legal indictment is the removal of the means of enslavement.***?

190 Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 437; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:321.

Romans 5:18-19.
Colossians 2:14-15; Hebrews 2:14; Blocher, ‘Agnus Victor’ (2002), 84-5.
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Many scholars understand perfect divine passive dedikaiwtet (v7) as not primarily forensic

but liberative, thus, ‘freed from sin’, rather than ‘justified from sin’. 1% Campbell regards

the presence of &m0 Tfic duaptiec as an acute problem for Justification theory.'**

Concomitantly, the supply of any of the meanings advocated by Justification theory simply
makes no sense; Christ cannot die, leave the dominance of sin behind, and so be acquitted
or justified or even vindicated.'**®

The first mistake Campbell is making is to take the aorist participle 0 &mofavwv as providing
the agency of Christ’s justification, rather than simply the identity of Christ as the person

justified.**® On the Christological reading, Christ is the one who died, but it is not Christ’s

1197

death that justified him, but his resurrection.”" Christ’s death has justifying significance for

others in him, but not primarily for him.***®

Second, of course Christ can be justified or vindicated! The crucified Christ must be. Jesus

Christ in history was found guilty of a capital offence and endured the wages of sin,

1199
h.

deat Christ was justified from the slanderous implications of his crucifixion*** by

resurrection.??®!

193 Eg Calvin, Comm Romans 6:7 in CC, 19:7; Barrett, Acts 1-14 (1994), 1:650; Hansen, ‘The Preaching and

Defence of Paul’ (1998), 305; Campbell, Deliverance of God (2009), 826.

1194 Campbell, Deliverance of God (2009), 826-7.

ibid, 826.

Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 200 fn 2 makes the same mistake. Laato erroneously regards
Christ as justified by his own death: Laato, ‘Paul’s Anthropological Considerations’ (2004), 348.

"% Romans 1:4; 4:25; 5:18.

In so far as Christ’s death was ‘obedience’ to the Father, it is part of the ground of his divine justification by
resurrection, because Christ obeyed in everything and so received a court-approved declaration of
righteousness.

1199 Romans 6:23.

Galatians 3:10-14.

Acts 2:22-24; 3:13-15.
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1202
d,

Third, attributing the meaning of ‘free’ or ‘liberate’ to Sukalow is not well atteste while

a forensic meaning of 6ikalow is well attested, especially in Paul.’*® Ziesler regards it as a

‘difficulty’ to interpret 6ikoLodr as ‘freedom from the power of sin’ because it is ‘an unusual

» 1204

meaning’."*®* Dunn questions its adequacy,***

and Reumann says ‘the forensic sense is

most likely’.?%

Fourth, tfic auaptiog in verse 7 should not be regarded as ‘sin as power’ (pace Campbell)

but sin as act incurring guilt or penalty. This accounts for the presence of dikaLdw which

prima facie suggests forensic guilt and penalty.**®’

Fifth, rendering ikaLdw ‘free’ is not “fully satisfactory’ as ‘this line of interpretation renders

v7 virtually a redundant restatement of the preceding verse and weakens the argumentative

force of yap’.1*®

Sixth, the forensic meaning of dedikaiwtal best suits verse 10, where Christ améBaver T

apeptie €damag. Christ’s death is not directed to sin as a power but toward or for sin in that

1209

it either has a claim of right, or it incurs guilt and penalty.” Christ died to sin in that he

1210 1211

who knew no sin became sin for us. He came in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin.

1202 The meaning is not given by LSJM, 429; MM, 162-3.

Cf Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 159; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 437; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 540;
Murray, Romans (1959), 1:222; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:311 fn 1; Shedd, Romans (1879), 155.

1204 Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 200.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:320.

Reumann, Righteousness in the New Testament (1982), 81.

Dunn, Romans (1988), 320; Scroggs, ‘Rom VI.6’, 105.

Jewett, Romans (2007), 405.

Shedd, Romans (1879), 157.

2 Corinthians 5:21; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 160.

Romans 8:3; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 540.
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To die to sin is to die under its weight.**** ‘He bore for them [sinners] the full penalty of

their sins’.1?13

Seventh, the fact that éeuBepdw in verse 18,22 also takes amo apaptieg need not alter the
meaning of dikaLdw in verse 7 (contra Sanders, Bird), nor does it mean that the action of the
verbs is the same. It is difficult to understand why Paul would use SikaL6w to mean ‘liberate’
or ‘free’ when there are many excellent expressions with that undoubted meaning that he
actually employs throughout chapter 6 (tod unkétt SovieleLv: 6:6; EdcuBepwdévtec: 6:18, 22;
¢AevBepol Mte: 6:20). As Wright quips:

Why, then, ‘justified,” rather than ‘freed’? The answer must be that, unlike most of his
recent readers, Paul is able to keep the lawcourt metaphor still running in his mind even
while expounding baptism and the Christians solidarity in Christ. The Christian’s freedom
from sin comes through God’s judicial decision.****

Eighth, regarding other examples of dikatéw with &md dueptiec often cited (Sirach 26:28,""

1216

Testament Simeon 6:17°7°), neither must mean ‘freed’, and each of them could quite easily

be rendered ‘justified’. Leenhardt, after considering some of them, says: ‘To be justified is to
be the object of a judgment which exculpates and restores to the accused freedom of

person’.'?!

1212 \Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 540-1

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:314.

Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 540.

1215 Two sorts of callings have appeared to me hard and dangerous: a merchant is hardly free from negligence:
and a huckster shall not be justified from the sins of the lips’ (Sirach 26:28 Douay-Rheims). Greek: poiLg
Eedeltol EuTopog GO TANuUELelag kel 00 Sikolwdnoetol kamAog &mo apaptiec: Bibleworks7.

1216 ‘See, | have told you everything, so that | might be exonerated with regard to your sin’: Charlesworth, OT
Pseudipigrapha (1983), 1:787.

1217 Leenhardt, Romans (1957), 163.
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Ninth, the closest usage to Romans 6:7 is in Acts 13:38-39, in which Luke cites Paul as

teaching ‘forgiveness and justification are benefits of Jesus’ resurrection’,***® teaching which

perfectly accords with Romans 4:25, 5:18. Paul’s exposition of &deoig auaptidy by SikaLdw
and vice versa through the instrumentality of faith (0 motebdwv Sukarodtat) in Acts 13:38-9

accords with apédeoav [...] al aupaptior as a scriptural proof of Aoyiloetal 7 TloTLg avtod €lg

1219

dLokeLoobvmy in Romans 4:5-7.7°° There is no reason to think ma¢ 0 motedwy Sikatodtol in

verse 39 should be rendered in any way but in the normal Pauline sense, ‘everyone who

1220

believes is justified in this’ (év Toltw mag 6 Totebwy Sukarodtat). = Therefore, it is not

likely that Paul would have used two instances of dikaL0w in the space of 7 words to mean

1221

‘free’ in the first instance and ‘justify’ in the second (Acts 13:38-39). In both instances it

should be understood to ‘refer to forensic acquittal’.’***

Re-evaluating t6 sikalwpe to0 vdpov mAnpwdf év nfpiv (Romans 8:4)

Romans 8:4 has been considered one of the sedes doctrinae for imputed righteousness since
the reformation. However, almost all modern scholars (including those in the imputation
debate) find that the phrase {va 10 dikalwpe Tod vopov TANPWOH év Nuiv (Romans 8:4a)
refers to the works or Christian obedience of believers, who now by the Spirit are enabled to

fulfill the law’s prescriptions, and thus Romans 8:4a has no relevance to the imputed

1223 1224

righteousness debate. Excluding Moo, imputation’s supporters do argue for imputed

1218 Hansen, ‘Preaching and Defence of Paul’ (1998), 305.

Peterson, Acts (2009), 394.
1220 ., .
ibid.
1221 contra Peterson, Acts (2009), 394.
Schnabel, Acts (2012), 583-4; Quell & Schrenk, Righteousness (1951), 65; Fitzmyer, Acts (1997), 518-19;
Johnson, Acts (1992), 236.
22punn, Romans (1988), 1:423-4; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 404-5; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 580;
Witherington & Hyatt, Romans (2004), 214-15; Jewett, 485-6; Bruce, Romans (1985), 153; Morris, Romans

1219
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1225

righteousness from other passages.”” Many of imputation’s recent defenders do not refer

1227

to Romans 8:3-4 at all.***® This is in marked contrast with Calvin (AD1509-64) and those

1228

who followed him,”“*" who argued that Romans 8:3-4 teaches the imputation of Christ’s

righteousness to the believer.

Nevertheless, some NT scholars have recently re-opened the question of the meaning of

dikalwue. Hooker, connecting the usage of dikelwue in Romans 5:16, 18 to 8:4, understands

Sukalwpo in 8:4 to mean ‘the Law’s requirement that we should be found righteous’**° or

‘the law’s requirement of righteousness’.***° In both 5:18 and 8:4, ‘Paul is concerned with
the declaration of righteousness which reverses our previous condition of being under

condemnation’.!?! An analogous view has been adopted by Wright,1232 Siefrid,**** and

(1988), 303-4; Stuhlmacher, Romans (1994), 120-1; idem, Revisiting Paul’s Doctrine of Justification (2001), 56;
Bird, Saving Righteousness (2007), 173; Kirk, ‘Sufficiency (1)’ (2006), 64; McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s
Dikaioma’ (2009), 483-97; Sprinkle, Paul and Judaism Revisited (2013), 107 fn 37.

1224 Moo, Romans (1996), 483-4; idem, ‘Israel and the Law in Romans 5-11 (2004)’, 207. Also Horton, Covenant

and Salvation (2007), 121-2; idem, The Christian Faith (2011), 420; Pate, Reverse of the Curse (2000), 266-267.
1225 Murray, Romans (1959), 1:282-4; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:383-5; Hoekema, Saved By Grace (1989),
227; Piper, Counted Righteous (2002), 79-80; idem, The Future of Justification (2007), 215-225; Vickers,
Justification by Grace (2013), 159-60.

1226 Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004); Vickers, Blood and Righteousness (2006); Venema, Gospel of
Free Acceptance (2006); Johnson & Waters, By Faith Alone (2006); Oliphint, Justified in Christ (2007). Piper,
after brief analysis, dismisses it: Piper, Future of Justification (2007), 215-16.

1227 calvin probably held the substance of the doctrine: Berends, ‘The Obedience of Jesus Christ (2001)’, 35;
Wbbenhorst, ‘Calvin’s Doctrine of Justification’ (2006), 114; Morris, Apostolic Preaching (1965), 281. Contra
Clifford, Atonement and Justification (1990), 199 n 33; idem, ‘Justification: The Calvin-Saumur perspective’
(2007), 331-348.

22 Thomas Jacomb (1622-87), Sermons on Romans 8:1-4 (1672), 353ff, on whom Owen completely relies:
John Owen (1616-83), Justification (1677) in Works, 5:338; John Gill (1697-1771), Romans (1746), 247-8;
Robert Haldane (1764-1842), Romans (1874), 325-327; Octavius Winslow (1808-78), No Condemnation:
Romans 8 (1853), 43-52; W G T Shedd (1820-94), Romans (1879), 231-3; Charles Hodge (1797-1878) Romans
(1864), 254-5.

1229 Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 32.

idem, Paul (2003), 98.

idem, Adam to Christ (1990), 32.

Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 212.

Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 119.
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1234

Gathercole,'”** that the righteous decree of the law in 8:4 is the verdict of ‘life’,**** Wright

says:
The meaning of 10 Sikailwupe Tod véuou is best explained as ‘the just decree’, ie the decree
that gives life in accordance with the covenant. This is complex, because Paul evidently
intended the word to carry two connotations: first, of a decree which is itself just, and
second, of a decree which announces, justly, that certain people are in the right, ie a
justifying decree.'?*®

Horton’s comment suggests Wright is making exegetical decisions moving towards the

traditional protestant view:
The Reformation doctrine says as much as well: the law declares us righteous, since Christ’s
righteousness is credited to us.'?’
Wright believes that commentators have been misled into treating the word Sikaiwpe as
indicating performance of the law’s demands by the apparent emphasis on ethical behavior
which immediately follows in 8:4b. According to Wright, the believer’s behavior is simply

evidence that a certain group of people are now in the Spirit.*?*®

Moving even closer to a traditional protestant perspective on Romans 8:4 is Seifrid:
[1]t is best to understand this ‘righteous ordinance’ as the ‘life’ which the law offered on the

condition of obedience, and that the resurrection from the dead is ‘the fulfillment of the
righteous ordinance of the law."?**

Tantalisingly, Seifrid says:

He [Christ] vindicated us and gave us the life which the law offers by first effecting the
sentence of death which it pronounces upon us.**** (my emphasis)

1234 Gathercole, ‘Justified by Faith, Justified by his Blood’, (2004) 177.

McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 484-6.
Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 211.

Horton, Covenant and Salvation (2007), 122.

Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 212.

Seifrid, Christ, Our Righteousness (2000), 119.

4% ibid.
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Imagine if Seifrid added this sentence: ‘Christ also vindicated us and gave us the life which
the law offers by secondly fulfilling the condition of obedience for receiving life which the
law promises us.” Such a sentence would teach the essence of the imputed righteousness of

Christ’s active obedience.

1241 1242

Moreover, the fact that some patristic sources, the Vulgate, and Roman Catholic

1243 11244

scholars™™ all support what we might call an ‘objective interpretation of ‘the dikalwua
of the law fulfilled in us’ in Romans 8:4, and not a ‘subjective’ view that the fulfillment is the
Spirit-wrought obedience inherent to us, should again give us reason to pause before we

label the traditional reformed exegesis as overly influenced by systematic considerations.

On the other hand, McFadden has recently defended the modern consensus that the

1245 All this merits

Christian’s own obedience fulfills 10 dikalwpe tod vopov in Romans 8:4a.
a return to Romans 8:1-4, in the light of the linguistic evidence of the meaning of dukalwpo

outlined in chapters 5-7, above.

Paul and the Law
The law’s true purpose in the realm of sin is stated in Romans 4:15, 6 yap vouog opyny

katepyaletal: ob 8¢ olk €0TLy vopog ovde mapaPaote. Firstly, the Mosaic law produces
divine wrath (4:15a). This is because sin operating through the commandments produces

lust (Romans 7:8), which produces acts of transgression (Romans 5:20), against which God’s

*'Eg John Chrysostom (344-407) Hom 13, Rom 8:4 in Homilies on Romans in Schaff, N & PNF Ser 1, 11:433;

Ambrosiaster (fl c366-384) CSEL 81:257-9, in Bray, Romans (1998), 205.

1222 The vulgate rendering as ut iustificatio legis has ‘thrown the weight of the Romanist interpreters on the
side of ‘justitia imputata’: Alford, Greek NT (1877), 2:388.

1243 Knox, New Testament (1957), 154; Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel (1974), 2:28-32; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992),
488.

1244 Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel (1974), 2:32.

1245 McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 483-97.
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present (Romans 1:18) and eschatological (Romans 2:8) dpy) is directed. Second, the
absence of law means there is no transgression (v15b), not because there is no sin, but
because, for Paul, TapdBeoLc is a particular species of sin provoked by, in contravention of,

1246

and directed against, 6 vouoc. Thus, in the realm of sin, the Mosaic law produces even

more wrath, because it renders sinners even more accountable to God than they were

1247 A similar logic underlies Romans 5:20. The principle of sin ruling over

without law.
humanity prompts specific infractions against the posited and known law. Thus, the reason
God brought in the law of Moses was that trespass might increase: vouog 6¢ mopeLonider

{vo mAeovaon to0 Tepantwie (Romans 5:20). The law does not enter to change the situation

1248

created by Adam, but makes it worse.””™ This was for a noetic anthropological purpose, so

that men and women would subjectively know that they were sinners, as well as

1249

intensifying the sin into deliberate transgression.”" Far from salvific, Paul ranges the law

with Adam, sin and death, against grace, Christ, righteousness and life.1>°

In Romans 6:1-13, 0 véuog recedes into the background, as Paul answers his first rhetorical
objection (émiuévoper Tt auaptie: vl) by explaining how union with Christ in his death to
sin ends the reign of sin and death for those united with Christ through baptism into death,
so that Christians can now walk in resurrection life. After the imperatives of 6:11-13, Paul
returns to the indicative in verse 14. Sin as power will not reign over Christians, for
Christians are not umo vopov @Al LTO xapLv (Romans 6:14, 15). Nopog is thus a salvation-

historical actor, the now Old Covenant Mosaic law, aligned with sin and an instrument of

2% Moo, Romans (1996), 276-7.

ibid, 277.
ibid, 347.
Cf ibid, 347-8.
ibid, 348.

1247
1248
1249
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sin’s rule, in contrast with the new reign of yapLg brought in by Christ. Thus, those who live
UTmO vopov live under the regime of vopog, over which the ruler is sin. The law is the power of

sin (1) 8¢ Svoplg the Guaptiag 6 vépog: 1 Corinthians 15:56).'%%

In contrast to offering our
members to sin, our members are to be offered as weapons of dikatooivn to God (Romans
6:13), StkacLoovvm being the gifted righteousness received and possessed by believers
(Romans 5:17, 21%°%). Christians’ members are now offered as weapons of the judicially

established righteousness attributed to them through the obedience of Christ (Romans

5:20).1%3

The law again recedes into the background through Romans 6:15-23, as Paul answers his
second rhetorical objection (queptiowuer: v15). Paradoxically, the regime of law (010
vopov: v15) ruled by sin (aueptio: v16) led to lawlessness into ever increasing lawlessness
(T dvoule eic thy avoulav: v19; cf 5:20). Throughout 6:15-23, Paul is using rhetorically
stretched language, avOpwmivor Aéyw S Ty Gobévelay thg oupkog LAY, ‘I speak in a
human way, because of the weakness of your flesh’ (v19). Thus, the motifs of slavery to
‘obedience leading to righteousness’ (Umakofic el¢ dikarootvmy: v16), the Roman Christians’
obeying from the heart the type of teaching to which you were delivered over (bmnkotoote

1254 their enslavement to

8¢ ek kopdlag €ig Ov Tapedddnte thmov SLdayfg: v17),
righteousness (€6ovAwOnte T Sikatoovvn: v18), the presentation of their members as slaves

to righteousness leading to sanctification (800Ax tf) Sikatooivn €ig ayLaouov: v19), and

121 Moo, Romans (1996), 387-91; Nygren, Romans (1952), 248.

Nygren rightly identifies ‘righteousness’ in 1| yapLc Baoiicloer die Sikaootvng (Romans 5:21) as the
SikaLoovm Beod, the new righteousness which God gives us in Christ: Nygren, Romans (1952), 228.

1233 contra Moo, Romans (1996), 386-7, who takes dikaLocvn in 6:13 is not forensic but moral. However, it is
better to see this righteousness as the same as 5:17,21 as both forensic and moral, being the gift of
righteousness received from Christ and judicially established for believers through the obedience of Christ. Our
members are offered as weapons of imputed righteousness to God. | thank Rev Dr Peter Bolt for directing my
attention to this possibility.

12> Moo, Romans (1996), 400.

1252
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their freedom from righteousness (€Ac00epoL fte Tf Sikaroolvn: v20), are all forms of
speech that Paul uses as concessions to human weakness, and probably not the language
which he would prefer to use as best representing the Christian’s status. His preferred
language is most likely that they are not slaves again to fear but have received the Spirit of

1255 Moreover, the language of obedience (bmakon,

adoption to sonship (Romans 8:14-16).
UTakovw) should be taken as a reference to the hearing (akon)) that submits (Um0) in faith to
the gospel message (Romans 1:16-17, cf Umkovoar t@ eboyyeilw: 10:16, 1) TloTLg € dkofic:
10:17, and dmakony Tlotewe, 1:5, 16:26).2%°° ‘Obedience leading to righteousness’ is thus an
equivalent for faith-righteousness, the righteousness reckoned by faith, and ‘slavery to
righteousness’ is the new ‘enslavement’ to the forensic gift of imputed righteousness given
through Christ’s resurrection (5:16-19). This slavery to ‘Christ’s righteousness’ also leads to
sanctification (tf) dikatoolvy elg dyieopov: v19). While the verbal noun dyieopoc might
refer to a state of consecration or holiness,'**” it is more likely given that dLkocLoovn elg
ayreopov (v19; cf v22) is parallel with tf) axeBupoile kal TH dvoply €ig thy avopler (v19),
which speaks of a degenerative process of uncleanness and lawlessness leading to [more]
lawlessness,™**® that &yLopog most probably means progressive ethical holiness.** Thus,
‘slavery’ to the gift of Christ’s imputed righteousness leads to progressive ethical holiness.

Justification by faith and sanctification are organically linked (Sukaroolvn €ig ayLaopdv), but

play distinct roles in our salvation.

1253 | thank Rev Dr Peter Bolt for these insights. Also Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:325-6.

Moo, Romans (1996), 400.

Peterson, Possessed By God (1995), 142, 163-4; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:347; LSIM, 9.

Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 451; Jewett, Romans (2007), 420; Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 546.

Hultgren, Romans (2011), 263; Moo, Romans (1996), 405; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:327; Morris,
Romans (1988), 265 fn 87; Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 451; Sanday & Headlam, Romans (1902), 169; Godet,
Romans (1883), 259; Ziesler, Meaning of Righteousness (1972), 202-3. Kruse believes it means both: Romans,
284,

1256
1257
1258
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Given that 6 voupoc has taken a back seat while Paul has spoken of the reign of auaptio

throughout Romans 6, it is understandable that the main topic of Romans 7 is the Mosaic

1260

law Romans 7 provides an extensive explanation of the negative features of the Mosaic

law, applies some of the points made in Romans 6 to the law, and picks up and elaborates
on Paul’s statement that the believer is no longer Um0 vopov (Romans 6:14-15).2%° While the
law reigns, it only reigns over the living (Romans 7:1), just as the law of marriage only
applies prior to the death of a spouse (Romans 7:2-3). Christians, however, have died to the
law (€Bavatwdnre T¢) vouw) through the body of Christ so that they can belong (eic to
vevéabuL DpaG €tépw) to the risen Christ, not the law (Romans 7:4; cf 6:14). Because death
severs ones slavery to the law, just as it also severs the marriage bond, and because

1262

Christians have died with Christ, they now have a new ‘master’, Christ. Their death to the

law is both to its condemning power and to its function as a salvation-historical ‘power’ of

1263

the old age.” Christians are no longer év tf} owapkt, that sphere of existence where the

passions of sin work 6o ©0 vopou to bear fruit to death (Romans 7:5), where the law aids

1264 » 1265

and abets sin.””" This is the language of ‘realm transfer’. In the sphere of the flesh, the

1266 gt since the

law paradoxically serves to assist the production of sin (cf Romans 7:7-11).
Christian has now through Christ’s death been released from the law (katnpyndnuev amd tod
vouov), the result is that their enslavement (SovieteLv) is in the newness of the Spirit and not

the oldness of the letter (év kawvdtnTL Trebpatog kel o0 TaAwldTnTL Ypaupetog) (Romans

7:6). The imperfect image of slavery continues from Romans 6:19.

1269 Moo, Romans (1996), 409.

ibid, 409-10.

ibid, 411, 413.
ibid, 414-5.

ibid, Romans, 411.
ibid, 418.

ibid, 419, 420.
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Romans 7:7-25 is Paul’s justification of the Mosaic law. In 7:7-12, Paul shows how sin

1267
h.

manipulated the law to bring deat Paul denies in the strongest possible terms that the

law is sin (0 vOpog auapTie; U yévorto: Romans 7:7). While Paul vindicates the law, he does

not, however, retract his view that the law has become allied with sin (Romans 5:20).1268

Paul confesses he would not know sin (auaptie) or lust (émBupie) except s véuou, and

1269

particularly the tenth commandment.”*”” The tenth commandment focuses on prohibition

of an inner attitude, and thus contributes to the picture of total human inability in doing the

1270

law In Romans 7:8, Paul says of himself that opportunistic sin produced within Paul (¢v

wol, denoting sphere of operation) every lust i vépov, that is, through the instrument of
the commandment itself. The principle, xwplg yop véuov apaptie vekpa, refers to the law’s

perverse work in fallen humans, now that it has been hijacked by sin, of prompting sinful

1271

acts™’" as well as its divine role of giving subjective knowledge of sin. The law is not sin, nor

1272

the origin of sin, but the occasion or opportunity of sin’s operations.”"“ People are told not

to do something, so therefore they perversely want to do it. Paul is speaking, not salvation-

historically of Israel, but of his own experience before he became aware of the real force of

1273

the law.™"” That Paul was alive apart from the law (éyw 8¢ €{wv xwplg vopouv moté: Romans

7:9), refers to the time before his eyes were opened to the true nature of the law’s

1274

requirements, which no doubt came after his conversion. Paul was alive apart from the

law in that he was blissfully ignorant of the true nature of the law. Paradoxically, Paul

1267 Moo, Romans (1996), 424.

12%% ibid, 432.

1269 Romans 7:7; Exodus 20:17; Deuteronomy 5:21.

Ziesler, ‘The Role of the Tenth Commandment in Romans 7,” (1988) 41-56, cited in Moo, Romans (1996),
435 fn 37.

271 cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:350.

Moo, Romans (1996), 436.

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:340ff, Contra Moo, Romans (1996), 437.

Calvin, Comm Romans 7:9, in CC, 19:255-6.

1270

1272
1273
1274

MTh Thesis 236



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

properly understood the law only after the Damascus Road encounter, and his rethinking of
his previous life of Judaism. His life U0 vopov was in a true sense ywplc vopov. By contrast,
Paul’s perspective on his pre-Christian past in Philippians 3:6 adopts the twin perspective of
law righteousness as outward conformity to the law, and from the perspective of his
unenlivened, pre-Christian past. On the coming of the commandment, ‘Do not covet’, with
Paul’s new sense of its meaning, sin also sprang to life (Romans 7:9), and Paul died. Not only
this, but in Romans 7:10-11, Paul also found that the effect of the commandment, with sin
operating in him, but now with an enlivened sense of its meaning, was that he could not
benefit from the conditional promise of life under the Mosiac covenant in which the
commandment operated, but rather the commandment ministered to him proleptic death
as condemnation, because the law both prompted and revealed his transgression. Because
of this, Paul could not fulfill the conditional covenant of the law (| évtoAn 1 ei¢ (onMy al
elc Bavatov: Romans 7:10; cf Romans 10:5; Leviticus 18:5). As sin was the true villain,
exploiting the occasion afforded by 6 véuog, and using Paul as its sphere of operations (év
wol: 7:8), the law thus remains holy and the individual commandment, holy and righteous

and good (Romans 7:12).

Romans 7:13, in the face of the accusation that the good thing, the commandment, became
death to Paul, maintains instead (&AAx) that it was sin, the true culprit, working through the

h.'2”> The two purpose clauses ({va + subjunctive)

good commandment, that produced deat
show that the law manifests sin for what it really is, and that through the instrumentality of

the commandment sin becomes ‘exceedingly sinful’.**’®

1275 Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:354.

127 Moo, Romans (1996), 452-3; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:354-5.
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Romans 7:14-25 is notoriously controversial. While Romans 7 is most concerned to vindicate
the law, the identity of the &yd) is not unimportant. This thesis takes the ‘classical’ or

‘autobiographical’ view, that the éyw is Paul the believer in the narrative present, and is thus

1277

applicable to all believers existing in the overlap of the ages.”"" Since believers have not yet

experienced the consummation of redemption, they understand they are unable to keep

1278

God'’s law, and the struggle with sin continues in the now but not yet. In verse 14, Paul

reasserts the spirituality of the law (0 vopog Tveuvpatikdc) as opposed to the fleshly

1279 of the ¢yw under sin in this fallen world. The law is of divine origin,

existence (odpkLrog)
breathed out by the divine mveduc. It is not surprising that the inner man delights in it
(Romans 7:22), if that inner man is indwelt with the divine mvebuw. Fleshly weakness and sin,

1280

not the law itself, has produced human inability to keep the law.™**" The phrase Tempouévog

Lo THY apaptiar ‘sold under sin’ refers to the depth of indwelling sin in Paul’s flesh in the

1281 \while Paul states that it is the

bifurcated anthropology Paul goes on to adopt (vv18, 20).
€yw which is sold under sin (v14), it is not the €y as Paul finally expounds it, but the év 1§
oapkl pov (v18). Paul will move from the conflicted €y (vw14-16) to the bifurcated €y
(vv18, 20), returning to the conflicted €y (v19, 21). Paul also limits the sphere in which
nothing good lives to ‘in his flesh’ (tobto éotLv, év TH oapkl pou: v18). This is a necessary
qualification, if Christ and the Holy Spirit also live év époi.lzsz It is thus the limited sphere,

not the whole €yd, which still lives 010 thv apeptiav. The true Paul, the €y as ultimately

expounded, agrees that God’s (moral) law is good (cf oOudmuL 16 véuw, v16, with curmdopet

1277 Peterson, Possessed by God (1995), 106-109; Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:340-70; Dunn, Romans (1988),

1:388ff; contra Moo, Romans (1996), 423ff.

1278 Schreiner, Romans (1998), 390.

cf 1 Corinthians 3:1; Moo, Romans (1996), 454.

Schreiner, Romans (1998), 373.

Against which construct, see Schreiner, Romans (1998), 374. Rather than a mistake, a significant
distinction, a bifurcation, provides a helpful analytical tool.

1282 cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:360.

1279
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1283

Yop Tw vouw tod Beod, v22),7°" and wishes to do it, but cannot practice it (v15). But the

blame for Paul’s continuing inability lies with oUkétL €yo) butn olkodow év éuor apaptio
(w17, 20; cf Galatians 2:20), whose sphere of operations is év tfj oapki pou (v18), Paul’s

flesh.

Paul concludes (&pa) that he finds a particular principle (tov vépov: v21), which is aligned to

1284

the ‘other law’ (étepov vopov: v23), at work in his members, one drawn from his own

1285

experience. " The first part of the principle is explained by the fact that Paul rejoices in

1286 «

God'’s (moral) law kat TOV 0w avbpwtov (v22). One of the strongest arguments in

favour of identifying the égo in this passage with the Christian is that only those regenerated
by God’s Spirit can truly “delight in” God’s law’.**®’ In Ephesians 3:16-17, Paul prays for the
Ephesian Christians that God might strengthen them i tod mreduatog adtod elg Tov éow
GvBpwmov katolkfioal tov XpLotov Sud thg TloTewg €v Talg kapdiag LUGY. Given the
delight Paul has for the moral law, and the indwelling of the Spirit in the inner man, not only
is this an argument for Romans 7:14-25 including reference to the Christian, but also it
suggests that Christ is resident in the éow &vépwmov || év talc kapdiog through faith. On
this reasoning, Paul delights in the moral law in the inner man because, through faith, Christ
1288

dwells in his heart. Given the Adam/Christ parallels,”*° €¢ow dvbpwmov in this context might

even allude to Christ being the avBpwmog residing in Paul’s heart, bringing Paul delight in the

128 contra Moo, Romans (1996), 461.

Moo, Romans (1996), 464.

ibid, 460.

Cf 2 Corinthians 4:16; Ephesians 3:16-17.
ibid, 461.

Romans 5:15-19.
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1289

moral law.”**” Hence, it is not necessary to distinguish &vépwmog (7:22) from its use in

Romans 6:6.1%%°

1291 5pposed to God’s moral law. Paul

The ‘other law’ (v23) operating in Paul is an authority
returns to a conflicted ¢yw, whose members are the theatre of war. ‘0O véuog oD vodg pov
(the law of my mind) is God’s moral law of God with which Paul’s enlightened mind
agrees,'”” because of the indwelling Christ. ‘O véuoc T dpaptiag ¢ 8vtL év Toig péreoiv
uov (the law of sin being in my members) is the ‘other law’, the authority of sin resident in

Paul’s members (Romans 7:23; | | w17, 20, 1 oikoboa év €uol apaptie, and v18, év i

o0pKL Lov).

Paul, in his embodied self, with the law of sin at work in his members waging war against
the law of his mind and imprisoning him, cries out TeAximwpog éyw &vépwmoc (Romans
7:24). His wretchedness expresses his current predicament of living between two aeons,
between Adam and Christ, but the resolution is a rescue ék toD oWuatog tod Bovdtou
tovtou, Which he knows to be coming (Romans 7:25a)1293 from the risen Lord Jesus Christ,
who will raise him from the body of sin which leads to physical death. Verse 25b ‘sums up

'12%% the bifurcation under which the Christian currently lives, as

with clear sighted honesty
&pa obv marks a summarizing recapitulation of the dividedness of the éy¢).'**> ‘I myself’

(abT0g €YW) in my mind (T voi) am enslaved to God’s moral law (véuw 6ecod). The inner

1289 f Galatians 2:20.

ibid, 462

Moo, Romans (1996), 464.

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:364; Moo, Romans (1996), 464.
Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:366.

ibid, 1:369.

Moo, Romans (1996), 467.
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man, where Christ dwells, the ‘true Paul in Christ’ is enslaved to God’s law. Paul is
continuing the stretched metaphor of slavery from Romans 6:19. However, in the flesh (1]
owpkl), the law of sin as an authority still operates. The area of the flesh is the arena in

which Christ’s condemnation of sin in the flesh occurred (Romans 8:3).

Exegesis of Romans 8:1-4

The combination of &pa vOv (v1) marks a significant conclusion, picking up themes from

12% The ‘now’ alludes to the

Romans 6-7 to reiterate the message of Romans 5:12-21.
salvation-historical reality of Christ, but applies those benefits to the present existence of

the €yW. The rescue of the €y from his body of death is future (pvoetat), but the forensic

verdict, 008ev [...] katakpiua toig év XpLot@® ‘Inood is in the present, viv (v1).

Conjunction yap indicates Romans 8:2 is the explanation for the statement ‘no
condemnation’ (v1). There is no condemnation (v1), because of the liberation (NAevBépwoev)
that has now been experienced by Christians from the Mosaic law in its operation under the
power of sin and death (4w 10D vépouv thig auaptieg kel tod Bavatou: v2). This liberation
has been effected by the ‘law of the spirit of life’ (0 vopog tod mrevuatog thg (wig: v2). This
liberation is further explained (yap) in Romans 8:3, by God’s action in sending his own Son in
the likeness of the flesh of sin and for sin (Téulag év OpOLWMATL OrPKOG GaPTLOG Kol TepL
apoptiog: v3). This suggests that the 6 vopog tod mreduatog thg (wic relates not
existentially and directly to those walking kot Tvedua (Romans 8:4b), but salvation-
historically to the event of sending the Son as a pneumatic act. The content of the ‘law of

the Spirit of life’ encapsulates the earthly ministry of Christ — Christ being sent by the Father

12% Moo, Romans (1996), 472.
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(implying his incarnation), life in the likeness of the flesh of sin (implying his sinlessness: 2
Corinthians 5:21), and for sin, being his sin offering, or his death — as the arena of the
activity of the Spirit. That is, 6 véuog Tod mvedpatog the (wihc is a play on words referring to
the gospel. As Theilman reasons, ‘Christ’s atoning work and “the law of the Spirit of life in

» 1297

Christ Jesus” are synonymous’.””’ Precedent for this play on words is ‘the law of faith’

(Romans 3:27).1%%®

By contrast, however, the law of sin and death (tod véuov tfc auaptiog kel tod Bavitou:
Romans 8:2) refers to the law of Moses under the conditions of its hijacking by sin and in
light of the fact that it now serves to bring the condemnation of death to its transgressors.
The freedom from the law of Moses posited by the verb ficuBépwaoer (Romans 8:2) is judicial
freedom from its condemnation, as indicated by ketakpipua (Romans 8:1; cf 6:7), and as
positional removal from the domain of sin (Romans 6:6; 7:6), so that sin cannot execute its
function as ruler, but this freedom from the law does not extend in so far as the Mosaic law

represents the moral law of God. To this the éy&) remains enslaved (Romans 7:16, 22, 25b).

The syntax of the main clause in verse 3 is difficult: T &80vatov 10D vduou év | Robével Sui
Thg 0apkog, 0 Bedg Tov €qvtod vIoY TEUYNG [...] katépLver TV auaptiay év tf) oupkl. The
construction is either a ‘nominative absolute’ attached to verse 2, and thus it could be
rendered ‘[this liberation from sin and death being] the impossibility of the law. God
sending his own Son, condemned [...]’. Alternatively, it could be an ‘accusative absolute’ in

apposition to katékpLvev, thus, ‘the impossibility of the law God [made possible] by

1297 Thielman, Paul and the Law (1994), 201.

1298 ipid, 201-2.
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condemning sin’.**** However, most English translations posit a broken construction and

supply the main verb émoifioev, thus, ‘the impossibility of the law, God did’.**®

In the phrase ‘the inability of the law’ (10 &d0vator tod vduov), the singular adjective refers
to the thing that the law was unable to do. The genitive (tod vduov) is subjective. It is the
law’s inability. Nopog refers to the Mosaic law, which is holy (Romans 7:12). In Romans 8:2,
the Mosaic law is that from which freedom is required and has now been obtained. The
Mosaic law was not part of the solution of rescuing people from the domain of sin and

death, !

at least, not immediately part of the solution. Because of the reign of sin, the law
was unable to give eschatological life. While at one level the commandment was given ‘for
life’,*%% it actually worked death (évtoAn) 7 €ic Cwry, abtn €ic 8dvator: Romans 7:10),
because of the flesh and sin. This continues the theme of the law as that which reveals

sin. 2%

The reason for the law’s inability in Romans 8:3 is given in the prepositional phrase év ¢
nobéver dua Thg oapkdc. The problem is not with the Mosaic law, but with the flesh (Romans
7:7-25). The flesh weakens the law such that the law unable to save. The presence of the
flesh means that obeying the law is impossible for weak sinful humans. The flesh (oapg) is

‘the this-worldly orientation that all people share’."***

129 Moo, Romans (1996), 477 n 37.

Y% bid.
1301 .

idem, Romans (1996), 478.
1302 Compare Romans 10:5 citing Leviticus 18:5: ‘the man doing these things will live by them, 6 mowoog adta
&vBpwtog {Noetal év adrtolc.
3% Romans 3:20; 4:15; 5:20; 7:7-25.
3% idem, Romans (1996), 478
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God himself provides the remedy for the Mosaic law’s inability to provide eschatological
salvation by sending his own Son (6 6ed¢ TOov €autod viov TéuPeg: v3). Participle (méuieg) is
instrumental and dependent on verb katékpLvev. Through sending his own Son év tfj oepkd,

God (the Father) condemned sin in the location of the flesh (év t§j oapkt).

In the flesh’ naturally implies the humanity of Christ, but it also alludes to that sphere of
human weakness into which Christ entered to accomplish his work. The flesh that made the
law ineffective in dealing with sin was conquered from within.***> (my emphasis)

The way God condemned sin was from within humanity. Christ being ‘in the flesh’ (év 1
oopki: Romans 8:3) therefore emphasizes Christ’s solidarity with those for whom he came.
Romans 8:3 therefore meets the need of the €y« in Romans 7:18, who confesses ‘that
nothing good dwells in me, this is, in my flesh’ (év tf oapki pov). ‘In the flesh’ refers to the
incarnation of the Son. The ‘sending’ of God’s own son in the flesh is for the purpose of
condemning sin in the flesh. God’s own Son, from within the flesh, has met the problem of

the inability of the Mosaic law, caused by the flesh.

The main verb in Romans 8:3, katékpLvev (cf cognate noun katakpipe, Romans 8:1),
‘condemned’, is forensic and judicial, denoting the decree of an unfavourable judgment.
God, by sending his own Son, is the one who condemned sin in the flesh. God’s
condemnation of sin in the flesh of Christ (katékpLvey thy apaptiav év tfi oapkl) certainly
suggests a judicial decree of punishment in the sphere of Christ’s flesh. However, it is also
possible that such divine judicial condemnation is achieved by an example to the contrary
wrought év tf oapkli. The resurrection life of one ‘in the flesh’ would also condemn ‘sin’ in

the flesh, by showing the freedom of the flesh, now meaning the physical human body, from

3% Moo, Romans (1996), 480
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the power of death. The whole problem of the law was not that it was sin (u7 yévoito:
Romans 7:7-25). Rather, it is the law’s impotency, it’s fundamental characteristic in the aeon
of sin as unable to save (10 adOvator tod vduov), because it is weakened through the flesh
(ev @ Nobéver dua thc onpkoc), that has prompted the need for Paul’s apology for the law
(Romans 7:7-25). The commandments of the Mosaic law, from one perspective, were given
for the purpose of life (évtoAn 1 €l¢ (wnr: Romans 7:10). This reflects the conditional nature
of the Mosaic covenant per Romans 10:5, citing Leviticus 18:5, that ‘the man doing these
things will live by them’ (0 mowMoog adte dvBpwmog (Noetal év adtolc). For Paul and
everybody else, according to Romans 3:19-20; 6:23, the law actually brought death, because
of the reign of sin. However, according to Romans 7:10, 10:5, the Mosaic law will give life if
it is done. The sending of God’s own Son in the flesh was the occasion of the véuog having
the power to give life to one person év tf oopki, because the condition of the law was met.
Christ was raised from the dead, showing that he had fulfilled the conditions of the Sinaitic
covenant. The law has thus been vindicated in one human, God’s own Son, Jesus Christ.
Since the Mosaic law has in fact been kept by the unique Son, sin is condemned év tfj oapki,
because someone coming év tf} oapki has given an example to the contrary of resurrection
life, demonstrating the ability of the law to give life when those stipulated conditions are

met. The law is thereby justified.

Two prepositional phrases in Romans 8:3 modify viov. The first, év OpOLWUATL OapKOg
apoptiog, ‘in the likeness of the flesh of sin’, indicates the form in which the Son was sent
into the world. Christ also has been said to have condemned sin év tfj oapkt (v3) which
suggests his identity with those for whom he was sent. However, in the phrase év opolpatt

oupkO¢ apaptiag, the term opolwpe indicates that Christ bore both a likeness but not
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identity, as it does in Romans 1:23; 5:14, 6:5. The use of opolwua reflects a reservation in

completely identifying sinful flesh with Christ, introducing a ‘note of distinction’.***® Christ is

fully human, and became incarnate (enfleshed), but he has not become enfleshed so as to

hl 1307

actually be termed ‘sinful fles The second, Tepl apeptiog, is a technical term referring

1308 » 1309

to the sin offering, with kel ‘used to link two items of equal status’.
Hence, by coming in the flesh as fully human, yet being in the likeness of sinful flesh and
thus without sin, Christ firstly condemned sin in the flesh by becoming what sin had
defeated, true human flesh. In this way, sin was conquered from within human flesh. Christ
thus overcame the weakness inherent in the Mosaic law, for its power of giving life is taken
away because sinful human flesh is unable to meet its stipulations for life. No one can keep
it perfectly. But the Son of God indeed has done this, as shown by his resurrection from the
dead. A systematic-theological way of saying this is that Christ lived the perfect life of
righteousness, in obedience to the precepts of the law. Christ continued to do everything

1310

written in the book of the law, ie, Christ’s ‘active’ obedience. Secondly, God condemned

1311

sin in the flesh by sending Christ “for sin’, as a sin offering.”™ "~ Christ bore the condemnation

of the penalty of sin in his own flesh, ie, Christ’s ‘passive obedience’."**?

The forgoing answers McFadden’s objection that in Romans 8:4a, ‘Paul is not introducing

something new into his immediate argument, whether the imputed righteousness of Christ

1306 Moo, Romans (1996), 479; Schreiner, Romans (1998), 314, but contra Schreiner on 8:3: Romans, 402-3.

Contra, Schreiner, Romans (1998), 403.

Wright, Climax of the Covenant (1991), 220-225; Moo, Romans (1996), 480.
Runge, Discourse Grammar (2010), 24.

Galatians 3:10; Calvin, Comm Romans, 8:3, in CC, 19:283.

cf 2 Corinthians 5:21.

Galatians 3:13.

1307
1308
1309
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or the law’s decree of life’.*"? Christ’s ‘active’ and ‘passive’ obedience are a direct

entailment of the sending of the Son in the likeness of the flesh of sin and for sin to

condemn sin in the flesh (8:3).

In Romans, 8:4, the conjunction Tva indicates the purpose of God having condemned sin in
the flesh, so that 10 Sikaiwpa tod vépou might be fulfilled, TAnpw6i, in us, év Huiv. An
advantage of an objective view of the fulfillment of t0 Sikalwpo Tod vopov immediately by
Christ, rather than a subjective view of fulfillment by Spirit-filled Christians, is that it does
not require an interposition of intermediate premises to complete the apostle’s logic. Such
steps must include that God then sends the Spirit to Christians, that Christians’ faith then
works in faith, and that love then fulfills the law. In fact, it is McFadden who must ‘introduce
something new into [Paul’s] immediate argument’, by intruding all these above steps into

1314

his reasoning as he moves from verse 3 to verse 4. By contrast, on the ‘imputed

righteousness’ view, the Father’s sending of Christ has brought about the t0 Sukalwpe ToD

vouov directly by the twofold action of the Christ event outlined in verse 3,.

Awcolwpe is definite and singular. It can mean ‘stipulation’ (eg plural in 2:26), or ‘just

1315

decree’ (eg singular in 1:32), particularly in the LXX,” ™ or it can mean ‘judicial decree of

1316 1 1317
18

righteousness’ or ‘justification’ (eg Romans 5:16, ). Some commentators interpret

the singular as reflecting a particular characteristic about the Mosaic law, that the law is

1313 McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 487.

B 1bid.

B gee Chapter 5.
See Chapter 6.
See Chapter 7.

1316
1317
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1318

essentially a unity,*'® and effectively treat it as a plural.”** Others see in singular SLkolwpe

1320

a reference to a specific commandment, such as the law of coveting, the law of love

(13:8-10),"**! the ordinance that decrees punishment for sin (those practicing such things

deserve death: 1:32),*?? or the ordinance that decrees life for obedience, (‘do this and you

shall live’).1*?

There are good arguments for each of these positions, and the word Sikaiwpe can certainly

mean ‘requirement’, ‘decree’ or ‘stipulation’.’*** However, older translations rendered the

11325 » 1326

word Sikalwue here either as ‘righteousness or ‘justification’. Modern scholars,

except for Kirk, are unanimous, and rightly so, that Paul uses it in the sense of ‘justification’

1327

in Romans 5:16.7“" This thesis has presented the arguments for the meaning ‘justification’

1328 A solution to the intractable debate concerning the referent of to

in verse 5:18.
dikalwpe, and determining which particular commands Paul is alluding to, is that the
meaning is not ‘stipulation’ or ‘requirement’ at all, but ‘justification’, consistent with Paul’s
last two uses of the term in Romans 5:16, 18. The purpose of God condemning sin by
sending Christ is for ‘the justification tod vouou’. The genitive is polyvalent and bi-
referential. The phrase t0 Sikalwpa t0d vépou firstly refers to the justification of the Mosaic

law, the topic of Romans 7:7-25. Through the sending of God’s own Son, the Mosaic law has

received a decree of justification. The law is not sin, but holy. The law’s powerlessness was

1318 Eo Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:384

Eg NIV84.

Eg Watson, Paul, Judaism and the Gentiles: (1986), 157, criticized by Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:423.
Eg Jewett, Romans (2007), 485; Barnett, Romans (2003), 170.

Eg Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel (1974) 2:28-29.

Eg Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 580, 658ff. Romans 7:10; 10:5, Leviticus 18:5.

See chapter 5 above.

Eg the Tyndale, Geneva, Bishops’, Authorised (King James) Version.

Eg the Vulgate, Peshitta, Douay-Rheims.

See chapter 5 above.

See chapter 7, above.
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caused by sin. The law has rendered (resurrection) life in one instance, that of God’s own
Son. The justification of the law comes by the justification of the Christ, who received court-
approved righteousness for his obedience (Romans 5:18), and shares that righteousness

that came from obedience with Christians.

The genitive secondly refers to ‘the justification that the law requires’ or ‘the Law’s
requirement that we should be found righteous’.***® Thus, Barrett argues:

[W]hat the law requires is righteousness. The law tells us that God has the right to summon
us to his court, and that he requires that we be found righteous."**°

The justification that the law requires presupposes two conditions are met. First, the law is
requires the soul that sins must die (cf Romans 1:32). It also requires that the doer of the
law lives (cf Romans 10:5). Again, the exposition of Romans 8:3 above posits the meeting of

this twofold condition of the Mosaic law through Christ’s active and passive obedience.

The passive aorist subjunctive (TAnpw6f) is a divine passive. God in Christ has fulfilled the
singular dikelwpe of the law. Some commentators see no distinction between Tinpéw and
cognates and Paul’s other terms for doing, keeping or completing the law (ol mowntat:
Romans 2:13; moLéw: Romans 2:14; mpaoow: Romans 2:25; puiaoow: Romans 2:26; teAéw;

Romans 2:27). Thus, Dunn and Wright treat the ‘doing’ and ‘fulfilling’ terminology as

1331

effectively interchangeable with TAnpéw and cognates. However, Kern, following Barclay,

observes that the connection of the law with the fulfillment terminology is a Pauline

1332

innovation. Moo makes a similar observation.

1329 Hooker, Adam to Christ (1990), 32

Barrett, Romans (1957), 157.
Eg Wright, ‘Romans’ (2002), 441; Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:424.
Kern, ‘Justification by Faith in Galatians’ (1996), 52-3; Barclay, Obeying the Truth (1988), 138-9.
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Vital to understanding Paul’s perspective on the law is to recognize a principial [sic?]
distinction in his writings between ‘doing’ and “fulfilling’ the law. Nowhere does Paul say that
Christians are to ‘do’ the law, and nowhere does he suggest that any but Christians can “fulfill’
the law. ‘Doing’ the law refers to that daily obedience to all the commandments that was
required of the Israelite. ‘Fulfilling’ the law, on the other hand, denotes that complete
satisfaction of the law’s demands that comes only through [sic, the?] Christian’s identification
with Christ (Romans 8:4[...]) and their submission to that commandment that Christ put at the
heart of his new covenant teaching: love (Gal 5:14; Rom 13:8-10).**

Paul thus uses the terms with the mAnp— root in a new way, as a result of the new salvation-
historical situation brought about by Christ.

Hence, the commandment to love functions in Paul’s theology in a different way compared
with the commandments to do the Torah in Jewish theology."***

1335

Because of their views of Romans 7:14-25, Dunn and Cranfield must relativise the

“fulfillment’ that occurs in Romans 8:4. Thus Dunn says:

[11t cannot mean ‘“fulfill’ in a one-to-one sense, an item by item correlation. It must mean
‘fulfill’ in a more profound sense — the essential requirement (note again the singular) which
lies behind the individual requirements.***®

Likewise, Cranfield:

But TAnpw8n is not to be taken to imply that the faithful fulfill the law’s requirement perfectly.
Chapter 7 must not be forgotten. They fulfill it in the sense that they do have a real faith in
God (which is the law’s basic demand), in the sense that their lives are definitely turned in the
direction of obedience, that they do sincerely desire to obey and are earnestly striving to
advance ever nearer to perfection. But, so long as they remain in this present life, their faith is
always in some measure mixed with unbelief. Their obedience is always imperfect and
incomplete.”’

Such a fulfillment does not seem to be a fulfillment at all. Dunn characterizes it as a
fulfillment in a ‘more profound sense’, but that seems euphemistic for fulfillment in a ‘more

diluted sense’. McFadden rightly sees that the righteous requirement of the Mosaic law

333 Moo, ‘The Law of Christ’ (1996), 359-60.

Betz, Galatians (1979), 275.

Both hold Romans 7:14-25 applies to the Christian.
Dunn, Romans (1988), 1:423.

Cranfield, Romans (2001), 1:384.
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must be perfect obedience: ‘Paul does not, however, indicate that the moral requirement of
the law is lessened in any way’.***® But then McFadden posits:

Rather, to the degree that Christians genuinely love one another, they have fulfilled the law
(13:8). In the same way, to the degree that Christians genuinely obey, they have fulfilled the
righteous requirement of the law (8:4). But we must view all of this, | will now argue, in light
of the resurrection, for it is only at the resurrection that Christians will be completely liberated
and thus will completely fulfill the requirement of the law. [...] Ethical behavior is bound up
with life, that is, resurrection life. The Spirit according to whom Christians walk is the Spirit
who confers life. [...] Since the liberating work of the Spirit is not complete until the
resurrection, the righteous requirement of the law will not be perfectly fulfilled in us until the
resurrection.**

This reasoning militates against McFadden’s basic premise, that ‘to fulfill the law [...] implies
that the obedience offered completely satisfies what is required’.”**® On McFadden’s
reasoning, Christians ‘completely fulfill’ the law, but not all the time in this life, and they will
not be able to do it properly until the resurrection. This seems somewhat of an anticlimax
from what clearly appears to be an attainment of the ‘no condemnation’ verdict (Romans
8:1), and God’s achievement in sending his Son (Romans 8:3) to overcome the inability of
the law and condemn sin in the flesh. McFadden has imported the unrealized aspect of
resurrection eschatology into 8:4a, when prima facie, it seems that the fulfillment language

points to a complete and full realization of the justification of the law in Romans 8:4a.

1338 McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 492-3.

Ibid, 493-4.
ibid, 493, citing Westerholm, Perspectives Old & New (2004), 436.
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The conjunctions and forensic language in Romans 8:1-4a point us in the direction of a
complete and ‘full’ fulfillment.

vl o0dev dpa vOv ketakpLpe [...]
A significant conclusion from Romans 5-7

Q)
v2 0 yap vouog tod mrelpatog Thg (whc év XpLot® 'Incod Hrebépwoéy ge [...]
Explanatory of verse 1. No condemnation because set free.

A
v3 10 yop adlvetov tod vépou [...] 6 Bedg éxvtod viov wépyog [...] katékpivey [...]
Explanatory of verse 2. Set free because God sent the Son to condemn sin.

er \ ’ ~ ’ ~ b e ~ ~ ~ \ ~
v4 v 10 Sikalwpe ToD vopou TANPwOH év muly tolg [...] mepimatodoiy [...] ket mredua.
Purpose of verse 3.

Verses 2-4 all provide explanatory background material for verse 1. The judicial terminology
dikalwpe (v4) and katékpLrer (v3) explain the nature of the freedom (AAeBepwoev) either as
a judicial freedom, or, more likely, the judicial ground of the freedom from the rule of the
principle of sin and death through the ‘law of the Spirit of life’, which is the gospel. The
freedom as ‘realm transfer’ through the law of the Spirit of life explains the ‘no
condemnation’. McFadden regards ‘the liberating work of the Spirit is not complete until the
resurrection’ and thus ‘the righteous requirement of the law will not be perfectly fulfilled in
us until the resurrection’.”**! However, the liberation of verse 2 is complete and positional,
as it is a ‘realm transfer’ from sin and death that grounds the judicial declaration.®** This
suggests that the judicial declarations in verse 1 (o08¢v &po. vOv katakpiue) and verse 3 (0
Bedg eavtod viov mepog [...] katékpLrer) are also complete, which is also suggested by the
forensic nature of the terms. One would likewise expect that the purposive ive t0 Sikolwpuo

100 vopov TANPwOTH to be as complete as the decisive action and judicial declaration that

grounds it.

134 McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 494.

%2 Moo, Romans (1996), 477.
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At this juncture, McFadden argues that previously in Romans, the pattern Paul establishes is

1343

that the work of Christ has the purpose or result of Christian obedience,”™™ and that

‘Romans 8:3-4a likely follows the same pattern, with a statement about the work of Christ

(8:3) followed by a purpose clause involving Christian obedience (8:4a)’."**

The first answer to McFadden’s argument, in addition to the variations from the pattern he
himself observes in Romans 8:3-4 that ‘Christ is the one who died and the righteous
requirement is fulfilled passively in us’,"*** is that McFadden has not appreciated the
forensic import of singular 10 Sikalwpa T0d vépou (8:4). It is better to translate 10 dikalwpo
t0D vouov, given the usage in Romans 5:16, 18 and the context of Romans 7:7-25, as the
‘justification of the law’. The forensic meaning of the phrase t0 dikaiwue tod vouov suggests

that the pattern does not apply. The forensic nature of the topic governs the type of

‘purpose’ Paul is expressing.

Second, the purpose clause in Romans 6:6, contra McFadden, is not a reference to ‘Christian
obedience’, but to a decisive ‘realm transfer’ from the authority or power of sin. As Jewett
argues:

Freed from bondage to the cosmic power of sin, Paul is contending that believers
‘cannot sin’ because they are under the lordship of Christ.**®

So the supposed ‘pattern’ of (1) Christ’s work for the purpose of (2) Christian obedience,

does not hold for Romans 6:6.

1343 Romans 6:4, 6, 7:4, 7:6; cf 6:18-19, 22.

McFadden, ‘Fulfillment of the Law’s Dikaioma’ (2009), 488-9.
Ibid, 489 fn 29.
B4 1bid.
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However, McFadden’s insightful correlation of resurrection motifs to Romans 8:1-4, and his
reference to the now-not yet nature of resurrection eschatology, helpfully points us to a
better understanding of Romans 8:3-4 than McFadden himself was able to attain in his
article. McFadden points out the undeniable ‘not yet’ aspect of the believer’s resurrection
life as an incomplete fulfillment. But there is, of course, one in whom the resurrection is
now realized and complete. That one is Christ. His resurrection shows he has completely
fulfilled the requirements of the law, in both precept and penalty, and in so doing justifies
both the law and us. Our resurrection is based on his justifying resurrection (Romans 4:25;

5:18), grounded on his own obedience (Romans 5:19).

The phrase év fuiv (‘in us’) is said to be the greatest difficulty for the ‘imputed

1347

righteousness’ view, " and Moo’s failure to deal with év fulv is a substantial weakness in

» 1349

1348 preposition év has locative force ‘in the sphere of us’,’** and thus

his presentation.

h’ 1350 1351

‘Christians are the theatre in whic the fulfillment occurs. In Kisemann’s words:

What is meant is not an instrumental ‘through’ or modal ‘with or to us’ [...] but, as in Gal 2:20, a
local ‘in us,” with an anthropological reference to individual Christians and an ecclesiological
reference to the whole community.’*

Many commentators interpret ‘in us’ to suggest not simply a sphere or arena, nor even

simply an internal or interior location, but more than this, a renovative and regenerative

work in individual Christians. What is not often recognized is that it is an interpretative step

1347 Piper, Future of Justification (2007), 215-6; cf idem, Counted Righteous (2002), 79-80.

Cf Moo, Romans (1996), 481-5.

Fitzmyer, Romans (1992), 488.

Benoit, Jesus and the Gospel (1973), 2:32
Moo, Romans (1996), 483 n 61.
Kdasemann, Romans (1980), Romans, 219.
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to move from interiority (€v nmuiv) to an assumption of internal renovation, renewal and

progressive sanctification in the believer. This assumption may not be correct.

Against my view, on the other hand, instead of év muiv, Paul could have easily used ‘for us’,
QUTL MUQY, UTEP NUAV, or even Tepl M@V, which would make the reading offered in this
thesis unassailable. In response to this argument against my reading of Romans 8:4, four

explanations of év nuiv are offered:

(1) Righteousness comes to a person through the instrumentality of faith. But faith is an
internal action, of the heart. Thus, ‘if you believe in your heart [...] you will be saved’
(motedong €év Th kapdle oov: Romans 10:9). Since faith is itself an internal action
issuing from the heart of the believer, it is appropriate that the fulfillment grasped
by faith be also described internally, év fuiv.

(2) Elsewhere in Paul, Christ is said to be ‘in us’.*>* The clearest example of this is
Galatians 2:20, compared to Romans 7:17, 20. While the blame for Paul’s continuing
inability lies with odkétL éyw but 7 oikodow €v éuol aueptio (vwl7, 20), when Paul
credits the grace of God for righteousness apart from the law, he says (& 8¢ olUkétL
€y but {fy év éuol XpLotdg (Galatians 2:20). Paul’s rejoicing in God’s law according
to the inner man (kata tov éow &vbpwmov: v22) also might point to the indwelling
Christ.’*>* Thus, for Paul, the motifs ‘me in Christ’ and ‘Christ in me’ are not really
that different, and the motif ‘me in Christ’ can express what we would otherwise

consider as Christus pro nobis, Christ for us. So immediately after Paul says (& &¢

oUkéTL €YW) (Galatians 2:20a), he says 6 &¢ viv (& év oapkl (so in a sense Paul does

133 Romans 8:9-10; Galatians 2:19-21, 4:19; 2 Corinthians 13:5; Ephesians 3:17; Colossians 1:27, 2:6, 3:11.

1334 cf 2 Corinthians 4:16; Ephesians 3:16-17.
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live!) &v mlotel (& TH T0D viod Tod Beod (Christ dwells in Paul’s heart in faith)*>>

100 GyamoavTo; pe Kol Tapadortog eautor umep éuod (so Christ ‘for me’ becomes
very closely aligned with Christ ‘in me’ through faith: Galatians 2:20b). It is toward
this that Carson heads when he says:

Or, to put the matter another way, even if some sort of ‘incorporation’ idea lurks
behind the expression in Galatians 2:20, the idea in this context is tied much less to
any sort of vitalism than it is to the kind of deep identification of the believer with
Christ that stands behind ‘the great exchange."**®

(3) The immediate context of Romans 7 also suggests that the judicial solution should be
expressed év nuiv in Romans 8:4. In Romans 7:8, opportunistic sin produced every
lust through the agency of the law, and sin’s theatre of operations was in Paul (év
woil). Moreover, in Romans 7:18, nothing good lives in Paul’s flesh (¢v tfj oapki pov)
and in Romans 7:17, 20, the power of sin still resides within Paul (1) olkoboa év éuol
apoptie). The theatre of operations of indwelling sin is év tf) oapkl pov (Romans
7:18, 25b), and the law of sin being év tol¢ uéieoiv pouv (Romans 7:23). Given that
the arena of sin’s operations have been expressed as év &uot, €v t0l¢ WéAELY ov, €V
T oapki pov, etc, it is fitting that the location of the judicial decree of justification
be located év nuiv.

(4) Since the condemnation of sin Christ wrought occured ‘in the flesh’ (katépLver v
apeptiov €v Tf oapki: Romans 8:3), it is fitting that the gift of this justification that
the law requires is received in a parallel way, év nuiv. Paragraph (2) above has
shown that, for Paul, Christ lives in a person through the instrumentality of faith. If
Christ is in the believer, whatever gift Christ gives to the believer can also be said to

be ‘in us’ (so Romans 8:4). This is important for the great assize. ‘Christ pours into us

1355

Cf Ephesians 3:16-17.
Carson, ‘Vindication of Imputation’ (2004), 75 fn 54.
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d’***” (my emphasis). On the last

enough of his power to meet the judgment of Go
day, as a consequence of Christ dwelling ‘in us’ by faith, each Christian individually
takes to the judgment this gift of righteousness (Romans 5:17) required by the law,
which Christ has fulfilled for us and thus by virtue of the gift, fulfilled in us (Romans

8:4). ‘In us’ reflects an intimate association with us akin to possession.'**®

The final phrase, Romans 8:4b, describes those who receive this justification. Adjectival
participial phrase toic [...] mepimatodoLy is governed by preposition év and is placed in
apposition to fuiv. The participial phrase is not instrumental but descriptive.*>® The
description of those ‘in whom’ the fulfillment of the law’s justification occurs is (1) they are
us, Paul along with his believing readers, and (2) they have a manner of walking. Such a
construction is quite consistent with a view that the adjectival participial phrase in Romans
8:4b is ‘evidential’. That is, the evidence that the justification that the law requires is fulfilled
in ‘us’ is the manner of life in which we walk (toi¢ [...] mepLmatoboiy [...] kata mvedue). The
correspondence of language between Romans 8:4b and 8:5 (ke Tveduw, kotd, oopke)
suggests the explanatory yap in 8:5 applies to the descriptive participial clause and not the

whole of verse 4, that is, not to 8:4a.

Romans 8:8-9 might be thought to provide a difficulty for the reading of Romans 7:18ff
offered. It says:
8 But the ones being in the flesh (ol 6¢ év oapkl vtec) [are] not able to please God. ? But

you (pl) are not in [the] flesh, but in [the] Spirit, if [the] Spirit of God dwells in you (buelg 6¢
o0k éo0Te év oapkl GAAL év mrelpatt, elTep mredue Beod oikel év Lulv).

1357 calvin, Institutes, 111.11.23.

See Chapter 4, above.
Moo, Romans (1996), 484.
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The answer is that while Christians still have the flesh, which they must continue to put to
death (Romans 8:12-13), they themselves are not ‘in the flesh’ as an aeon or realm. The
flesh is in them, but they are not in the flesh. They have decisively been transferred from the
realm of flesh, death and sin to the realm of Spirit, life and righteousness. There is a
distinction between ‘in the flesh’ as an aeon or realm (Romans 8:8-9) in contrast with ‘in my
flesh’ (Romans 7:18), the latter speaking of the sinful propensity resident in bifurcated
Christians during this life. The residue of the flesh in them is an expression of the ‘not yet’.
The fact of their decisive transfer from the realm of the flesh is an expression of the

‘already’.

Conclusion

There is no condemnation in Christ Jesus, because God sent Christ to condemn sin ‘in the
flesh’ in two ways. First, Christ overcame the weakness of the law, caused by human sin,
because he came ‘in the likeness of the flesh of sin’, entailing his sinlessness. This
sinlessness was demonstrated by his resurrection, in which not only did the law justify Christ
(by giving him the life promised to obedience: Romans 7:10; 10:5; Galatians 3:10, 12), but
Christ justified the law (consistent with Paul’s argument in 7:7-25, that the commandment is
good and the law is holy, but that it was hijacked by sin). A systematic-theological
entailment of this justification of both Christ and the law is that Christ obeyed the law’s
precepts, called in theological discourse ‘active obedience’. This justification of the law is
based immediately on Christ’s being sent in the likeness of sin but obeying the requirements

of the law, as proven by his resurrection life.
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Second, and equally important, Christ was sent ‘for sin’, a technical expression meaning a
‘sin offering’. Thus Christ bore the law’s penalty: cursed is the one hung on a tree (Galatians
3:13). This two-fold ground of justification (Christ’s sinlessness in incarnation vindicated by
resurrection and Christ’s sinbearing death), meant that the justification of the law was
fulfilled in us. The law requires our justification, in that the soul that sins shall die, and the
one who does shall live. Christ fulfilled all of these things by passive and active obedience,
and this fulfillment is so gifted over to us that it is described by interiority (in us). Moreover,
the law itself, holy and good, required justification. Though it promised life, it was
emasculated by sin. Christ, who kept the law, received the resurrection life it promised, thus

justifying the law.
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Chapter 10
Conclusion

€l obv ournyépdnre 1@ XpLot@ (Colossians 3:1)
Kol OLVNYeLper Kol ouvekadLoer €V Ttolg eémouvpaviolg év Xprot® ‘Incod (Ephesians 2:6)

Frequently the charge is made that imputed righteousness involves a ‘legal fiction’, but this

1360

oft-cited criticism proves too much, for it equally applies to the remission of sins™™" and

1361

imputations of our sins to Christ™" as much as to the imputation of Christ’s righteousness

1362

to believers. For Paul, believers have already been raised with Christ and seated with him

d.2*®3 The believer now

in the heavenly realms, where their lives are hidden with Christ in Go
shares in Christ’s ‘position and status as hidden with God’.**** Few complain that such a
status by virtue of our union with Christ is a ‘legal fiction’. Nevertheless, at one level,
believers clearly are not in the heavenly realms, as they have not been physically raised.”®
Believers are therefore simul suscitatus et moriens (at once risen and dying) as well as simul
iustus et peccator (at once righteous and sinner). Neither are legal fictions, because God is a

God of truth in what he reveals to us in Scripture. We walk by faith, not by sight.**®°

o

Another oft repeated criticism of ‘imputed righteousness’ is that ‘““the righteousness of

Christ” is not a New Testament expression at all’.’**” However, if the argument of this

thesis is accepted, Paul actually says something even more germane to the doctrine of

13805 Corinthians 5:19; Romans 4:7-8; cf Hebrews 8:12; 10:17

2 Corinthians 5:21

Ephesians 2:6; Colossians 2:12, 3:1; Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 235-6.
Ephesians 2:6; Colossians 3:3; Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 221-2.
Campbell, Union with Christ (2012), 222.

2 Timothy 2:18.

2 Corinthians 5:6.

Morris, ‘Introduction’, in Valdés, The Benefit of Christ (1984), xxvi.
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imputed righteousness: €vog Sukaiwpetog (Romans 5:18). That is, Paul does not simply say,
dikaroolvn Xprotod, but dikalwpe Xprotod [evog referring to Christ], which embraces
everything Sukaroolvn Xprotod denotes, but adds to it this: that Christ’s righteousness was

also divinely vindicated and judicially approved in resurrection.

The presentation of imputed righteousness in this thesis does not depend on a developed

covenant theology, and in this it bears a similarity with Calvin. ‘In Calvin’s writings we do

not find the issue of Christ’s obedience discussed in the context of a covenant of works’. 3

An under-developed covenant theology need not prohibit an appreciation of Paul’s teaching

on imputation. Nor is a strict parallelism between the imputation of Christ’s

1369 1370

righteousness "~ and the imputation of Adam’s sin required. Again, it was certainly not

obvious to Calvin, who commented:

[Bly Adam’s sin we are not condemned through imputation alone, as though we were
punished only for the sin of another; but we suffer his punishment, because we also
ourselves are guilty; for as our nature is vitiated in him, it is regarded by God as having
committed sin. But through the righteousness of Christ we are restored in a different way to
salvation.”*

Finally, the question is raised whether the imputation of Christ’s righteousness be regarded
as an ‘evangelical shibboleth’. Consider this comment by Ryle.

We must learn to distinguish between things that are of the essence of the gospel and things
which are of the perfection of the gospel. We may think that a man preaches an imperfect
gospel who denies election, considers justification to be nothing more than forgiveness, and
tells believers in one sermon that they may attain perfection in this life, and in another
sermon that they may entirely fall away from grace. But if the same man strongly and boldly
exposes and denounces sin, clearly and fully lifts up Christ, distinctly and openly invites men
to believe and repent, shall we dare to say that the man does not preach the gospel at all?
[... 11f I am asked whether | prefer Whitfield’s gospel or Wesley’s, | answer at once that |
prefer Whitfield’s. | am a Calvinist, and not an Arminian. But if | am asked to go further, and

1368 Berends, ‘The Obedience of Christ’ (2001), 35

Romans 4:6, 11; 5:18-19.
Romans 5:12-13.
Calvin, Comm Romans 5:17 in CC, 19:210.

1369
1370
1371

MTh Thesis 261



Olliffe: Imputed Righteousness & Resurrection

to say that Wesley preached no gospel at all, and did no real good, | answer at once that |
cannot do so.”*”? (my emphasis)

Gundry had a point in his criticism of ‘The Gospel of Jesus Christ: An Evangelical
Celebration’, in that the title was a misnomer, and its content was ‘too Reformed’.*”

Consider these two statements:

We declare that Faith in the perfect obedience of Christ by which he fulfilled all the demands
of the Law of God on our behalf is essential to the Gospel [...]

We affirm that the doctrine of the imputation (reckoning or counting) both of our sins to

Christ and of his righteousness to us, whereby our sins are fully forgiven and we are fully

accepted, is essential to the biblical gospel.**”*
This thesis has presented an argument vindicating both statements. However, it is
guestionable, following Ryle, whether it is necessary to hold that the ‘imputation of Christ’s
righteousness’ as Christ’s ‘active obedience’ is ‘essential to the biblical gospel’. It is the best
presentation of it, a necessary entailment of it, and can be justified from Scripture, making
other presentations of the gospel deficient. But someone who teaches that Christ’s ‘active
obedience’ was for the sole purpose for Christ to provide a perfect satisfaction for our sins

holds to the essence of the gospel that ‘Christ died for our sins’.**”

To God Be The Glory.

1372 Ryle, Christian Leaders of the 18" Century (1885), 85-86

Gundry, ‘Why | Didn’t Endorse’ (2001), 6-8.

1374 ‘Appendix One: The Gospel of Jesus Christ: An Evangelical Celebration’ in Ankers, Armstrong, Woodbridge
(eds), This We Believe (2000), 246-7.

37%1 Corinthians 15:3.
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