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Abstract

Advances in biblical linguistics, especially in the Greek of the New Testament, have
provided a means for a better understanding of the text of Scripture. Advances in Greek
lexicography, syntax, verbal aspect, discourse analysis, exegetical and hermeneutical methods,
and the historical background behind the gospels and letters of the New Testament have greatly
increased interpreters’ ability to determine what the text meant from both the writers and to the
recipients of those documents. However, Christian theology, especially Systematic Theology,
has remained mostly static, unaffected by these advances, and by a more accurate understanding
of the biblical text. This thesis affirms that Christian theology must proceed from the text of
Scripture by the linguistic analysis of that text, and that theology must be based upon the
linguistic evidence. First, several failures to consider various linguistic characteristics are noted,
e.g., failure to understand: (1) semantic synergy (Eph. 5:18); (2) grammatical gender (John 6:37);
(3) lexical consistency (Rom. 10:17); (4) context and genre (Acts 13:48); (5) predication (Rom.
8:29); and (6) word position (1 Pet. 1:1-2). Studies pertaining to Paul’s and Peter’s usage of the
npoyve lexeme bring the study to the matter of authorial style, also called "idiolect." A
demonstration of three distinct characteristics of Paul’s usage—resumptive repetition,
interrogative parallelism, and consistent context of phrase usage—are first explained, then
examined across the body of his letters, and then applied to specific verses. First, resumptive
repetition will allow the proper interpretation of Eph. 1:4 to show that it speaks only of believers
and of their future glorification. Second, interrogative parallelism will demonstrate that the
pragmatic statement in Rom. 9:21 comes from Paul’s diatribal opponent and not from Paul
himself. Third, Paul consistently uses the phrase “grace given” in the context of the gifting of all

believers for their function in the Body of Christ. Paul uses it for his own apostolic office, for

v



ministers of the word in general, and for all believers in general. Applied to 2 Tim. 1:9, Paul
speaks of his and Timothy’s vocational call to ministry and their gifting for their ministries as
Apostle and as pastor, respectively. Taken together, these analyses demonstrate that the various
verses and passages examined do not support the deterministic theological conclusions for which

they are most often used.
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Introduction

Though the study of the history of biblical interpretation—patristic, allegorical,
historical-critical, theological, etc.!—is well documented, the Bible claims to be God’s revelation
to mankind in the form of human language.? It must be interpreted linguistically. In New
Testament (NT) studies, with the advances in biblical linguistics such as in verbal aspect,
lexicography, syntax, discourse analysis, historical background, and exegetical method,? such
advances must influence or be allowed to influence the interpretive process, especially its
conclusions. The better one can understand the text of Scripture and the historical context in

which it was first written, the better one can put theological ideas to the test. Interpreters and

! Gerald Bray, How the Church Fathers Read the Bible: A Short Introduction (Bellingham, WA: Lexham,
2022); for the allegorical method, especially the Alexandrian School, see William W. Klein, Craig L. Blomberg, and
Robert L. Hubbard, Jr., Introduction to Biblical Interpretation, Rev. and updated ed. (KBH) (Nashville, TN: Thomas
Nelson Publishers, 2004), 25-26, 37-40; Ian Christopher Levy, Introducing Medieval Biblical Interpretation: The
Senses of Scripture in Premodern Exegesis (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2018); Daniel J. Trier, Introducing
Theological Interpretation of Scripture: Recovering a Christian Practice (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic,
2008); Stephen E. Fowl, Theological Interpretation of Scripture (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2009).

2 The Scriptures themselves claim to be divinely inspired, i.e., the very Word of God (1 Cor. 14:37; 1
Thess. 2:13; 2 Tim. 3:16), or “God-breathed.” The statement “all scripture is given by inspiration” (2 Tim. 3:16),
translates Oedmvevotoc (theopneustos), woodenly rendered as “God-breathed” but often glossed as “inspired by
God” in Greek lexicons; see Walter Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and Other Early
Christian Literature (BDAG), 3rd ed., trans. W. F. Arndt and F. W. Gingrich, rev. and ed. Frederick W. Danker
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2000), 450; Franco Montanari, The Brill Dictionary of Ancient Greek,
Madaleine Goh and Chad Schroeder, eds. of English ed. (Boston, MA: Brill, 2015), 934; and Henry George Liddell
and Robert Scott, A Greek-English Lexicon with a Revised Supplement (LSJ), rev. Henry Stuart Jones and Roderick
McKenzie (Oxford, England: Clarendon, 1996), 791. “The claim to hear God speaking directly through Scripture is
quite proper ...” (James D. G. Dunn, "Introduction," in Introducing New Testament Interpretation, Scot McKnight,
ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1989], 15).

3 Constantine R. Campbell, Advances in the Study of Greek: New Insights for Reading the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan Academic, 2015); Peter Cotterell and Max Turner, Linguistics and Biblical
Interpretation (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Academic, 1989); Douglas Mangum and Josh Westbury,
Linguistics & Biblical Exegesis (Bellingham, WA: Lexham Press, 2017); Stanley E. Porter, Verbal Aspect in the
Greek of the New Testament, with Reference to Tense and Mood (Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic, 1989);
James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1961); Johannes P. Louw and
Eugene A. Nida, eds. Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains (L&N), 2nd ed. 2
vols. (New York: United Bible Societies, 1989); Moisés Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning: An Introduction
to Lexical Semantics, rev. and expanded ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994); Daniel B. Wallace, Greek
Grammar Beyond the Basics: An Exegetical Syntax of the New Testament (ExSyn) (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan,
1996); Steven E. Runge, Discourse Grammar of the Greek New Testament: A Practical Introduction for Teaching
and Exegesis (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2010). As noted previously, Walter Bauer’s lexicon is in its
third edition in English. D. A. Carson’s Exegetical Fallacies has become a standard reference for what nof¢ to do in
biblical exegesis (2nd ed. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1996).



theologians should not fear the scrutiny of their theological tenets via the biblical text.* The
Scriptures themselves command us to do so.> If, at the end of the interpretive process, the
conclusions do not reflect the text and wording of Scripture, i.e. what it says, then something is
amiss.

The reason, again, is that the Scriptures are /inguistic documents. Any pictures they paint
are pictures of words. Language provides its own controls, i.e., words mean something, and that
meaning cannot stray far from the syntax and lexicography of the text.° The semantic meaning
of words in their contexts both specifies and excl/udes meaning. Such a focus does not discount
uses common to all languages: figures of speech, idioms, metaphor, symbolism, etc. The charge

against the “literal” interpretation of Scripture often wrongly accuses it of having no sensitivity

4 “The truths of research and how we reach them must be available for public scrutiny. We base research
claims on evidence available to everyone and on principles of reasoning that, we hope, our readers accept as sound.
And then those readers test all of that in all the ways that they and others can imagine .... When we make a claim,
we must expect, even encourage, others to question not just our claim but how we reached it—to ask, Why do you
believe that?” (Kate L. Turabian, 4 Manual for Writers of Research Papers, Theses, and Dissertations, 9th ed., rev.
by Wayne C. Booth, Gregory G. Colomb, Joseph M. Williams, Joseph Bizup, William T. Fitzgerald, and the
University of Chicago Press Editorial Staff (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago, 2018), 134; author’s italics.

> See 1 Thess. 5:21, 1 John 4:1; and Acts 17:11: “These were more fair-minded than those in Thessalonica,
in that they received the word with all readiness, and searched the Scriptures daily to find out whether these things
were so.” In its context, Paul had departed from Thessalonica (17:9) and preached the gospel in the synagogue in
Berea (11:10). It was the very gospel itself that the Berean Jews were commended for putting to the test via the Old
Testament Scriptures. The gospel passed the test: “therefore many of them believed” (Acts 17:12). Any doctrine,
belief, or theological system which must be protected from scrutiny casts doubt on its Scriptural veracity and
provenance.

6 “Syntax deals with the relationships of words to one another. ... Syntactical grammars categorize and
describe relationships that have been observed as consistent” (Scot McKnight, “New Testament Greek Grammatical
Analysis,” in Introducing New Testament Interpretation, Scot McKnight, ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1989], 77).
The principle of the univocal nature of language states that there must be some agreement between two
communicating parties regarding what words—Ilinguistic signs—signify. For example, the word “cat”—a four-
legged feline—must mean the same thing to both. “The significance of words cannot arbitrarily be changed by the
individual if his signals are to be correctly perceived by others” (Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics, 18). On a larger
scale, they add that “the signs change in their meaning as society insists collectively that they should change” (ibid.).
“It is amazing that with the millions of idea possibilities, and our limited vocabulary, ambiguity is not the constant
result. Yet a remarkable degree of precision is achieved through a wide range of meanings and uses attached to
words in different contexts” (Grant R. Osborne, The Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introduction to
Biblical Interpretation [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1991], 81).



to such nuances and phenomena.” Moreover, such a detailed linguistic focus does not deny the
interrelationship between the semantics and pragmatics of language.®

In addition, proper interpretation requires a knowledge of the historic context in which it
was written, i.e., the occasional circumstance, the recipients, their local (people group/city) and
remote (Roman Empire/Hellenistic world/Ancient Near East) culture, and what the words and
phrases used by the biblical writer meant to him and fo them at that time.? Progress in the study
of archaeology (with or without biblical focus), history, cultural anthropology, etc., have served
to inform and contextualize the biblical writings. The Scriptures should never be disjoined from
their linguistic, historical, or cultural contexts. If the Scriptures teach something today, they

have always taught it; if they do not teach something today, they have never taught it.

7 Like this statement from a Systematic Theology professor in class: “Those who hold to a literal
interpretation of Scripture would probably think that Jesus was made of wood because He said, ‘I am the door.””

8 “In traditional biblical exegesis it has been customary to focus attention almost exclusively on semantics,
and within semantics there has been concentration on the meaning of words, lexical semantics” (Cotterell and
Turner, Linguistics, 13). Semantics pertains to the more literal meaning of words out of context. “Pragmatics
concentrates on the interpretation and explanation of utterances” (19). To illustrate, the question “are you deaf?”
must have context. In the context of an argument where one party is frustrated by the other’s inability to understand,
the pragmatic meaning of the question “are you deaf?” is the statement “I think you’re stupid!” However, at a
school for the disabled, the same question gets closer to its more literal, semantic meaning, i.e., an enquiry regarding
another’s ability to hear. When Jesus said to Peter, “Get behind Me, Satan!” (Matt. 16:23), the semantics of the
statement lead many to interpret it as indicating that Satan had possessed Peter. However, in context, Jesus had just
announced that “He must go to Jerusalem, and suffer many things from the elders and chief priests and scribes, and
be killed, and be raised the third day” (16:21), for which Peter rebuked the Lord (16:22). In this context, Jesus calls
Peter “Satan,” because that is the person most identified with opposition to the Lord’s purposes (catdyv is “literally
‘adversary’”’; BDAG, 916). This is a species of metonymy which “features the substitution of a word or idea for one
closely associated with it” (KBH, 313). We use similar figures of speech in statements such as “slow down, Jeff
Gordon” (to a driver who is going too fast in one’s opinion), or “nice shot, Michael Jordan” (to a player who made a
skillful basket in basketball) or, ironically, “good answer, Einstein” (to one who gave a wrong answer in class). Paul
often uses rhetorical questions, as will be seen in the analysis of Romans 9, to make statements (pragmatics); the fact
that these are questions does not connote uncertainty (semantics). So, understanding the pragmatics of Jesus’ rebuke
toward Peter shows that He was not indicating any demonic possession in Peter’s case. One can see the same figure
of speech where the LORD addresses Jerusalem as "Sodom" (Ezek. 16:46-59) to picture the severity of their sin by
using the name of the city most identified with grievous sin.

® “The most deliberately and directly didactic of all the NT genres, Epistles are also the most ‘occasional.’
In other words, the authors wrote the Epistles for specific occasions to address individual audiences who were facing
unique problems” (KBH, 427). “Hermeneutical principle number one is this: what the text could not have possibly
meant to the original inspired biblical author, it cannot possibly mean today” (Ben Witherington III, The Problem
with Evangelical Theology: Testing the Exegetical Foundations of Calvinism, Dispensationalism, Wesleyanism, and
Pentecostalism, Rev. and expanded ed. [Waco, TX: Baylor University Press, 2015], x).



This linguistic, lexical, syntactical, and contextual interpretation of the Scriptures, with
proper placement in a document’s historical context, may be called the “grammatical-historical”
method of interpretation. However, not all followers of this method come to the same
conclusions. In the practice of the interpretive method, some interpreters follow particular
“hermeneutics,” such as Catholic Hermeneutics, Pentecostal Hermeneutics, Mormon
Hermeneutics, or Calvinistic Hermeneutics.!® These specified hermeneutics suggest that some
sort of conclusions are built into the respective methods. In such cases, the assumptions or
presuppositions—or denominational or confessional requirements—which one brings into the
interpretive process control the conclusions.!! Such “exegesis” becomes perfunctory, an empty
exercise designed to end up where one started. If one’s conclusions are set from the beginning,

no legitimate or honest investigation of the biblical text is taking place.!?> The practice ends in

10 For example, Peter S. Williamson, “Catholic Principles for Interpreting Scripture,” The Catholic Biblical
Quarterly 65 (CBQ), no. 3 (July 2003): 327-349; Benedict Thomas Viviano, Catholic Hermeneutics Today: Critical
Essays (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2014); Lee Roy Martin, Pentecostal Hermeneutics: A Reader (Boston, MA:
Brill, 2013); Harlyn Graydon Purdy, 4 Distinct Twenty-First Century Pentecostal Hermeneutic (Eugene, OR: Wipf
and Stock, 2015); Jeffrey S. Krohn, Mormon Hermeneutics: Five Approaches to the Bible by the LDS Church
(Eugene, OR: Pickwick, 2022); Bernard Ramm, Protestant Biblical Interpretation: A Textbook of Hermeneutics,
3rd. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 1999); and Moisés Silva, “The Case for Calvinistic Hermeneutics,” in
Walter C. Kaiser and Moise’s Silva, An Introduction to Biblical Hermeneutics: The Search for Meaning (Grand
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1994): 251-269. KBH mentions “Liberation Hermeneutics” (87), and “Feminist
Hermeneutics” (96).

1 “Individual presuppositions can easily bracket out what one doesn’t want to hear. Or a meaning can be
heard in a text which is quite divorced from its original or scriptural sense” (Dunn, “Introduction,” 16). Darrell L.
Bock warns against a practice “wherein one cites only the evidence that favors the interpretation one wants to
defend. Certainly, unintentional errors in judgment do occur sometimes. However the intentional avoidance of
certain facts will always result in inaccurate and biased conclusions” (“New Testament Word Analysis,” in
Introducing New Testament Interpretation, Scot McKnight, ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1989], 112). Thomas R.
Schreiner adds that “doing theological synthesis in Paul ... has its dangers. We may fail to hear what a particular
text is saying because that text has already been swallowed up into our system. The problem there is not with
systematizing, but with a system ... that does not take into account all the facts. Thus we may fail to let particular
texts change our views of Pauline theology. We all come to the text with certain assumptions and desired about the
meaning of the biblical text. So it is extraordinarily easy to read our own meaning into the text” (Interpreting the
Pauline Epistles, 2nd ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011], 141-42).

12R. Michael Allen and Scott R. Swain note that “recent years have seen scholars dismiss traditional
readings of certain passages, claiming that their frequent employment in theological literature owes solely to
ecclesiastical tradition and not at all to exegetical rigor” (“In Defense of Proof-Texting,” Journal of the Evangelical
Theological Society 54 [JETS], no. 3 [September 2011]: 593). However, in attempting to defend against this
perceived disjunction between traditional or theological uses of certain texts and exegetical practice—with Aquinas
and Calvin used as examples—they conclude by saying “biblical scholars will do well to familiarize themselves



eisegesis, reading meaning into the text. The linguistic evidence drawn from the text itself must
be the primary criterion in determining the meaning of the text and, then, the theology contained
therein.!* The final result must be a biblical theology, regardless of the title.!*

Though interpreters come to the biblical text with a pre-understanding, the interpreter
must be willing to submit any pre-understanding to the text of Scripture. This is a process, rather
than an event, as the interpreter continues to explore and revisit the biblical linguistic data in its
various passages, contexts, and genres. Grant Osborne call this process the “hermeneutical
spiral.”!> The interpreter must be sensitive to genres of literature, whether poetry, narrative,
didactic, prophecy, or apocalyptic. One should not use Ps. 5:5, “You [O Lord] hate all workers
of iniquity,” a statement from OT poetry—a genre heavy in symbolism and hyperbole—to

discount Rom. 5:8: “God demonstrates His own love toward us, in that while we were still

with the history of biblical interpretation. They will begin to see how dogmatics and exegesis can function in
harmony, each enriching the other with the diverse gifts. By reading the commentaries of Calvin alongside his
Institutes or by dipping into the expository homilies of Augustine on 1 John or Genesis, they will see how the church
has always insisted on teasing out doctrinal implications from interpretive insights” (606). It appears that they
validate and exhibit the criticisms they noted, narrow proper exegesis to that of Calvin and Augustine, and appeal to
church tradition. This provides no defense.

13 “Exegesis means to ‘draw out of” a text what it means, in contrast to eisegesis, to ‘read into’ a text what
one wants it to mean” (Osborne, Spiral, 41). Regarding syntax, he adds that “in its narrow sense it refers to the
relationship between the words of a sentence and is virtually equivalent to grammar. ... In its broad sense syntax
refers to all the interrelationships within the sentence as a means of determining the meaning of the unit as a whole”
(93). “One test of our preunderstandings is whether they correspond to the biblical data. ... Thoughtful Christians
insist that accepting the Bible’s truthfulness is not merely a prejudiced dogmatism, an undefended presupposi-
tionalism that simply assumes its stance. ... We believe that to accept the Bible’s veracity best accords with the
evidence” (KBH, 163). “In the world of research, both academic and professional, good evidence and sound
reasoning trump belief every time, or at least it should” (Turabian, Manual, 134).

14 A “biblical” theology is one which is consistent with the teaching of Scripture. According to D. A.
Carson, this writer would be among those who argue “that ‘biblical theology’ should be used to refer to any
theology that seeks to be true to the Bible and to relate the parts fairly and honestly with one another.” (D. A.
Carson, “Unity and Diversity in the New Testament,” in Scripture and Truth, Carson, D. A., and John D.
Woodbridge, eds. [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1992], 69). This is consistent with Gabler’s statement that “there is
truly a biblical theology, of historical origin, conveying what the holy writers felt about divine matters” (John
Sandys-Wunsch and Laurence Eldredge, “J. P. Gabler and the Distinction between Biblical and Dogmatic Theology:
Translation, Commentary, and Discussion of His Originality,” Scottish Journal of Theology 33 (SJT) [1980]: 137).

15 “The text itself sets the agenda and continually reforms the questions that the observer asks of it. The
means by which this is accomplished it twofold: grammatical-syntactical exegesis and historical-cultural
background. These interact to reshape the interpreter’s preunderstanding and help to fuse the two horizons”
(Osborne, Spiral, 324). See also KBH, 154-68.



sinners, Christ died for us,” a didactic statement found in a NT letter. Exposure to the latter
verse should put the former in its proper context and correct one’s misapplication of it.

Yet, the Scriptures can be understood; the Bible is not a book of mysteries. To portray it
as such attempts to remove the accessibility of divine truth and place it in the hands of certain
elites, usually the same ones who speak of such mysteries. The doctrine of “the perspicuity of
Scripture” affirms that “the Bible is understandable; it is an accessible book. It presents a clear
message to anyone willing to read it, and that is why people throughout history have understood
its teachings.”'® This perspicuity does not affirm that biblical interpretation is easy or obvious in
all contexts or passages. Peter mentions that in Paul’s Letters, “are some things hard to under-
stand” (2 Pet. 3:16). God has given believers the ability to understand the Scriptures (John
16:13; Eph. 1:17-18; 1 John 2:27), yet He also gifted certain men for the ministry of the Word to
act as “pastors and teachers, for the equipping of the saints” (Eph. 4:11-12)."7

This perspicuity does not deny all limitations. For the most part, at the time God revealed
His truth, the biblical languages were the vernacular of the people to whom God gave it. Today,
no person is a native speaker of the biblical languages and must learn them in order to interact
with that revelation directly. For others, translations are the only access they have to the Word
of God, and they are dependent upon the accuracy and trustworthiness of those translations. '8

One cannot deny, however, that the failure to interpret the Scriptures linguistically,

contextually, and historically has led to several interpretive errors which the proper application

16 KBH, 149, author’s emphasis.

17 The work of the Apostles was primarily “the ministry of the word” (Acts 6:4), which was not without
Old Testament precedent. For “the people to understand the Law of Moses,” Ezra and others “read distinctly from
the book, in the Law of God; and they gave the sense, and helped them to understand the reading” (Ezra 8:8).

18 “Naturally, the person who does not know the original languages will have a perceptibly greater
difficulty in dealing with grammar and syntax .... The problem is that they must then depend upon secondary
sources, mainly translations and commentaries” (Osborne, Spiral, 41-42).



of the grammatical-historical method will reveal. Often these errors are codified, enshrined, and
“sanctified” through prejudicial translation. Addressing this will be part of the methodology.

Regarding methodology, the primary sources will be the Greek New Testament (GNT),"
the Hebrew Bible,?® and the Septuagint (LXX),?! with associated grammars and lexicons as
primary references. Matters of textual criticism will be dealt with as they occur in the
examination of the biblical passages. The top-selling English translations,?? most of which
having been produced within the last century and a half, will be consulted for comparison to see
modern trends which modify or maintain the KJV tradition. The King James Version (KJV) will
be the translational baseline because of its having been the standard, “authorized” translation for
the English-speaking world for over two and a half centuries and, for some, remains the standard
over four hundred years after its production. It is also a Reformation-era translation which

shows Reformed theological bias in several places.

19 Primary: Barbara Aland, Kurt Aland, Johannes Karavidopoulos, Carlo M. Martin, and Bruce Metzger,
eds., The Greek New Testament with Dictionary, 5th rev. ed. (UBS®) (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 2014). Secondary: F. H. A. Scrivener, H KAINH AIAOEKE, NOVUM TESTAMENTUM [Greek
New Testament] (London, England: Whittaker and Assoc., 1887); Zane C. Hodges and Arthur L. Farstad, The Greek
New Testament According to the Majority Text (MajT), 2nd ed. (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 1985); H KAINH
AIAOHKH, The New Testament: The Greek Text Underlying the English Authorized Version of 1611 (London,
England: Trinitarian Bible Society, 1991).

20K. Ellinger and W. Rudolph, eds., Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche
Bibelgesellschaft, 1990).

21 Alfred Rahlfs, ed., Septuaginta (LXX), 2 vols. in 1 (Stuttgart, Germany: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft,
1979).

22 The Top Ten Best Selling Bible Translations, according to the Evangelical Christian Publishers
Association (ECPA), as of May 2025 are: (1) New International Version (Holy Bible, New International Version,
NIV [Palmer Lake, CO: Biblica, Inc., 2011]); (2) English Standard Version (The Holy Bible, English Standard
Version [ESV] [Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2001]); (3) King James Version (KJV); (4) New Living Translation (Holy
Bible, New Living Translation [NLT] [Carol Stream, IL: Tyndall House, 2015]); (5) New King James Version
(NKJV) (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 1982); (6) Christian Standard Bible (CSB) (Nashville, TN: Holman,
2017); (7) Reina Valera (Brentwood, TN: B & H Espaiiol, 1995); (8) New Revised Standard Version (NRSV)
(National Council of Churches, 1989); (9) New International Reader’s Version (NIRV) (Palmer Lake, CO: Biblica,
Inc., 2011); (10) New American Standard Bible (NASB) (La Habra, CA: The Lockman Foundation, 1960). For the
sake of this study, non-English translations (Riena Valera) and redundant translations (NIRV) will be omitted. The
American Standard Version (ASV), Revised Standard Version (RSV; National Council of Churches, 1946), The
Message (MSG) (Eugene H. Peterson, 1993), and the Holman Christian Standard Bible (HCSB) (Nashville, TN:
Holman, 2017) will be added to the translation comparison pool. Comparisons will be limited to this pool as a
representative sampling of historical, modern, or popular English translations of the text of Scripture.



Because of the widespread dependence upon the KJV translation, and with knowledge of
the biblical languages being held by a minority of ecclesiastical elites, the mistranslation of
certain passages would go unnoticed by most of the Christian population, and ministers could
defend Reformed teaching by claiming that it was what “the Bible taught.” This study will move
toward examples to demonstrate a few errors in areas of syntax, lexicography, and context; as
well as their outworking in translation. The first matter concerns how words work together for

meaning.

Semantic Synergy

Like celestial bodies—stars, planets and asteroids—words exercise a certain semantic
gravitational effect upon each other. Prepositions may affect the semantic nuance of the verbs
with which they occur. An example from English is the difference between the two requests,
“throw the ball 0 me” and “throw the ball af me.” In the former, the preposition “to” moves the
semantic nuance toward “toss” within the semantic range of “throw.” In the latter, “at” moves
the semantic nuance toward “hurl” within throw’s range and connotes a goal of hitting the
recipient with the ball.

The most common translation of TAnpodc0e v mvedpartt in Eph. 5:18 is “be filled with
the Spirit.”?* This is usually because of a translational affinity for the phrase “filled with the
Holy Spirit” from Luke’s writings.>* In those cases, the phrase always includes “Holy Spirit,”

instead of the unqualified mvebpatt as in Eph. 5:18. Luke’s construction is always the Genitive

23 In the comparative translation pool, the ASV, ESV, KJV, NASB, NIV, NKJV, NLT, NRSV, and RSV all
have “filled with the Spirit,” while the CSB and HCSB have “filled by the Spirit.” The MSG has “drink the Spirit of
God.”

24 One finds the phrase in: Luke 1:15 nvevpatog dyiov tAncOnoetoy; 1:41 dninodn nvedporog dyiov; 1:67
€micOn vedpatog ayiov; 4:1 mnpng nvedbpotog ayiov; Acts 2:4 Eéminctnoay ... Tvebpotog ayiov; 4:8 TAnobeic
Tvevpatog ayiov; 4:31 émiiodnoay ... tod dyiov avevpotog; 6:3 mANpelg Tvevpotog (the traditional text adds
ayiov); 7:55 mnpng nvedpoatog ayiov; 9:17 tAnobijg mvevpatog ayiov; 11:24 mifpng mvedpatog ayiov; 13:9
mnobeig mvedpatog ayiov; and 13:52 éxdnpodvto ... mvedpatog ayiov.



of Content (GoC) which “specifies the contents of the word to which it is related ... full of or
containing.”® One might speak of a glass full of water to illustrate. Paul’s own use of the GoC
is consistent with Luke’s, though his use is much less frequent.?®

However, when cognates of the minp lexeme are modified by the preposition £v, this
excludes notions of “filling,” and moves the semantic focus toward fulfillment or completion.?’
Paul shows this to be true in Rom. 8:4, mTAnpwdf év nuiv (“might be fulfilled in us™); Gal. 5:14,
&v &vi Aoyw memAnpwton (“fulfilled in one word”); and Col. 2:10, £01€ &v 0T TEMANPOUEVOL
(“you are complete in Him”). The latter verse is significant because év + divine person is close
to Eph. 5:18. Also, Paul uses the phrase év mvevpatt (“in the Spirit”) as nomenclature for being
a believer, e.g., Rom. 8:9: “you are not in the flesh but in the Spirit (ovx ... &v capki GAAL €V
nvevpatt), if indeed the Spirit of God dwells in you” (see also Rom. 14:7; Gal. 5:16; Eph. 2:22;
Col. 1:8).

Applied to Eph. 5:18, the last clause should read “be completed” or “be fulfilled,” and
this “in the Spirit,” i.e., as a believer. This fits the contrast between the temporary “freedom”
alcoholic intoxication provides (“do not be drunk with wine’’), which leads to “debauchery”
(dowrtia; cf. Prov. 23:20-21, 30-35). Rather than in that which is fleeting and potentially sinful,
believers—those “in the Spirit”—should find their fulfillment, or continue their completion, in
their status as believers in Jesus Christ. The point of the verse is not a focus on a continual task

to perform, but for believers to recognize who they are as well as who they are becoming.?®

25 Wallace, ExSyn, 92; author’s italics.

26 For example, Rom. 15:13-14 tAnpdcot Yudg mdong xopds ... meminpouévol mdong Tig yvaoemg (“fill
you with all joy ... filled with all knowledge”), and 2 Tim. 1:4 yapdc nAnpwdd (“filled with joy™).

27 One may see this usage in Luke’s writings: Luke 4:21 nemAfipoton 1| ypaet| obtn év 1ol doiv dudv; 9:31
mnpodv &v Tepovoarinp (“to accomplish at Jerusalem™); 22:16 minpwbfij év 1] Pacireiq Tod Oeod.

28 Regarding the present imperative, “the force generally is to command the action as an ongoing process”
(Wallace, ExSyn, 485). The passive nature speaks of the fact that God is the one transforming believers into Jesus’
image (2 Cor. 3:18).
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They are to be or become complete in the Spirit, just as they are complete in Christ (Col. 2:10).
The contrast between the old manner of life and the new is a prominent theme in Ephesians (2:1—
10, 4:17-5:171f) and, therefore, fits the context. The popular translation as “filled with the
Spirit,” confusion about the genitive of content, and a lack of understanding the mAnp + év
semantic interplay leads interpreters away from the verse’s teaching and leaves them with the
struggle to explain how believers are to accomplish such a “filling.”?’

The next section deals with how a proper understanding of Greek grammatical gender
masculine, feminine, and neuter—is necessary to properly interpret biblical passages. The

different genders are used for a purpose in different contexts and blurring such distinctions leads

to misunderstanding the text.

Gender
The common interpretation of John 6:37 is that the first clause—“All that*® the Father

giveth me shall come to me” (KJV)—speaks of all the elect persons coming to Jesus.3!

2 After a thorough and erudite examination of the interpretive history and contexts of the phrase “filled
with the Spirit” in the New Testament, William W. Combs concludes that “the scriptural data suggests that the
filling in Ephesians 5:18 is to be interpreted in line with what is often referred to as ordinary filling, which is found
in several examples in Luke/Acts. ... Paul wants believers to keep on being filled with the Spirit, which, of course,
is the normal and expected activity of the obedient believer” (“Spirit-filling in Ephesians 5:18,” Detroit Baptist
Seminary Journal 19 [DBSJ] [2014]: 51) He also denies what might be called a “charismatic” interpretation of the
verse: “there is no scriptural basis for believers to seek a special experience called the filling of the Holy Spirit as
part of their progressive sanctification.” While all of this is true, he conflates Luke’s use of the GoC with Eph. 5:18,
misses the TAnp + v construction, and misses the linguistic and theological parallels found elsewhere in Paul’s
writings.

39 The ASV (“all that which”), NASB, and NRSV (“everything”) translations are clearer in translating the
neuter, while the ESV, NKJV, and RSV follow the KJV. The CSB and HCSB (“everyone”), MSG (“every person”),
and NIV (“all those”) push past any restraint and translate the neuter as personal and masculine.

31 For example, George R. Beasley-Murray, John, 2nd ed., in Word Biblical Commentary (WBC), ed.
Bruce M. Metzger (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 1999), 92; Gerald L. Borchert, John, in The New American
Commentary (NAC), 2 vols., E. Ray Clendenen, gen. ed. (Nashville, TN: Broadman & Holman, 1996), 1:265; D. A.
Carson, The Gospel according to John, in The Pillar New Testament Commentary (PNTC), D. A. Carson, ed.
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1990), 290; Paul Enns, The Moody Handbook of Theology (Chicago: Moody Press,
1989), 484; Millard J. Erickson, Christian Theology, 3rd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2013), 325, 857,
859; Norman L. Geisler, Systematic Theology in One Volume (Arlington, TX: Bastion, 2021), 597, 899; Wayne
Grudem, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Biblical Doctrine, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan
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However, this interpretation relies on equating the neuter wav 6 (“all that”) with the masculine
gender, with the latter tending to speak of persons in Greek.*? The argument downplays any
distinction in the uses of Greek genders, and uses certain passages as proof of this lack of
distinction.*® However, expanding the scope of examination in John 3, John 17, and 1 John 5
reveals patterns which show that John uses the neuter gender intentionally and it does not stand
in for nor equate to the masculine gender.

In John 3:3-7, Jesus directs the conversation with Nicodemus by making two parallel
statements in vv. 3 and 5 using the masculine gender (11g):
(MAT1) unless one is born again (yevvn0fj dvwbev), [M=masculine]

he cannot see the kingdom of God. (v. 3)

(MAZ2) unless one is born of ... the Spirit, (yevvn0f €€ ... mvedpatog)
he cannot enter the kingdom of God. (v. 5)

Academic, 2020), 737, 864; and William Hendriksen, John, in New Testament Commentary (NTC) (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker, 1953), 234; Edward W. Klink, John, in Zondervan Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament
(ZECNT), Clinton E. Arnold, gen. ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2016), 232-33; Colin G. Kruse, John. Revised
ed., in Tyndale New Testament Commentary (TNTC) (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2017), 191; R. C. H.
Lenski, The Interpretation of St. John’s Gospel (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1943), 463; Leon Morris, The Gospel
According to John, Revised, in The New International Commentary on the New Testament (NICNT), Gordon Fee,
ed. (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995), 325; Gerard Sloyan, John, in Interpretation, James L. Mays, ed. (Atlanta,
GA: John Knox, 1973), 70; R. C. Sproul, What is Reformed Theology? (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1997), 176;
August Hopkins Strong, Systematic Theology, reprint of 1907 ed. (Valley Forge, PA: Judson Press, 1996), 781.
Grant Osborne may be the proverbial “voice in the wilderness,” stating that “scholars are constantly reading the
whole of a doctrine into isolated statements. This is especially true of theologically loaded passages like John 6:37-
40, where many scholars see the full-fledged doctrine of predestination ...” (Spiral, 86).

32 Though Colin G. Kruse takes the common position that the neuter in this verse speaks of persons, he
notes that “the word translated A/l (pan) is neuter singular, not masculine plural as might be expected” (John, 191).
“The neuter usually refers to impersonal things (including animals) ...” (Wallace, ExSyn, 399).

33 “The neuter gender may refer to a person (e.g. t yeyevvnuévov Jn 36 1 Jn 5%, cp. masc. 5') ...; mav is
often added to make this clear (1 Jn 5%, Jn 17? ndiv & ...” [Jn] 67 név & resolves itself into TOv Epydpevov ...).”
(Nigel Turner, Syntax, vol. 3 of A Grammar of New Testament Greek by James Hope Moulton, 4 vols. [Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 1976], 3:21). A. T. Robertson lists John 6:39, 17:2, 24; and 1 John 5:4 (Word Pictures of the New
Testament (WPNT), 6 Vols. [New York, NY: Harper and Brothers, 1933], 5:107, 6:204). Robertson says that the
neuter is used “in a collective personal sense in John 6:37, 39” (ibid., 6:204; also 5:275); he adds, “thus wdv 6 in Jo.
6:37 refers to believers,” then notes John 17:2 and 1 John 5:4 for corroboration (4 Grammar of Greek New
Testament in the Light of Historical Research [Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1934], 409). Maximillian Zerwick’s
justification for the personal neuter, in the context of John 3:6, is “if the emphasis is the quality ... the use of the
neuter lays down an absolute and universal principle ... of the natural and supernatural orders” (Biblical Greek
Hllustrated by Examples [Rome, Italy: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1963], 47). However, such a universal
application moves away from attempting to narrow the scope to persons.
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The neuter in v. 6 comprises a general statement, i.e., (NG1; N=neuter; G=general) “that
which is born (10 yeyevvnuévov) of the flesh is flesh; and (NG2) that which is born (10
veyevvnuévov) of the Spirit is spirit.” Humans, animals, fish, and birds are all “born of flesh”
(see Gen. 7:21; 1 Cor. 15:39). Moreover, angelic beings and heavenly creatures (Rev. 4:6-9), as
created spiritual beings, may be seen as “born of the spirit.” Jesus gives a general principle
consistent with His previous specific statements.’* Verse 7 provides a summary which alludes
back to v. 3: (A) “Ye must be born again” (81 bpudg yevvnoOijvor dvwbev). This shows a pattern
of: A1-A2-G-A3 —1, with the A1-2 forming parallel statements regarding persons, followed by
a general statement (G), then a postscript (A3) which points back to Al. The plural vudg (3:7)
points back to the plural “we know” (oidapev) in Nicodemus’s opening statement in 3:2.

One may notice a similar pattern in 1 John 5:1-5 where John makes several statements
using the masculine gender (vv. 1-3), with the first showing ndg 60 motedwv 811 ITncodc Eotv O
Xp1otog (v. 1). Inv. 4, John follows with a neuter general statement—"whatsoever is born of
God overcometh the world”—then concludes with an allusion back to v. 1 in the masculine
gender in 5:5b: “he that believeth that Jesus is the Son of God” (0 moTevV dT1 Incodg Eotv 6
v10¢ T0oD Beod). Notice the correspondence between the two statements in vv. 1 and 5. Also,
John lists three things which overcome the world: (1) mdv 10 yeyevvnuévov (neuter, v. 4a); (2) , 1
niotic U@V (feminine, v. 4b); and (3) 6 vik®v (masculine, v. 5a). The variety of genders make

the neuter fit as a general statement of truth.%

34 “The point is quite simple: ‘flesh’ and ‘spirit” are different spheres of reality, each producing offspring
like itself” (Klink, John, 199).

35 Robertson rightly notes the use of “the neuter singular ... rather than the masculine singular (verse 1) to
express sharply the universality of the principle as in John 3:6” (WPNT, 6:238). One might illustrate the pattern in
this manner:

AM Whoever believes is begotten (5:1a) [M=masculine; F=feminine; N=neuter; G=general|
BM Everyone who loves is begotten (5:1b)
B2M The begotten love God and His children (5:2a-b)
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In John 17, one should not isolate v. 2 from the rest of the context. In the passage, the
Father has given the Son authority (v. 2; feminine), the work to complete (v. 4; neuter), the
Apostles (vv. 6, 9, 11; masculine), and the words (v. 8; neuter, ta pripata). The KJV’s
translation of 17:2b, “that he should give eternal life to as many as thou hast given him,” is
misleading. The relative clause mdv 0 6édwkag, “all which you have given” is not the subject of
dwon nor its object, for {wnv aidviov fulfills the latter. The neuter ndv O is the object of
d¢dmkac. The relative clause should best be seen as an Accusative of Reference.?® This makes
the better translation “that, with reference to all things [the Father] has given to Him, He might
give to them eternal life.”>” Considering all the things Jesus lists as having been given to Him in
the subsequent verses, the neuter fits, and does not stand in for the masculine. The neuter points
to a larger category of all the things which the Father gave the Son. Jesus’ giving eternal life to

His disciples is a subcategory of the “all things” as well as of “all flesh.”*® Jesus’ similar

CM The love of God keeps commandments (5:2¢)
C2 The love of God keeps commandments (5:3a)
C3 Commandments are not burdensome (5:3b)
NOG Whatever is born of God overcomes (5:4a) [O=overcomes]
FO2 Our Faith ... overcomes (5:4b)
MO3 Who overcomes? (5:5a)
A2 He who believes (5:5b)

3¢ Though Wallace notes this as a rare category, it fits the context and syntax (ExSyn, 203-04). Though
some may identify this construction as a pendent nominative (or nominativus pendens, as does Robertson, WPNT,
5:108), as noted above, mdv 0 is the object of a verb and, therefore, accusative. Lenski states that the phrase “hangs
in the air. We might call it an accusative absolute .... This construction is intentionally employed by John, for it
lifts into special prominence the universality of, ‘everything” which thou didst give him, the neuter singular
indicating the entire mass as one great unit; compare the identical expression in 6:37 and 39.” Yet, Lenski still
identifies the mass as “believers” (John, 1119).

37 The KJV translation of odtoic as “as many as” (as if it were dco1¢) obfuscates the underlying syntax.

38 Hendriksen states that “the phrase all flesh is a Hebraism, indicating all people” (John, 234). However,
an examination of the phrase in the OT shows that “all flesh” most often refers to every living land creature
including mankind (Gen. 6:13, 17, 17:21; Lev. 17:14; Num. 18:15-17; Dan. 4:12). In certain contexts, the reference
of the phrase is restricted to animals (Gen. 6:19; 7:15-16). References speaking of humans only are usually found in
the prophetic literature (Isa. 40:5-6; 49:26; 66:16, 23-24; Jer. 25:31, 32:27; Ezek. 20:48, 21:4-5; Zech. 2:13).
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statements using the neuter in vv. 7 and 10 fit this understanding.>® John’s record of Jesus’ use
of the neuter and masculine show that they are not interchangeable; each is used with purpose.

Regarding the neuter in 1 John 1:1-3, understanding the basic syntax of the long sentence
shows that the neuter does not refer to the Person of Jesus, but to all of those things which
pertain to or concern (nepi) Jesus, “the word of life,” i.e., His earthly ministry. The neuter
pertains to all that the Apostles heard, saw, and touched during their time with Jesus.*® The
phrase “from the beginning” ("0 fv &n’ &pyfic) should be understood as from the beginning of
Jesus’ earthly ministry, for it was from that time that they could have heard, seen, and touched all
that He did and said (see John 2:11, 8:25, 15:27, 16:4).*! The neuter accusative relative clauses
(0) are the direct objects of the verb amayyéAlopev (“we declare”). Of note, John’s repetition of
0 émpdxopev Kol aknkoéapev in 1:3, after the insertion of v. 2 (“the life was manifested”) is an
example of “resumptive repetition,” which will be examined in Paul’s writings below.*?

Having established that John 3:6, 17:2, and 1 John 5:4 do not validate the idea that the
neuter and masculine genders are interchangeable and stand for each other in John’s writings,
John 6:37 does not teach that all of the elect persons whom God gave to Jesus will approach
Him. What does the verse teach in its context? In addition to the differences between the neuter

(mdv 6) and masculine (tov €pyopevov) genders in the verse, the translation of two different

39 The “them” in 17:10 (év a0t0ig) is neuter. Though it has the same form as the masculine, its antecedent
is the things (td, neuter) mentioned previously in the verse. One might ask what among all the things which God
has created or done will not ultimately glorify the Son.

40 The third person plurals in dknkoopey ... éopdkapey ... £0sacaueda ... éyniaenoay are probably not a
literary device, but point to the fact of the multitude of those who had the same empirical experience with Jesus,
especially the Apostles.

4! Placing the sentence of 1 John 1:1-3 into simple English—which follows the Greek syntax as well—
shows the neuter accusative in its proper frame: “We declare to you (dmayyé dopev koi dpiv) what we have heard,
seen, touched, and handled from the beginning ("0 fv &r’ dpyfic, O dxnrdapey, d Emprauey ... d £0sacaucda ...
gynidonoav) concerning the word of life (mepi to0 Adyov Tiig Lwiig), the Father’s (tod matpoc) Son, Jesus Christ
(tod viod awtod Incod Xpiotod).

42 Robertson calls it “resumption after the parenthesis of verse 2 (WPNT, 6:206).
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verbal lexemes as “come” (fjkw and &pyopat) obscures the differences in the two statements in
the verse.

Of the twenty-seven occurrences of fiko in the NT, over half (15/27, 56%) are clearly
eschatological, referring to future apocalyptic events. If the one possibly eschatological (Rev.
3:9) and John 6:37 are added, then a larger majority of (17/27, 63%) of the uses are eschato-
logical. The next largest category comprises narrative uses, describing the arrival of persons
(four times). The rest of the occurrences appear in contexts of the Incarnation (once; John 8:42),
Jesus’ Crucifixion (twice; John 2:4, 13:1), Christology (twice; Heb. 10:7, 9), and describing a
present reality (once; 1 John 5:20). In each case, the lexeme conveys a culminative or final
nuance, arrival rather than progress, this latter usually conveyed by &pyopar.*® This difference
may be seen in John 8:42: “I proceeded forth (¢£fjA00v) and came (fjkw) from God; neither came
(8MAv0a) I of myself, but he sent me” (this is the Incarnation context). Moreover, in all cases in
BDAG,* the verses placed in either categories #1 or #2 clearly describe the actions of persons or
impersonal actors, respectively. The only exception is the inclusion of John 6:37 in the personal
category (#1). This is interpretive, rather than lexical or contextual; BDAG in this case is acting
as a theological dictionary, rather than a lexicon.*’

Moreover, the use of mpdg éue with ier may carry the nuance of association, “with,”

rather than spatial, “toward.”*® BDAG lists the stative gloss “be present” for fjkw, which fits this

3 L&N give fixo the glosses of “arrive,” “be here,” and “happen” (1:114), and place it into the semantic
domains of “be, become, exist, happen” (13:112; 2:161) and “existence in space” (85:10), offering the definition “to
be in a place, as the result of having arrived” (2:175). Regarding any movement, they note the emphasis on arrival:
“to move toward and to arrive at a point—*‘to come to, to reach, to arrive’” (2:193).

4 BDAG, 435.

45 A tendency also noted by Osborne: “it is important to remember that BAGD [the 2nd ed. of Bauer’s
lexicon] is descriptive and interpretive. When it places a passage behind a certain meaning it is an opinion and not
an established fact” (Spiral, 82).

46 Wallace points out that the associative use of np6g (translated as “with”) occurs “with stative verbs”
(ExSyn, 380). In addition to forms of €ipi, the preposition connotes association in occurrences with the pev verbal
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context, so that the verb and prepositional phrase together should be translated “shall be present

47 The entire first clause, translating the neuter gender (wdv 0), fi&et, and Tpog dug with

with me.
lexical and syntactical clarity, is then, “All things which the Father is giving to Me shall be
present with Me.” Jesus’ habit was to speak ambiguously or cryptically to those who did not
believe in Him.*® This statement is a veiled Messianic claim.*’ It is an allusion to Ps. 2:8, where

the Father says to His Son, “ask of Me, and I will give You the nations for Your inheritance, and

the ends of the earth for Your possession.”

In John 6:37, the neuter and masculine each serve a specific purpose. The neuter gender
of mdv 0 fits the Messianic allusion to Ps. 2:8, while the masculine tov épydpevov fits persons
coming to Jesus in faith: “blessed are all those who put their trust in Him” (Ps. 2:12). The first

clause is complementary to the second, though they are not parallel. One may see similar

lexeme—odwopéve, Emuévo, mapapnévo—all of which speak of some sort of remaining in a state, and forms of moiéw,
et al. (BDAG, 875).

47 The combination of fjk® + Tpdg occurs only in John 6:37 in the New Testament. However, in the 29
places where one finds fiko + npdg in the LXX (including 4 in the Apocrypha), the combination translates 2§ + &ia
(Francis Brown, S. R. Driver, and Charles A. Briggs, The Brown-Driver-Briggs Hebrew and English Lexicon [BDB]
[Peabody. MA: Hendrickson, 1997], 41 and 97; all but once being translated as “to,” Dan. 11:7 providing the
exception: “who shall come with an army”; fi&el TpOg TV Svvapy; 20398 X321). Compare with 1 Sam. 29:9 (and
v.10, oi fikovteg petd 6od): “he shall not go up with us”; ovy figet ned’ Mudv; 1Y YKy, Yet, going with this
majority biblical translation in John 6:37—"all things which the Father is giving to me will come to me”—mneither
commends the deterministic interpretation, nor harms the Messianic reference of the verse.

48 See John 6:60, 66; 10:24-25. Compare with the faith of the Twelve in John 6:68-69. The religious
leaders demanded that Jesus clearly identify Himself (Matt 26:62-64; Luke 22:66-71), but His answer retained some
ambiguity. This also pertains to the matter of consideration of audience in interpretation. Compare with Jesus’
disclosure to His disciples in John 16:25-29.

4 One may see a similarly veiled Messianic claim in Luke 17:20-21 as well, in which Jesus would not be
telling a crowd of unbelieving Pharisees that the “kingdom of God is within you” (KJV). Rather, the adverb évtog,
following the usage of év in this context, takes the sense of “among” or “in the midst of” with its plural object. In
contrast to the idea that the kingdom of God is “out there” somewhere—"“‘See here!” or ‘See there!””—rather, Jesus
stated that it was “in your midst” (évtog Opu®v). This is a veiled Messianic claim, the clear statement of which
would be “the King is standing in your very presence at this moment.” The religious leaders demanded that He
clearly identify Himself (Matt. 26:63; Luke 22:67; John 10:24), but He refused. In another example, after Jesus’
cryptic statements in John 6:26-65, “from that time many of his disciples went back, and walked no more with him”
(v. 66). Compare this with John 16:29-30: “His disciples said to Him, ‘See, now You are speaking plainly, and
using no figure of speech! Now we are sure that You know all things, and have no need that anyone should question
You. By this we believe that You came forth from God.””
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contrast and interplay between the neuter and masculine in John 1:11: “He came to His own (ta.
{00, neuter), and His own (ot 10101, masculine) did not receive Him.” Most interpreters rightly
note that the neuter refers to the whole of Jesus’ Creation, and the masculine refers to His own
people, the Jews.”? Likewise, in 6:37, the first clause shows that Jesus is the Messiah (Ps. 2:8).
The second, connected by kai, states that, as Messiah, Jesus will not at all cast out any persons
who come to Him in faith (see Ps. 2:12).

The verse also served to begin a section of discourse following the Feeding of the Five
Thousand (6:4-14) and the initial “Bread from Heaven” speech (6:26-36), during which one
begins to see the unbelief of the attendant Jews (vv. 30, 36). The neuter first clause fits Jesus’
use of the neuter in 6:38-39, before a change to the masculine foreshadows vv. 40-58. The
neuter “raise it up at the last day” (v. 39; dvaoctowm avtod €v 1§} éoydtn Nuépq), in keeping with
the neuter Messianic claim in 6:37a, speaks of Messiah’s restoration of the Creation at His return
to establish His earthly Millennial kingdom (e.g., Isa. 11:6-9; 35:1-2, 6-7, 9; 51:3; Acts 3:21;
Rom. 8:20-22). Jesus’ claims or allusions came in the context of His miracles (John 2:1-12,
4:46-54, 5:1-15, 6:1-14), the purpose of which was to validate His identity as Messiah (John
10:36-38). Equations of the neuter and masculine genders in order to create a deterministic
soteriological proof text do not stand syntactically, lexically, nor contextually in the various texts

in which John uses them.?!

50 J. Ramsey Michaels narrows the reference of ta 1310 to geography, i.e., “his own country ... Israel”
(John, in New International Biblical Commentary, W. Ward Gasque, NT ed. [Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1989],
23; Borchert takes the same position [John, 1:114], as does Lenski [JoAn, 55]). This is doubtful considering that yfj
(Matt. 2:20; Acts 7:3), natpic (John 4:44; Matt. 13:57), and ydpa (Matt. 2:12; John 11:54) are all feminine, though
vévet is neuter, e.g., “a Cypriot by birth” or “race” (Acts 4:36). In the opinion of this writer, this is a very “small”
interpretation. The picture of the Creator of the entire universe (1:3) entering His Creation is a much more profound
picture than little Jesus coming to a small region, Israel. Klink rightly identifies the reference to Jesus’ “creation”
(John, 102).

51 One might point to other verses in the section such as John 6:44, but dealing with the entire chapter is
beyond the scope of this introductory survey. That verse states that “no one can come to Me unless the Father who
sent Me draws (¢éAk0on) him; and I will raise him up at the last day.” Indeed, “there is none who seeks after God”
(Rom. 3:11), so God, as the Initiator, is the One who must draw men to the Son. Yet Jesus said, “the Son of Man
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Lexical Consistency
Regarding word definitions, the noun dxor in Romans 10:16-17 serves as an example of
a failure to practice lexical consistency in translation and interpretation. First, in v. 16, the word
dxon occurs in Paul’s quotation from Isaiah 53:1 (k0pte Tig éniotevoey T1] dKof MudV), taken
from the LXX verbatim.>® It speaks of the message of the prophet, rather than the act of hearing:
“Lord, who hath believed our report?”>® This is borne out in both NT and LXX lexicography.>*
The Hebrew text underlying the LXX features 11ny»w5, from the noun 1y3w, “news, report ...

revelation.”> For comparison, Matt 13:14 quotes Isa. 6:9 (LXX: dxofjdrxovcete), but the

has come to seek and to save that which was lost” (Luke 19:10). John 6:44 does not say that the Father draws some
human beings and not others. Nevertheless, all who come to Jesus will be raised at the last day. Some argue that
the note of compulsion and dragging of €ikm precludes a general drawing of all mankind, but one must explain
away the universality of Jesus’ statement in John 12:32, “if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto me
(mavtog EAbom Tpog Epavtov).” If one maintains that God’s will is irresistible, one should remember that this was
the argument of Paul’s opponent in Rom. 9:19, i.e., “who has resisted His will?” (see below of Rom. 9:20). One
should also consider Paul’s statement in Acts 17:30, spoken to an unbelieving audience: “truly, these times of
ignorance God overlooked, but now commands all men everywhere to repent.” The verb is different (mapayyéiier),
but the connotations of order, command, and direction are present (mapayyéAio: “order, instruct, direct”;
mapayyerio: “command, order, instruction.” Frederick W. Danker, The Concise Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament [Chicago, IL: University of Chicago, 2009], 266). Men are compelled to “repent, and believe in the
gospel” (Mark 1:15; petavoeite kol miotevete; present imperatives). This is why faith in the NT is described as
obedience (Acts 5:32; Rom. 6:17; Heb. 5:9; 1 Pet. 1:22), and why persistence in unbelief is called “not obeying” or
“disobedience” (John 3:36; Acts 14:2; Rom. 2:8, 10:16, 15:31; Gal. 3:1, 5:7; 2 Thess. 1:8; 1 Pet. 2:8, 4:17).

S21LXX, 2:638.

33 James D. G. Dunn (Romans 9-16, in WBC, ed. David A. Hubbard and Glenn W. Barker [Dallas, TX:
Word Books, 1988], 623), and John Murray (The Epistle to the Romans, in NICNT, ed. F. F. Bruce, 2 vols. in one
[Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1959], 2:60) attempt to defend dxon as the act of hearing in 10:17, while John A.
Witmer follows by assuming that meaning in that context (“Romans,” in The Bible Knowledge Commentary, New
Testament [BKCNT], ed John F. Walvoord and Roy B. Zuck [Colorado Springs, CO: David C. Cook, 1983], 481).

54 BDAG, #4 (21) gives “that which is heard—a. fame, report, rumor ... b. account, report, message,” and
lists “J[ohn] 12:38, Rom. 10:16f. ...Gal 3:2, 5,” with Heb 4:2 and 1 Thess 2:13 (36). T. Muraoka lists “that which is
heard: ‘message’ ...” for all instances in the LXX with a single exception, “ear: sense organ” found in 2 Macc.
15:39 (4 Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint [Walpole, MA: Peeters, 2009], 21). L&N follow BDAG, for the
most part. However, they list only Rom. 10:16 under 24.57, “that which is heard by someone—-°that which is heard,

999

message’” (Domains, 2:283). They do not list Rom. 10:17 in any location for duon.

55 William L. Holladay, ed., 4 Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament (Grand Rapids,
MI: Eerdmans, 1971), 375. Also BDB, “report ... specif. of prophetic message” (1035). TWOT adds “news, rumor,
report, message”; “exclusively to this form of the root, and theologically significant, is the meaning (prophetic)
message,’ i.e., the message which the prophet himself hears from God and which he then transmits to the people.
This use emphasizes the divine origin of the message” (R. Laird Harris, Gleason L. Archer, Jr., and Bruce K.

Waltke, eds., Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament [TWOT], 2 vols. [Chicago, IL: Moody Press, 1980],
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Hebrew construction is ¥iny wn»w, where dxon| translates the verb vy, “hear, listen.”® In Acts
28:26, Paul also quotes Isa. 6:9 with the same sense.

There is no outstanding reason why dxon| should be translated differently between Rom.
10:16 and 10:17, as does the KJV: “But they have not all obeyed the gospel. For Esaias saith,
Lord, who hath believed our report? So then faith cometh by hearing (& dxofic®’), and hearing
(M ... dxon) by the word of God.”® After declaring that “whosoever shall call upon the name of
the Lord shall be saved” in Rom. 10:13, Paul asks a series of four questions (“how?”’; ndc)
pertaining the human instrumentality in the spread of the gospel in 10:14-15a: “How then shall

they call on him in whom they have not believed? and how shall they believe in him of whom

2:939), also confirmed by David J. A. Clines, The Concise Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (Sheffield, England:
Sheffield Phoenix Press, 2009), 467.

56 Clines, Concise, 376. The construction is the Hebrew infinitive absolute which “may intensify a finite
verb,” and in this case making an “affirmation” (Bruce K. Waltke, and M. O’Connor, An Introduction to Hebrew
Syntax [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990], 581, 586, 35.3.1.£.9).

57 Following the KJV, the ASV, ESV, NASB, NKJV, and NLT translate dxor| as “hearing.” The CSB,
HCSB, NRSV, and RSV have “what is heard,” reflecting the objective sense of dxor|. The only verse listed in
BDAG (36) under #2 (“the act of hearing”), other than these two which quote Isa. 6:9, is 2 Pet. 2:8: BAéupatt yap
Kol Gkof] 0 dikoog Eykatok@v v avtoig nuépav (“For that righteous man ..., in seeing and hearing, vexed his
righteous soul ...,” KJV). This is questionable both in lexicography and translation. The primary definition in
BDAG of the NT hapax legomenon Préppo—with no occurrence in the LXX—is “the aspect one projects through
facial gesture, look, mien, expression of countenance” (178). Even so, BDAG creates a category #2 for “the act of
seeing” into which it places this verse. However, someone flamboyantly dressed may be present “quite a sight”—
consistent with the primary definition—but the act of seeing is not denoted; it is the appearance being presented.
Together with what has been presented regarding dxon, PAéupatt ... kol dkofj are better understood as datives of
cause, which fits well as “just Lot, who was oppressed by the filthy conduct of the wicked (v. 7, NKJV), because of
their appearance and speech, ....” With the two quotes of Isa. 6:9, dxonj in 1 Cor. 12:17 speaking of “the faculty of
hearing,” and the five contexts signifying the organ of hearing (“ear”; BDAG, 36); the act or ability to hear are
minority nuances for dkon, each found in contexts with little ambiguity.

58 UBS’: Xpiotod, rather than 0god of the traditional text. Regarding the external evidence, if one accepts
that the fact of an earlier provenance is decisive, Bruce M. Metzger states that Xpiotod “is strongly supported by
early and diverse witnesses”; however, he notes that “the expression pfjpa Xpiotod occurs only here in the New
Testament, whereas pfjpa. 0god is a more familiar expression (Lk 3.2; Jn 3.34; Eph 6.17; He 6.5; 11:3)” (4 Textual
Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed. [New York, NY: United Bible Societies, 1998], 463-64).
Regarding internal evidence, pfjia is found twice in the immediate context in Rom. 10:8: “But what does it say?
“The word (10 pijpLd) is near you, in your mouth and in your heart’ (that is, the word of faith which we preach)” (10
phina tig Tiotems O knpvocopev); which follows three mentions of Christ (10:4, 6-7). The rarity of the phrase’s
use, as noted by Metzger, argues against its originality, though it may have been amended with the understanding
that Christ is the content of the message (1 Cor. 1:23, 15:12; 2 Cor. 1:19, 4:5; Phil. 1:15-18). The phrase “word of
Christ” is most often Adyog rather than pfjpa (Col. 3:16; 1 Tim. 3:16), with “testimony of Jesus Christ” occurring
twice, connoting both what Jesus spoke (Rev. 1:2), and John’s witness regarding Jesus (Rev. 1:9).
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they have not heard? and how shall they hear without a preacher? and how shall they preach,
except they be sent?” The progression presented is: sending (by God) — preaching — hearing
— believing — calling on the Lord. Properly translated, dior| in 10:17 fits this progression, i.e.,
“faith from the message” (message believed) — the message through the Word of God (message
preached). The point of Rom. 10:14-16 is human instrumentality in the spread of the gospel,
though that gospel may be rejected (10:21). Translating ducon| to imply a divinely-assisted act of
hearing commends the use of Rom. 10:17 as a proof text for a supposed “effectual call” to

salvation,* but neither the context nor lexicography validate such an understanding.

Context and Genre
In Acts 13:48, found in the genre of historical narrative, the last clause reads énictevcav
doo1 Noav tetayuévor eic {onv aidviov, “as many as were ordained to eternal life believed.” The
imperfect (impf.) of eipi (oav) and the perfect tense-form of the participle (tetaypévor) create
the pluperfect periphrastic construction.®® Moule describes this periphrastic as “denoting
completed action, referring to the past act as well as the existing result.”®! Woodenly, this would

be “as many as (8cot) were (foav) having been ordained (tetoypévor) ....”%2 Most interpreters

5 As does, e.g., Kruse, in speaking of the “production of faith” and “faith ... generated” (Paul’s Letter to
the Romans, in PNTC, D. A. Carson, ed. [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2020], 418). See also Grudem, Systematic,
1096; Douglas J. Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, in NICNT, ed. Gordon D. Fee (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans,
1996) 666; and Henry Clarence Thiessen, Lectures in Systematic Theology, rev. Vernon D. Doerksen (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979), 273-74.

60 See Wallace, ExSyn, 648.

1 C. F. D. Moule, 4n Idiom-Book of New Testament Greek (Cambridge, England: Cambridge University
Press, 1959), 19. Dana and Mantey define the pluperfect periphrastic much the same as Moule but add, “it
represents action as complete and the results of the action in existence at some point in past time, the point of time
being indicated by the context” (H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, 4 Manual Grammar of the Greek New Testament
[New York, NY: MacMillan, 1927], 205, writer’s emphasis). The emphasized last point is critical in this case.

62 Note that the center of the controversy has been around the middle/passive tense-form of tetaypuévor with
non-Calvinists arguing for the middle, as well as the lexical nuance of, e.g., “inclined,” et al. and Calvinists arguing
for the passive. In this writer’s view, the evidence is stronger for the passive, but this choice is not decisive for the
interpretation of the verse. Daniel S. Hanshew traced the diachronic shift from the middle in earlier usage toward



21

answer the question regarding when they had been ordained with some sort of notion akin to
“before the foundation of the world” or the oxymoronic “eternity past.” However, this ignores
the immediate context in which the verse occurs and proceeds instantly to a remote context.
There is an answer in the immediate context, i.e., the previous Sabbath. After Paul’s sermon in
the synagogue in Pisidian Antioch the previous Sabbath (Acts 13:16-41), “many of the Jews and
devout proselytes followed Paul and Barnabas™ (13:43), a positive response to the message. To
these, they “persuaded them to continue in the grace of God.” Though no form of the mot-
lexeme is found in this verse (compare with Acts 17:34), being “in the grace of God” (tfj yaptt
10D Be0d) connotes salvation: “our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom also we have access by
faith into this grace in which we stand” (Rom. 5:1-2; see also 2 Cor. 8:1; Col. 1:6; 1 Pet. 5:12).
Acts 13:44 describes this continuing positive response, during which Paul both rebukes
the opposing Jews (13:45-46) and reiterates that salvation had come to the Gentiles (v. 47): “now
when the Gentiles heard this (present participle), they were glad (imperfect) and glorified (impf.)
the word of the Lord” (dxovovta o6& td £€6vn Exoupov kai £60Ealov TOvV Adyov Tod Kupiov). All of
the verbal forms—present and imperfect—denote an imperfective aspect; the ones hearing were
rejoicing and were glorifying. Of these, as many as were having been ordained to eternal life—
the previous Sabbath—believed. Rather than the inception of faith (e.g., Rom. 13:11), this is the
continuation of faith, which one can see in 1 John 5:13: “these things I have written to you who
believe ... that you may continue to believe ....” Luke, writing history, the genre of narrative, is
not writing with the theological precision of a didactic treatise. The faith of those already in the

grace of God, without excluding others new on the scene, continued.®* The study now moves to

the predominance of the passive in the NT period (“Ordained to Eternal Life? Exegesis of Acts 13:48,” ThM thesis,
The Capital Bible Seminary, 2006: 40-53).

83 Both Kistemaker and Lenski recognize that to remain in the grace of God (13:43) demonstrates saving
faith (Simon J. Kistemaker, Acts, in NTC [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker], 1990, 492; R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation
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matters regarding predication, which pertains to statements of being, e.g., X is Y. Such

predication may be unstated and must be understood from context.

Predication
Romans 8:29 reads “For whom He foreknew, He also predestined to be conformed to the
image of His Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren.” Regarding
foreknowledge, Paul uses the mtpoyvw lexeme with a relational focus. For example, Paul writes
pertaining to the Israelite nation that “God has not cast away His people whom He foreknew”
(Rom. 11:2; 6v mpoéyvw). In the larger context of Rom. 9-11, this aspect of antecedent time here
(mpd) is prior to Christ’s first advent and the establishment of the church (Acts 2, 11:15). It

speaks of the prior relationship and covenant between 177> and the descendants of Abraham,

Isaac, and Jacob. Though Christ’s Incarnation, sacrifice, and Ascension had passed; and the
church had been established, God had not cast away His people (tov Aadv avtod), the Israelites
(Topanitng ... ék onépuatog ABpadu; 11:1). That relationship (rpoéyvm) remains.®*

One may see Paul’s usage of “[fore]knowledge” in its larger relational significance in 2

Tim. 2:19: “the solid foundation of God stands, having this seal: ‘The Lord knows those who are

of the Acts of the Apostles [Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1934], 547). However, both, as well as others, make no
reference to this verse and hold to the deterministic interpretation of Acts 13:48 (Kistemaker, 496; Lenski, 553;
Darrel L. Bock, Acts, in Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament (BECNT), ed. Robert W. Yarbrough
and Robert H. Stein [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2007], 464-65; F. F Bruce, Commentary on the Book of
Acts, in NICNT, ed F. F. Bruce [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1983], 283; Grudem, Systematic, 459; Stanley D.
Toussiant, “Acts,” in The Bible Knowledge Commentary, New Testament [BKCNT]. ed. John F.Walvoord and Roy
B. Zuck [Colorado Springs, CO: David C. Cook, 1983], 390-91), some resorting to the importation of wrongly
interpreted external passages to promote the supposed “doctrine of divine election ... Rom. 8:29-30” (Kistemaker,
ibid). For, Rom. 8:29, see “Predication” and “Word Position” below. Robertson remains noncommittal: “Why
these Gentiles have ranged themselves on God’s side ... Luke does not tell us. This verse does not solve the vexed
problem of divine sovereignty and human free agency” (WPNT, 3:200).

% In Romans 9-11, “Paul is not simply using Israel to illustrate a theological point, ... such as predestin-
ation .... He is talking about Israel herself, as he wrestles with the implication of the gospel of God’s ‘chosen
people’ of the OT” (Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, 548).
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His.”“® This is consistent with the Old Testament use of the Hebrew verb v7° (vada’), “know,”%
which has strong relational significance, as one may see in Gen. 4:1: “Now Adam knew Eve his

wife, and she conceived ...” (7301 IAYR MoK Y72 27871), where the verb signifies “sexual

TrT

»67 The verb is used in a sense similar as in

intercourse on the part of both men and women.
Rom. 11:2 in Amos 3:2: “[O children of Israel ...], “You only have I known (°*ay71> 030% 27) of all
the families of the earth ...”” (see also Nahum 1:7). One may see such knowing before in the
case of Jeremiah: “before (2793) I formed you in the womb I knew you (7°ny7) ...” (Jer. 1:5).68
This statement includes sanctification, or setting apart (7°A%/7p77), and a “giving” (7°AN3) Jeremiah
to be a prophet. God’s foreknowing Israel in Rom. 11:2 is relational and that prior relationship
(foreknew) remains at the time Paul wrote that Epistle.

Returning to Rom. 8:29, those whom God foreknew are those in a relationship with Him
(yvw) prior to this verse (mpo). With this temporal reference otherwise unqualified,®® there is no
reason to look further than the immediate context. The relationship prior to v. 29 is in v. 28,

where God works all things together for good in the lives of believers in this life. Ben

Witherington III concurs, writing, “Romans 8:29 must be read in light of v. 28; the ous [oYg] at

%5 One may see reciprocation of this relational knowledge of believers toward God in John’s First Letter,
e.g., “everyone who loves is born of God and knows God” (1 John 4:7; see also 1 John 2:3-4, 13-14, 3:6, 4:6-8).

% BDB, 393. Acknowledged by C. E. B. Cranfield, The Epistle to the Romans, 2 vols., in The
International Critical Commentary (ICC), ed. J. A. Emerton and C. E. B. Cranfield, (Edinburgh, Scotland: T. & T.
Clark, 1979), 1:431; Erickson, Theology, 858; and Thomas R. Schreiner, Romans, 2nd ed., in BECNT, ed. Robert
W. Yarbrough and Joshua W. Jipp [Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2018], 444.

87 TWOT, 1:336. “The meanings of yd’ ... range from sensory perception to intellectual process to practical
skill to careful attention to close relationship to physical intimacy” (Willem A. VanGemeren, gen. ed., New
International Dictionary of Old Testament Theology and Exegesis (NIDOTTE), 5 vols. [Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan, 1997], 2:410).

% The LXX has érictopai, “know, be acquainted with” (BDAG, 380) rather than ywdoxw, though this
does not change the significance, nor deny the relational aspect.

% There is no qualification such as wpo kataPorfic kécpov (Eph. 1:4) or mpd ypévav aimviev (2 Tim. 1:9;
Titus 1:2).
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the beginning of v. 29 must refer back to ‘those who love God’—Christians. The discussion that
follows is about the future of believers. Paul is not discussing some mass of unredeemed
humanity out of which God chose some to be among ‘the elect.””’® Rom. 8:28 speaks of the
process of progressive sanctification which occurs prior to believers’ glorification, which can be
seen in the next verse. This brings the discussion to matters of predication.

The sentence flow is that God, the understood subject of Tpompioev (tov Bedv from v.
28), predestined (verb) the foreknown ones (subject of the elliptical equative infinitive “to be”)
to be conformed (predicate adjective), etc. The “to be” is italicized in those English translations
which follow the practice in cases of ellipsis (e.g., ASV, KJV, NKJV), yet most English
translations do not italicize the ellipsis.”! As a result, some interpreters combine the ellipsis with
the predicate adjective coppoppovg to create a passive verbal idea, “to be conformed,” as if the
text showed cvppoppodcsOot (present, passive, infinitive). Such is not the case. The ellipsis is of
eivau, the infinitive of iui, so that the elliptical infinitive phrase “whom he foreknew zo be
conformed to the image of His Son” is the entire direct object of npodpioev. The adjective
ocvopupopeovg speaks of a product, not a process. If one turns the infinitive phrase into a first-
person sentence, no believer presently alive can say “/ am conformed to the image of Jesus
Christ.” Unless one holds to Perfectionism, such a statement will only be true when the believer
has passed on from this life and stands glorified in the very presence of God in heaven.
Progressive sanctification (8:28) precedes (npomdpioev) glorification (8:29). Paul follows this
pattern in Eph. 5:26-27, where Christ will “sanctify and cleanse [the church] with the washing ...
by the word” (5:26; progressive sanctification), and then “present her to Himself a glorious

church, not having spot or wrinkle ... but ... holy and without blemish” (5:26; glorification).

70'So concurs Witherington 111, Problem, 67.

"I For example, the CSB, ESV, HCSB, NIV, NRSV, and RSV.
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The goal is seen later in Rom. 8:29: “that He [Christ] might be the firstborn among many
brethren.” When believers pass from this life, having completed the process of sanctification
(8:28), Jesus will stand in heaven “among” (v + plural) glorified believers who, having
completed the process of adoption by receiving redeemed bodies (Rom. 8:23), are His
“brothers.” Being conformed to His image, they will bear the family resemblance. This
does not fit the popular interpretation of Rom. 8:29 as a proof text for “election to salvation
(justification) according to foreknowledge,” which requires progressive sanctification to be read
into the verse (i.e., the idea of cuppoppodcbat), and that the object of predestination refer to a
hypothetical group chosen from pre-creation unsaved human beings, “the elect.”’> NASB
doubles down on the manipulation of the ellipsis showing “to become” in italics. Some might
see such an insertion as possible, but this is doubtful.”?

Regarding predication in general, often the double accusative construction is just the

objective infinitive phrase with eivau in ellipsis, rather than expressed. Compare Eph. 1:4 with

Jas. 2:5:
Eph. 1:4: “He chose us tobe  holy and blameless in His presence”
g€edélaro... NUAG... glvar  &ylovg Kol GUAOUOVE  KOTEVOTIOV aDTOD
Jas. 2:5: “God has chosen the poor 1o be rich in faith”
oly 6 0e0¢ 8EehéEato TOVG MTmYOVG [etvad]... TAovciovg &v mioTel

"2 See, for example, Loraine Boettner, The Reformed Doctrine of Predestination (Dallas, TX: Gideon
House, 2017), 85; Cranfield, Romans, 1:432; Grudem, Systematic, 302, 459, 818; Murray, Romans, 1:318-19.
Witherington III counters that “this, of course, is how Augustine and his offspring read this text, but it is not how
various of the crucial Greek fathers that came before Augustine read it, including most importantly Chrysostom.
Paul is speaking about ... Christians to be fully conformed to the image of Christ” (Problem, 68; see full discussion
of Rom. 8:29, 67-69).

73 In the case of “to become,” one might expect the understood equative infinitive to be yivecOau, the
present infinitive of yivopour. It is used ten times in the NT, seven in Luke/Acts (Luke 21:7, 28, 36; Acts 4:30, 14:3,
26:22, 27:33), twice in Paul’s writings (1 Cor. 7:36, 10:20), and once in James (3:10). In Luke the infinitive carries
the nuance “to happen,” in Acts, “to be done” or as a complementary to péAdm, i.e., “about to come/happen,” and
Paul and James use it in the sense of “to be” (in 1 Cor. 7:36 as a complementary to 0@eiAet: “so it must be”).
However, the aorist infinitive (yevéoOay; used 37 times in the NT) does carry the nuance of “to become.” In Paul’s
five uses one finds that “to become” is the legitimate sense; yet, in these instances, the “becoming” is an event, not a
process, i.e., “to become the father” (Rom. 4:18); “to become married” (Rom 7:4); “to become free” (1 Cor. 7:21);
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Both verses have an infinitive phrase as the direct object of the verb é£eAé€aro, each
having a subject of the infinitive (fudg; ToVg Ttwyovc) and predicate adjectives (ayiovg kai
audpovg; mhovsiovg),’ all in the accusative plural. The difference is the presence (Eph. 1:4) or
the ellipsis (Jas. 2:5) of the equative infinitive eivar. The former is an infinitive phrase, and most
grammarians might identify the latter as a double accusative.” The next example pertains to
Greek word order. Though syntax and sentence function are determined by case, the flexibility
of Greek word order provides its own limits. Greek words cannot be cut-and-pasted in any

order.

Word Position
The most easily seen manipulation of the text of Scripture is in 1 Pet. 1:1-2. First, one
may look at the Greek text itself to see the location of “elect” (éxAektoig) in these verses:
[Tétpog andoTorog Incod Xpiotod EkhekTols mapemion ol dtactopdg [1dviov, [NaAatiog,
Konnmadoxiog, Aciog, kai BiBuviag, 2 katd tpdyveooty Beod matpds, £v Aylacid TvedLaTog,
€ig maonv kol povticpov aipatog Incod Xpiotod: yapig VUiV kai eipryn TAnBvvOein.

The word is the fifth in the text of the Letter with its syntactic function already apparent;

it adjectivally modifies mapemdfipoig’® in the phrase “to the elect pilgrims of the Diaspora.” All

to become evident” (Phil. 1:13); and “to become examples” (1 Thess. 1:7). The simple ellipsis “to be” (givan) is
sufficient for the sense of Rom. 8:29; a process is not in view. Similar to NASB, the NLT has “he chose them to
become like his Son.” The MSG appears to go far beyond “translation,” showing “to shape the lives of ...,” if this
represents that part of the underlying text for coppdp@eovg.

4 As Wallace notes, ExSyn, 185, n.33. A. T. Robertson would identify this as a “predicate accusative,”
though he states that the “second accusative may be either substantive, adjective, or participle” (A Grammar of
Greek New Testament in the Light of Historical Research [Nashville, TN: Broadman, 1934], 480; author’s italics).

5 See Wallace, ExSyn, 181-89. See also Moule, Idiom-Book, 33; and F. Blass and A. Debruner, 4 Greek
Grammar of the New Testament and Other Early Christian Literature (BDF), trans. and ed. by Robert W. Funk
(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago, 1961), 85-86.

76 The dative masculine plural noun nopemdnpoig is qualified by the genitive Stacmopdg as being the ones
dispersed or scattered in the five regions mentioned (ITovtov, ['nhatiog, Kannadokiog, Aciag, kai BiBvviag).
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three terms have Jewish connotations with the Jews as God’s chosen people, sojourners’’ in the

Land, and having been dispersed among the nations according to the stipulations of their
covenant with 7177 (Exod. 19:5).78

In spite of its rightful place in the Greek text, “elect” was moved in translation to either to

the end of v. 1, or the beginning of v.2, as one can see, for example, in the KJV: “Peter, an

apostle of Jesus Christ, to the strangers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia,
and Bithynia, 2 Elect according to the foreknowledge of God the Father ....” The earliest
evidence of this transplant which this writer is able to find is in Tyndale’s English translation
(New Testament [NT], 1526).”° This transplant continued through the Miles Coverdale Bible
(1535), the Geneva Bible (NT, 1557), the Bishop’s Bible (1568),%° and the King James Version
(1611). The first English translation after Tyndale to resist the transplant was the Revised
Version (RV) of 1885. Neither the Peshitta,®! Latin Vulgate, nor Wycliffe’s English translation
(1382) show any transplant. The HCSB, NRSV, NKJV, NASB and RSV continue the transplant

tradition, while the CSB, ESV, NIV, and NLT do not.

77 See Deut. 4:37; 7:6-8; 10:15-16; 14:2; 1 Kings 3:8; 1 Chron. 16:13; Ps. 105:6, 42-43; 106:4-5; 135:4; Isa.
41:8; 43:20; 45:4; 65:22; Ezek. 20:5; and Acts 13:17. The Jews being God’s chosen people speaks of a special
relationship between them, e.g., Exod 19:5; Deut 7:6-8; 14:2; Ps 147:19-20. The significance of “sojourners” is that
every Israelite knew that God has promised that the descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob would possess and
dwell in the Land of Israel, e.g., Gen 12:7; 13:15; 17:19; 21:12; 26:2-5; 28:4, 13-15. Until their troubles had ceased,
and they could dwell in the land in permanent peace, they considered themselves to be strangers, sojourners, and
pilgrims in the Land, e.g., Exod. 6:4; 1 Chron. 29:15; Ps. 39:12, 105:7-12; Heb. 11:13.

78 See Lev. 26:27-33; Deut. 4:25-27; 28:64-68; Neh. 1:8; Ps. 44:11; Jer. 9:13-16; Ezek. 12:15-16; and Zech.
7:11-14. See the use of v dtwomopav in John 7:35. Moreover, though so many Israelites had been scattered, and
were dwelling throughout the known world, they understood that M7 had prophesied and promised to bring them
back to the Land (Isa 5:26-27; 11:12-13; Jer 23:3; 31:7-14; Ezek 11:14-21; 20:33-35; 28:25-26; 34:11-16; 36:16-38;
37:21-23; Mic 2:12-13; Zeph 3:19-20; Zech 10:6-10; see also Matt. 24:30-31).

" William Tyndale, The New Testament, 1526 ed., trans. William Tyndale (London: The British Library,
2000), facsimile.

80 Miles Coverdale, The Coverdale Bible, 1535 ed. (London: The British Library, 2008), facsimile; The
Geneva Bible: A Facsimile of the 1560 Edition (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 2007); The Bishops’ Bible,
1568 ed. (Cambridge: University Press, 2009), facsimile.

81 The writer acknowledges the assistance of Bro. Kenneth M. Sheets of Scripture Research Associates
regarding the matter’s pertinence to the Peshitta.
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Such a transplant of “elect” in translation assists the idea and provides a proof text for the
idea of divine “election according to foreknowledge.”®? Yet, if that is not what the text itself
says, what does one do with the three prepositional phrases in v. 2? These are, “according to
(xotd) the foreknowledge of God the Father, in (év) sanctification of the Spirit, for (gig)
obedience and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ.” The solution is that they modify what
follows, i.e., “grace to you and peace be multiplied” (yapic vpiv kai eiprivn mAinBuvOein). That a
prepositional phrase might modify “grace to you ...” may be seen in Peter’s Second Letter:
“Grace and peace be multiplied to you in the knowledge of God and of Jesus our Lord” (2 Pet.
1:2; év émyvaoetl Tod Beod kai Inood tod kvpiov qudv). The position of the three prepositional
phrases before the greeting, rather than after (as in 2 Pet. 1:2), places them in “marked” position:

Typically, the body of a text is UNMARKED for prominence. Thus, the story line or
foreground events of a narrative do not normally carry a marker. Some sentences, however,
may be MARKED as conveying information of special importance; in other words, they are
highlighted. Similarly, other sentences may be marked as background information—they
convey information of secondary importance.®

When this is applied to Constituent Order, being applicable to Greek language word
order, “in PRAGMATICALLY BASED (free or flexible word order) languages, the order of
clause constituents is less often motivated by purely syntactic conditions, but is highly

responsive to discourse-pragmatic factors.”* Porter explains further, saying, “the flexibility of

Greek syntax because of its inflected endings and its various ways of forming clauses does not

82 For example, see Norman L. Geisler, Chosen But Free: A Balanced View of God’s Sovereignty and Free
Will, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis, MN: Bethany House, 2010), 85, 138; and Thiessen, Lectures, 258.

8 Robert A. Dooley and Stephen H. Levinsohn, Analyzing Discourse: A Manual of Basic Concepts (Dallas,
TX: SIL International, 2000), 43.

8 Ibid., 39. See further explanation and examples, see Stephen H. Levinsohn, “The Relevance of Greek
Discourse Studies to Exegesis,” Journal of Translation (JOT), Vol. 2, No. 2 (2006): 13-17. “Variations from the
default or unmarked order of constituents in clauses or sentences are more frequent in oral than in written material.
This is because spoken utterances are accompanied by intonation contours that unite constituents into larger units,
and by pauses that help to signal boundaries between units” (Dooley and Levinsohn, Analyzing, 8).
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mean that the order of various elements makes no difference.”® As this pertains to 1 Pet. 1:2,
one may see 2 Pet. 1:2 as an example of the default, unmarked order with prepositional
modification coming after the greeting. When 1 Pet 1:2 puts the three prepositional phrases
before the greeting, it both leaves the reader waiting for the phrases to “attach” to that which they
modify and provides natural emphasis. This is “marked” constituent order.%¢
Finally, the place of divine foreknowledge in this passage should not be interpreted in

isolation. The first of Peter’s three uses of the tpoyvw lexeme occurs in his sermon at Pentecost,

where he speaks of “Jesus of Nazareth ... being delivered by the determined purpose and fore-
knowledge of God” (Acts 2:23; 1] ®piopévn PovAt) kol tpoyvdcetl Tod Beod). Peter makes this
point to a Jewish audience who had been expecting a conquering Messiah reigning over an
earthly Kingdom, rather than a suffering Servant (Mark 15:43 [Luke 23:51]; Luke 19:22, 24:21;
Acts 1:6). To these, it was necessary for Peter to make the point that Jesus’ suffering and
Resurrection were the original plan of God, “foreknown,” rather than a contingent response or an
afterthought. According to this paradigm, Peter always mentions divine foreknowledge in the
context of Jesus’ sacrifice. The “foreknowledge of God” appears with “sprinkling of the blood
of Jesus Christ” in 1 Pet. 1:2, which serves as Peter’s Pentecost sermon in microcosm, seeing
also that the church was sanctified, or set apart, as a distinct body of believers by the Spirit via
the signs expressed (Acts 2:2-4).37 Also, immediately following Peter’s mention of believers

being redeemed “with the precious blood of Christ,” he notes that Jesus “was foreknown before

8 Stanley E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 2nd ed. (Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic,
1994), 289.

% Levinsohn, “Relevance,” 15. See also, Runge, Discourse, 192-94, 272.

87 This notion should not exclude some connotation of the individual sanctification of believers, but that is
not the primary focus.
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the foundation of the world” (1:19-20).38 Rather than speaking of a deterministic soteriology,
Peter consistently speaks of divine foreknowledge in a “Christo-sacrificial” context, emphasizing
that Jesus’ Crucifixion and Resurrection were God’s “plan A.” It is through the sacrifice of
Jesus Christ, God’s foreknown plan, and sanctified by the Spirit, that believers can receive
multiplied grace and peace. For Jewish audiences—“Men of Judea and all who dwell in
Jerusalem ...” (Acts 2:13); éxhextoig mapemionpolg dtaonopdg (1 Pet. 1:1)—this was a vitally

important point which needed frequent repetition (see also Acts 17:1-3).

Thesis

The consistent but different uses of the mpoyve lexeme—Peter, Christo-sacrificial; Paul,
relational—brings the discussion to the topic of authorial style.®® Across the body of his Letters,
Paul is highly consistent in his use of particular phrases or grammatical constructions to express
certain ideas. First, the writer will show by examples Paul’s use of resumptive repetition—by
which Paul repeats certain words or phrases to resume the thought after the insertion of
intervening material—then apply it to Eph. 1:4. Second, the writer will demonstrate Paul’s use
of interrogative parallelism—by which Paul strings questions together using the particle 1 (“or”
forming a parallelism regarding from which point of view the linked questions are asked—and
then apply it to Rom. 9:21. Third, the writer will enumerate examples of Paul’s consistent use of
the phrase “grace given” in the context of believers’ gifting for service in the Body of Christ,

whether generally or in specific ministerial office and then apply it to 2 Tim. 1:9.

8 The translation of Tpogyvwopévov in 1:20 as “foreordained” (KJV, NKJV) obscures this consistent
association. There is sufficient terminology available, e.g., mpoopilm, to bear the lexical burden of pre-
determination (see Peter's use in Acts 4:28). To their credit, ASV, CSB, ESV, and NASB translate it as
“foreknown.” This may be the intent of the MSG which has “God always knew he was going to do this.” HCSB,
NIV, and NLT give eisegetical interpretive translations as “chosen/chose,” while NRSV and RSV show “destined.”

8 Also called a writer’s “idiolect” (literally, “one’s own [idio; 110¢] speech [lego; Méyw/Adyog]), “the
unique speech habit of the individual” (Cotterell and Turner, Linguistics, 19). See also Campbell, Advances, 157.
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Though all three of these verses have been used as proof texts for ideas consistent with
Reformed Theology, this study will show: (1) that Eph. 1:4 does not teach a supposed “doctrine
of election” of a limited, pre-historic, hypothetical group of “elect” human beings to justification.
Rather it speaks of believers’—those already believers—future glorification; (2) that Rom. 9:21
presents the argument of Paul’s diatribal®® opponent and not Paul himself; and (3) that 2 Tim. 1:9
speaks of the ministerial calling and gifting of Paul as an Apostle, and of Timothy as a pastor/
elder. This “calling” is not an effectual call to justification/salvation.

The overarching question of this thesis regards the supposed biblical basis for
determinism in Christian theology. This thesis will demonstrate the consistent manipulation of
the text to force deterministic interpretations upon the Scriptures. Such deterministic
misinterpretations and mistranslations require the isolation of their supposed proof texts from
their biblical, historical, and linguistic contexts, and the importation of such ideas from outside
the canon of Scripture (a method which might be called “isolate and eisegete”). This thesis will
challenge the validity of using deterministic theological assumptions or presuppositions in the
interpretation of Holy Scripture. The proper application of the grammatical-historical method to
examine Paul’s style of usage in the contexts to Eph. 1:4, Rom. 9:21, and 2 Tim. 1:9 will show
that their historical uses as deterministic proof texts are non-syntactic, non-contextual, non-
linguistic, and inconsistent with Paul’s usage elsewhere across the body of his Letters. Also, it
will bring together the various passages within Paul’s Letters to produce a biblically accurate and
consistent Pauline theology, which will stand distinct apart from the prevailing Augustinian
theology. Yet, Paul’s theology harmonizes with the theology of the New Testament and the rest

of Scripture. It will not leave any logical or theological contradictions to explain away.

%0 The term “diatribal” describes the opponent whom Paul addresses in his use of the rhetorical form of a
“diatribe: a conversational method of instruction in which the writer considers and answers hypothetical objections
from opponents” (KBH, 430).
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I. Resumptive Repetition

Resumptive repetition®! describes a linguistic construction which Paul uses to resume a
first thought after the insertion of intervening material. Though not exclusive to Paul, as seen in
John’s usage (1 John 1:1-3), Paul uses it more frequently. The second redundant word or phrase
is most often syntactically identical to the first instance, but not always so. Consider the

following examples (“O1” stands for “Occurrence 1,” i.e., the first occurrence):

Syntactically Identical
Eph. 1:13 KJV: [O1] In whom ye also trusted, after that ye heard the word of truth, the
gospel of your salvation:
[02] in whom also after that ye believed, ye were sealed with that holy
Spirit of promise,
GNT: [O1] év @ xoi dueic dkovsavieg TOV Adyov tiig dAnOsiac, T edayyéhiov TG
cwtnpiog VUGV,
[02] v ® kai motedoavteg o@payictnte T mvedpatt tiig Emayyediag @ ayio,
The antecedent to the relative pronoun ¢ refers to Christ at the end of the preceding verse
(v. 12; év 1®d Xpiot®). Speaking of Christ (v. 12), the thought is that in Christ also (v ® xoi),
the ones who have believed (motevoavteg) have been sealed with “the promised Holy Spirit”
(e.g., ESV, HCSB, NIV, NRSV). Paul inserts that those who have believed have first heard the

true word, the gospel, which is consistent with Paul’s question in Rom. 10:14: “how shall they

believe in him of whom they have not heard?”” The second prepositional phrase &v @ xoi

°! Though this writer attempted to coin the term “resumptive repetition,” in subsequent study he found it
was already in use by Berlin, et al. in Old Testament studies (Adele Berlin, Poetics and Interpretation of Biblical
Narrative [Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1994]). The OT use is at the narrative level, e.g., the story of Joseph
ends in Gen. 27 and then, after the account of Judah and Tamar in Gen. 28, the Joseph narrative resumes in Gen 29
with some of the language repeated. The usage in Pauline studies is at the sentence level, where Paul will use the
same word or phrase to resume the thought after the insertion of intervening material. One might be tempted to
create another “original” label such as “pleonastic resumption,” but the present nomenclature is both accurate and
easily understood.
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resumes the thought after this insertion. The two phrases are syntactically identical, adverbially
modifying the finite verb écppayicOnte (“sealed”).
Col. 1:20 KJV: And, having made peace through the blood of his cross,

[O1] by him to reconcile all things unto himself;
[02] by him, / say, whether they be things in earth, or things in heaven.

GNT: kai [O1] o awtod dmokataAha&ot Td Tavta i aVToV, Elpnvomomoag dtd ToD aipaTog
10D 6TAVPOD OVTOD,
[02] [V avTod] eite ta &mi Thg Yi\G €lte T &V TOTC 0VPAVOIC.

Following the word order of the Greek text, the translation would read: “and [O1] by him
to reconcile all things unto himself, having made peace through the blood of his cross, [O2] by
him, whether they be things in earth, or things in heaven.” The thought is that it pleased the
Father that: (1) all fulness should dwell in Christ (v avt®; 1:19), and; (2) that through Christ (6
avtod) He would reconcile all things to Himself. The second occurrence of 61’ avtod, after the
insertion of gipnvomomaoog S T0d aipatog Tod otowpod avtod, amplifies that “the all things”
(t0 mavta) the Father reconciled through Christ includes anything on earth or in heaven.”?> The
two occurrences of 61’ avtod are syntactically identical showing Christ to be the intermediate
personal agent in the reconciliation.”

Col. 2:13 KJV: And [Ol] you, being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision of your
flesh, hath he quickened
[02] [you]** together with him, having forgiven you all trespasses.
GNT: «kai [O1] dpdg vekpovg dvtag T0lG TaPATTOUAGLY Kol Th) AkpoPuoTtig Thg copKog DUDV,

ocvvelmomnoinoev
[O2] vpdc oLV AT, YOPLGALEVOS UV TAVTO TO TOPOTTMOLLOTO

92 This use of the article (td mévtal) is anaphoric, “denoting previous reference” (Wallace, ExSyn, 217).

93 See Wallace’s chart on the different times of agency in ExSyn (432) for the 814 + genitive construction.
For a full treatment, see 432-34.

%4 The second pronoun vu®v is not found in traditional text, e.g., in H KAINH AIAOHKH, The New
Testament: The Greek Text Underlying the English Authorized Version of 1611 (London, England: Trinitarian Bible
Society, 1991), 371.
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This verse may be seen as a parallel passage to Eph. 2:1, 5 below. The Colossian
believers, addressed as “you” (Opdg) are described as “being dead in sins,” etc. The thought of
the sentence is that the Father [by context] has made believers [Paul’s audience] alive together
with Christ. The antecedent of “Him” (c0v avt®) is “Christ” in 2:11. Paul repeats vpudg after the
insertion of vekpovg dvtag Toig Tapantdpacty Kol tf) akpofvotia thg capkoc vudv. The
pronouns Vudg are syntactically identical as the direct object of cuve{wonoincev.”> Of note, the
pronouns and verb are in a chiastic structure, VUGG ... cuve{wonoincev VUGS, pronoun-verb-
pronoun, which is a pattern in Paul’s use of this construction, as one will see subsequently.

Also, each of the two examples in Colossians (1:20 and 2:13) involves a textual variant.”
The likely explanation for these is that, because of the very redundant nature of resumptive
repetition, copyists of Colossians may have omitted the redundant words, not understanding
Paul’s style and usage. None of the other occurrences of resumptive repetition in this chapter

involve any significant textual variation.

% Diego dy Carlos Aratjo notes the repetition and assigns the purpose as emphatic: “Paul repeats the direct
object vpdg after the main verb cuvelwonoinoev for the sake of emphasis” (“The Passive droxatAiaynte in P46
and BO3 Colossians 1:22a: An Original Grammatical Anomaly or Another Case of Scribal Assimilation?” Tyndale
Bulletin 73 [TynBul] [2022], 30). Murray J. Harris states that “this second Opdg is resumptive, being repeated for
clarity ... after the lengthy qualification of the first Opdc” (Colossians and Philemon: Exegetical Guide to the Greek
New Testament [Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2013], 106).

% For Col. 1:20, the manuscripts and other witnesses are fairly divided regarding the presence or omission
of this prepositional phrase. Metzger writes that in “the view of a majority of the Committee, the phrase ... was
omitted ... either accidentally (because of homoeoteleuton).or deliberately (because it is superfluous or obscure)”
(Metzger, Textual Commentary, 554). They see it as original. Harris adds haplography (occurs twice, written once)
as a possible explanation (Colossians, 51). This instance is similar to the variant of the second occurrence of vpLdig
in Col. 2:13, which the traditional text omits.
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Syntactically Non-Identical

Rom. 3:25-26 KJV: Whom God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his blood,
[O1] to declare his righteousness for the remission of sins that are past,
through the forbearance of God,

[02] To declare, I say, at this time his righteousness: that he might be just,
and the justifier of him which believeth in Jesus.

GNT: 0v mpoébeto 6 Bedg IhaocTplov Sl ToTEMS €V T 0vTOD aipaTt
[O1] &ig &voel&y ti|g dtkatosvvNg aTod Sl TV TAPESLY TAV TPOYEYOVOTOV
apoptnuiTov év 1 dvoyti Tod 0god,
[02] mpog v Evdeify Th¢ Stkatosvng odtod &v T vV Kaipd, €ig TO eivan anTov
dikatov Kai dikaodvro 10V €k miotemg Incod.

Spatially, “gic tends to include the idea of entry, whereas npog tends to stop short at going

up to (without entering).”’

The phrases are syntactically identical, though two different
prepositions (gi¢ and ©pdg) are used. Both €ic and mpdc with the accusative express purpose.”
Gal. 2:6 KJV: Butof [O1] these who seemed to be somewhat, (whatsoever they were, it
maketh no matter to me: God accepteth no man’s person:)
for [02] they who seemed to be somewhat in conference added nothing
to me:
GNT: ano 8¢ [O1] tdv doxodviav eivai T—oOmoiol mote Roov 0VSEV pot Stapépet
Tpocwmov 0 Bed¢ avOpdmTov 0V AapPbver—
guoi yap [O2] oi dokodvteg 00dEV TpocavEDevTo
Paul gives an account of “false brethren” (tovg ... yevdadérpovc) who had sneaked in
(mopetoiiAbov) to spy out (katackonficat) the brethren (implied by context) and bring them into
bondage (katadovimdcsovowv) in Gal. 2:4. To these, Paul refers as those “who seemed.”
Deception relies on appearing to be something other than what one is. Both phrases—amno...t@v

Sokovvtwv eivai Tt and oi doxodvtec—have different syntactic relationships to the flow of

thought. In the first phrase (ano ... t1), Paul seems to be setting up a thought regarding what

97 Moule, Idiom-Book, 67-68.

%8 Wallace, ExSyn, 369, 379. “The exegete should not assume that a change of prep[osition], ... always
marks a change of meaning. A writer may simply wish to avoid repetition or vary his style .... A writer must be
permitted to alter his terminology either to vary his style but not change his meaning or to express a distinction in
sense. One must assume that a writer chooses his preps. with care” (Colin Brown, gen. ed. The New International
Dictionary of New Testament Theology [NIDNTT], 4 vols. [Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1986], 3:1176).
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came from them. However, after the insertion of an explanatory note (6moioi ... Aappdver), Paul
changes from an objective syntax to a nominative, subjective direction of thought; the “ones who
seemed” are now the subjects of mpocavéBevto. Turner notes the same circumstance: “[Paul’s]
sentences become so involved that at a certain point he would close them and begin again. Good
examples are Gal 2° and 1 Tim 137, Between these two occurrences in Gal. 2:6, the referents
are the same and the repetition is valid, though the syntax is not identical.
Eph. 2:1,5 KJV: (1) And you hath he quickened, who

[O1] were dead in trespasses and sins; ... (5) even when we

[O2] were dead in sins, hath quickened us together with Christ

GNT: (1) Kai [O1] Opdg dvtag vekpolg TOIg TOPOTTOUACY Kol ToAg Apaptiong YL@V
(5) xai [02] dvrog NUag veKPOLS TOIG TOPATTOUOCY cuveLmomoinoey T® XpioTd

The change in pronouns from second person to first person (Opdg to fpag) led to
categorization as “non-identical,” though the participial phrases have the same syntax. Limited
to dvtag vekpovg alone, the syntax is identical. Paul begins the section in Eph. 2:1 by noting that
his readers were dead in trespasses and sins, then expounds upon what that dead life was like in
2:2-3. He moves toward the resumption of the thought by noting the Father’s favorable
disposition toward them in 2:4. The complete thought is that God (2:4; ¢ ... 0€0¢) has made
believers—you/us being!® dead in trespasses [and sins]—alive together (cuve{wonoincev) with

Christ.

% Nigel Turner, Style, vol. 4 of A Grammar of New Testament Greek by James Hope Moulton, 4 vols.
(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1976), 4:86.

100 The present participle 6vtog is syntactically “controlled” by cuve{wonoincev in 2:5. The tenses of the
participle “behave just as they do in the indicative. The only difference is that now the point of reference is the
controlling verb, not the speaker” and, in that, “the present participle is used for contemporaneous time,” (Wallace,
ExSyn, 614) i.e., contemporaneous with cuvelwonoincev. Though one may not press the aorist tense-form alone to
indicate past time, other contextual clues, such as mote (“formerly,” BDAG, 856), found in 2:2, 3, 11, 13, give a past
time context regarding Paul’s description of where his believing audience had been, as well as in which those who
have rejected the gospel remain (ot Aowrot, 2:3). Regarding the participle as well, “context has more influence on
participles than on any other area of Greek grammar” (Wallace, ExSyn, 613). All these considered, if the participle
takes the same time reference as its controlling verb, but maintains its imperfective aspect, it is proper to translate it
as “who were dead” as it appears in most, if not all, English translations.
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The two occurrences of the participle are syntactically identical, functioning as adjectival
modifiers of the pronouns: “and you/us, being dead in trespasses, God has made alive ....” The
basic phrase structure is: subject (of the participle; dudg/ fuacg)-equative “verb” (évtog)-
predicate adjective (vekpoVc). The fact that the KJV adds an italicized, elliptical “hath he
quickened” in 2:1 shows that the translators, in this instance, recognized this linguistic
correspondence, though the phrases are separated by three verses of Paul’s inserted material.!?!

The accusative pronoun, the direct object of cuve{wonoincev and matched by the
accusative plural participle dvtag, changes from second person plural (“you”; dudg) in the first
occurrence to first person plural (“us”; nuéc) in the second occurrence. This difference does not
negate the syntax of the construction. Also, the difference in word order is of little consequence.
As in Col. 2:13 above, Paul has arranged the associated redundant pronouns and verbal forms of
the repetition into a chiastic structure, e.g., Dudc évtog ... dvrog Nudg, or “pronoun-participle-

participle-pronoun.”

Primary Application: Ephesians 1:4
Eph. 1:4  KJV: According as he hath chosen
[O1] us in him before the foundation of the world, that
[02] we should be holy and without blame before him

GNT: kaBag é&eré€ato [O1] Mudc &v avT® mpd KatafoAfic kOGO,
givan [02] fudic dyiovg Kol AUOIOVE KOTEVAOTIOV aDTOD

The King James translators made the first udc the sole direct object of égAéEato, and
turned the infinitive phrase into a purpose clause, e.g., “that we should be.”!%> However, the two

occurrences of Mudg are a case of resumptive repetition, with Paul inserting &v avt® mpd

101 Tyrner notes the insertion: “some characteristics of Paul’s style are harsh, particularly parenthesis, e.g.
Eph 2% (Style, 4:85).

102 A view maintained by S. M. Baugh, Ephesians, in The Evangelical Exegetical Commentary (EEC), ed.
H. Wayne House, W. Hall Harris, and Andrew W. Pitts (Bellingham, WA: Lexham, 2016), 80-82.
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KkatafoAfig kocpov between them. This fits the pattern shown already. (This placement of the
two prepositional phrases [€v ... Tpd] and resumptive repetition argue strongly that they modify

Nuog rather than 8EehéEaro.!%) First, the two pronouns are syntactically identical, both

functioning together as the single subject of the infinitive eivoi. Second, one may see the chiastic
structure (udg ... eivar Hudc; pronoun-infinitive-pronoun) similar to what Paul employs in both

Eph. 2:1, 5 and Col. 2:13. This pattern suggests that it was intentional. Third, Paul does not use

the simple infinitive of &ipi (ivar) to express purpose. His usual construction to express purpose
with this infinitive is €ic 10 etvou (see Appendix A).

The entire infinitive phrase sivot fjudg Gyiovg Koi GUMOLOVE KOTEVOTIOV adTOD, i.€. “us to
be holy and blameless in His presence,” is the direct object of éEehéEaro, entailing much more
that simply whom God chose, but what He chose. Borrowing somewhat from English grammar
diagramming,'% the basic structure of the sentence looks like this:

NUag l glva \dy{ong Kol QULAOLOVG

6986g...(1:3)l egeélaro | ‘ k

|

The context is limited to believers who are in Jesus Chris

1'%—those already believers—

to whom Paul is writing. They are called “saints” (1:1), who have been blessed with every

103 The latter position tends to dominate deterministic interpretation and require a syntactic separation of
the two pronouns (udg). See Clinton E. Arnold, Ephesians, in ZECNT, ed. Clinton E. Arnold (Grand Rapids, MI:
Zondervan Academic, 2010), 80-81; Darrell L. Bock, Ephesians, in TNTC, ed. Darrell L. Bock (Downers Grove, IL:
IVP Academic, 2019), 34; Constantine R. Campbell, The Letter to the Ephesians, in PNTC, ed. D. A. Carson (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2023), 46; Harold W. Hoehner, Ephesians: An Exegetical Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Academic, 2002), 176-78; Peter T. O’Brien, The Letter to the Ephesians, in PNTC, ed. D. A. Carson (Grand
Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1999), 99-100.

104 The diagramming of the infinitive phrase is incorrect according to standard grammatical diagramming.
This was done intentionally to show more clearly the relationships between the accusative subject of the infinitive
(Muég), the infinitive as a “verb,” and the predicate adjectives (ayiovg kol GpdUOVG).

195 The preposition &v being taken as “in Christ” or “in Him” (locative rather than agency, “by” or
“through,” or cause, “because of”’) is most appropriate linguistically and theologically. One may see the proper
expression of agency using d14 + genitive in Eph. 1:5, i.e., 810t 'Incod Xpiotod. Though some may want the phrases
&v Xprot® (1:3) and év avt® (1:4) to signify something other than being positionally “in Christ” to avoid the
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spiritual blessing “in Christ” (1:3). The “us” (fudq) are those “in Him” (1:4), referring to Christ
in the previous verse. God has chosen us in Him to be holy and blameless in His presence. This
speaks of believers’ glorification, rather than their present lifestyle.!® There is no supposed
hypothetical, theoretical, or theological mass of prehistoric humanity in the passage at whom

God looks into the future, and out of whom God chooses to save some and not to save others.'%’

theological implications, regarding ““Ev + Dative for Personal Agency?,” Wallace states that “once a clear definition
is given for personal agency, this will be seen as a rare or nonexistent category” (ExSyn, 373). “In Christ” stands. S.
M. Baugh rightly notes that the phrase speaks of “union with Christ” (Ephesians, 80).

106 Paul most often speaks of the believer’s being “holy and blameless” in a future context referring to the
believer’s glorification. Paul uses the same terminology as Eph. 1:4 in Eph. 5:27 and Col. 1:22. The glorification
context in the latter is shown in the “presentation” (mapaoctiicay; see Eph. 5:27, tva mapaction) as holy and
blameless, as well as the use of xatevomov (see Eph. 1:4 and Jude 24). Paul’s noting this future is frequent, though
the terminology may vary. 1 Thess. 3:13 speaks of the Lord establishing believers’ hearts “blameless in holiness
before (duéumtovg &v ayiwovvn Eunpoobev) our God and Father at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ with all His
saints.” The Lord’s coming is yet future. Consider also 1 Cor. 1:8: where the Lord “shall also confirm you unto the
end, that ye may be blameless (dveyxintoug) in the day of our Lord Jesus Christ”; Col. 1:28: [We preach Christ]
“that we may present every man perfect (topoctiowmpeyv ... téketov ) in Christ Jesus”; and 1 Thess. 5:23: “may the
God of peace Himself sanctify you completely; and may your whole spirit, soul, and body be preserved blameless
(duéumtmg) at the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.” Some may affirm that these verses speak of living a sanctified
walk in this life but, when Paul speaks of such a walk, he does so without ambiguity. Consider Phil. 1:10: “that you
may approve the things that are excellent, that you may be sincere and without offense (eilkpiveic kai dnpdoronor)
till (eic) the day of Christ”; Phil. 2:15: “that you may become blameless and harmless (yévnofe dpepmnror kol
axépatot), children of God without fault in the midst of a crooked and perverse generation, among whom you shine
as lights in the world”; Col. 4:12: “Epaphras ... always laboring fervently for you in prayers, that you may stand
perfect and complete (télelol kol memAnpopopnuévor) in all the will of God”; and 1 Tim. 6:14: “[I urge you in the
sight of God ...] that you keep this commandment without spot, blameless until (Gomidov dveriAnurtov uéypt) our
Lord Jesus Christ’s appearing.” Though some of these latter examples might speak of this live or the next, one
should not force verses which are clear semantically and contextually in speaking of believers’ glorification to stand
for holy living in this life in order to preserve them as useful proof texts. Those affirming that Eph. 1:4 speaks of
this present life on earth include Bock, Ephesians, 34; Francis Foulkes, Ephesians, in TNTC, Leon Morris, gen. ed.
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2008), 55; Hoehner, Ephesians, 179-80; and Andrew T. Lincoln, Ephesians, in
WBC, Bruce M. Metzger, gen. ed. (Dallas, TX: Word, 1990), 24. However, O’Brien rightly notes the eschatological
focus of “holy and blameless in His presence” (Ephesians, 99-101).

107 Regarding Eph. 1:4, Witherington III states that “the key phrase to understanding what he means by this
concept is in him or in Christ. When Paul says believers were chosen before the foundation of the world “in him,’
he does not mean that believers preexisted or even merely that God’s salvation plan preexisted, though the latter is
true” (Problem, 75; author’s italics). He is correct but limits the object of the verb to believers rather than the entire
infinitive phrase. He adds that “Paul is not talking about a pretemporal electing or choosing of individual humans
outside of Christ to be in Christ” (ibid.). Nevertheless, Clinton A. Arnold, in his section titled “Our Election before
Creation,” states “this passage makes it clear that God sovereignly chose us before he made the heavens and the
earth” (see Arnold, Ephesians, ZECNT, 95).
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Only those already “in Christ” are the ones for whom future glorification has been chosen.!®® Of
the most popular English translations, the NIV was the first (1978) to translate the infinitive
phrase as objective rather than final (purpose), followed by the NRSV, NLT, CSB, and HCSB.

However, the ASV, RSV, NASB, NKJV, and ESV translate the infinitive as final.

Immediate Context

The context of future glorification occurs throughout Eph. 1:3-5. First, the spiritual
blessings, rather than earthly blessings, are “in the heavenly places.” Believers alive at present
are not yet in heaven, the abode of the Most High (see this sense also in 1:20 and 2:6).!% This
does not deny that believers enjoy spiritual blessings while still upon this earth, e.g., the fruit of
the Spirit (Gal. 5:22-23), the gifts of the Spirit (1 Cor. 12:4-11), and the promise of the Lord’s
presence (Matt. 28:20; Heb. 13:5). Eph. 1:5 continues the thought, noting that God has
predestinated those in Christ to the Adoption (npoopicag Nudc €ig vioBesiav) which is yet
future.!'% It is proper, then, to say that God has predestined believers, those in Christ, to the
adoption, which involves the redemption of their bodies (Rom. 8:23). Regarding predestination,

Paul writes in Eph. 1:11, “in whom [Christ] also we have obtained an inheritance, being

18 This may make the debate regarding “corporate election” irrelevant (see, €.g., Brian J. Abasciano,
“Clearing Up Misconceptions About Corporate Election,” Ashland Theological Journal 41 [ATJ] [2009]: 59-90;
“Corporate Election in Romans 9: A Reply to Thomas Schreiner,” JETS 49, no. 2 [June 2006]: 351-71; William W.
Klein, The New Chosen People: A Corporate View of Election, Rev. and Expanded ed. [Eugene, OR: Wipf and
Stock, 2015]; and Thomas R. Schreiner, “Corporate and Individual Election in Romans 9: A Response to Brian
Abasciano,” JETS 49, no. 2 [June 2006]: 373-86). As this writer has done in this thesis, he can see himself as an
individual as having been “in Christ before the foundation of the world.” Yet any individual believer may see
himself or herself similarly. The plural pronoun “us” (f|udc) may then speak of a “collection-of-individuals ... the
position endorsed by Calvinism” (Campbell, Ephesians, 44). However, if one sees that God chose believers as a
“‘nonindividual collective’ ... endorsed by Arminianism” (ibid., 45), there is little to debate if Eph. 1:4 speaks of
God’s plan for the glorification of those in Christ. It is a “both-and” situation, more than an “either-or.” In the
company of another believer, one can say “we” or “you also” with little theological difference.

109 So also Baugh, Ephesians, 79; Emest Best, Ephesians, in ICC, ed. J. A. Emerton, C. E. B. Cranfield, and
G. N. Stanton (Edinburgh, Scotland: T. & T. Clark, 1998), 114; Campbell, Ephesians, 43; Lincoln, Ephesians, 20;
O’Brien, Ephesians, 97.

110 See the excursus on the Adoption below.
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predestinated according to the purpose of him ....” Regarding this inheritance, Peter writes that
God the Father has “begotten us [believers] again (dvoyevviicog MUag) ... to an inheritance
incorruptible, and undefiled, and that fadeth not away, reserved in heaven for you” (1 Pet. 1:3-4).
Again, heaven is a future destination for believers, at their glorification. Though the King James
translators and other interpreters attempted to make Eph. 1:4-5 into a proof text for a
deterministic soteriology, neither the context nor the syntax supports any such notion, especially

recognizing Paul's resumptive repetition and his usage of the simple infinitive.

Anthropochronism
The time-bound language of the phrase “before the foundation of the world” (npo
katafoAfig k6cpov) must not be projected back upon the eternal God. If God is eternal, having
created time itself, and is not bound by time, and is omni-temporal, existing in all periods of time
g,

in a single divine instan such time-bound language is for human benefit. When interpreters

1 [First person for efficiency] Contrary to attributions to Greek philosophy (e.g., Plato), or theological
works, I came to hold the view of a timeless eternity through the study of Scripture in the attempt to reconcile verses
such as 2 Cor. 5:8 (“absent from the body ... present with the Lord”) with 1 Thess. 4:16-17, as well as comparisons
between Eph. 1:4, Rev. 13:8 and other verses, and seeking to understand statements such as “before the foundation
of the world.” Up until the last few years, all of the theological argumentation I had heard from pulpits or classroom
podiums spoke of a time-bound God, e.g., how God in eternity past looked forward into the future at the mass of yet
uncreated humanity and chose to save some and not others. I was surprised and encouraged to discover that others
held a view of timeless eternity, e.g., Boethius, Erigena, and Aquinas (Richard R. La Croix, “Aquinas on God’s
Omnipresence and Timelessness,” Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 42 (PPR), no. 3. [March 1982],
391). Though some theologians will acknowledge a timeless eternity, deterministic argumentation requires a time-
bound God, or eternity as a timeline to infinity past and future, or some sort of sequence. Understanding the bind,
some will argue for a logical sequence, though that does not solve the issue (e.g., Erickson, Theology, 323; Geisler
denies “logical order” but his solution is to argue for an “operational order” to God’s decrees: Theology, 815-16).
Systematic theologies continue to speak of the ordo salutis and chapters such as “the Antecedent to Salvation:
Predestination” (Erickson, Theology, 841). Adopting a timeless eternity view never caused problems, contra-
dictions, nor paradoxes in my biblical, theological understanding pertaining to God’s immutability, impeccability,
sovereignty, triunity, ability to interact with His Creation, or that the Incarnation may have necessarily time-bound
God (see Richard A. Holland, Jr., God, Time, and the Incarnation [Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 2012]; William
Lane Craig, “Timelessness and Omnitemporality,” Philosophia Christi 2, no. 1 [2000]: 29-33; and “God, Time, and
Creation,” Philosophia Christi 23 (PhC), no. 2 [2021]: 359-65; and Gregory E. Ganssle, ed., God and Time: Four
Views [Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2001]). As such, I have stated my own views and have avoided dealing
with such questions in this thesis. This may open me to accusations of shaving Schrodinger’s cat with Occam’s
razor, i.e., providing too simplistic or naive answers to difficult, complicated, or paradoxical questions—to scholars’
great dissatisfaction—or in treating as optional questions they consider mandatory. I choose not to wrestle with
matters which never caused me any philosophical, biblical, or theological stress. In creating time itself, God had not
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use such time-bound language to speak of God’s intentions and acts in “eternity past”!''? (an
oxymoron), or to picture divine Persons as looking forward into the future, they manifest a

misunderstanding of the interplay between the eternal and the finite in Scripture.'!?

For example,
Jesus, God the Son, was crucified in the flesh at a particular time and place (Matt. 27:35; Mark
15:25; Luke 23:33; John 19:18), yet He is described in Rev. 13:8 as “the Lamb slain from the
foundation of the world.”!'* The latter uses time-bound language (“before™) to express the

divine, timeless point of view regarding Jesus’ sacrifice. Likewise, the fact that believers are

described as “in [Christ] before the foundation of the world” speaks from the divine point of

created a proverbial rock which was too heavy for Him to lift, as if the Creator, in any aspect of His nature or works,
was somehow changed, affected, limited, or subjugated by His own Creation. God’s timeless eternity and my own
finite time-boundedness are merely aspects of the Creator-creature distinction with no intrusion nor contradiction.
Rather than creating paradox, contradiction, or difficulty; understanding the two points of view—the divine and the
human—has made the Scriptures, and the theology contained therein, more harmonious, and easier to understand.

12 For examples of the use of “eternity past,” see Arnold, Ephesians, 80; Bock, Ephesians, TNTC, 33;
Enns, Handbook, 203; Wayne Grudem, / Peter, in TNTC (Grand Rapids, MI:Eerdmans, 1998), 51; J. Ramsey
Michaels, I Peter, in WBC (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 1999), 7; and Schreiner, Romans, 443.

113 As shown in the introduction regarding 1 Pet. 1:1-2, the notion that God’s election is based upon His
foreknowledge, i.e., that He looks into the future to know who will believe, manifests this misunderstanding, as well
as misses the syntax and lexicography of that passage.

14 Interpreters deny that dmo kotaBoAfic kdouov in Rev. 13:8 modifies tod dpviov 1ob écpaypévou (“the
Lamb slain”) primarily based upon Rev. 17:8, where the phrase is omitted (see Grant R. Osborne’s survey in
Revelation, in BECNT, ed. Moisés Silva (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2002), 503). For comparison:

Rev. 13:8: o0 o0 yéypomtot o dvopa avtod &v 1d Prim thc {ofic Tod dpviov Tod éo@aynévov dmod
KATAPOANG KOGLOV
Rev. 17:8: &v od yéypomtol To dvopa &mi 1o Pipriov tiig Lofig [?] dnd kataBolfic kdcpov

One may notice the contrast between the finite and the infinite in Rev. 13. The Beast “he was given authority to
continue for forty-two months™ (13:5). It is natural that the Beast, the Antichrist, as the prime mover during
Daniel’s Seventieth Week, would be contrasted with the True Christ, Whose Person and work (“slain”) are eternal.
Likewise in Rev. 17, the focus is on finite humanity, “the kings ... and the inhabitants of the earth.” Of the kings
associated with “the Mother of Harlots” (17:5), one “must continue a short time” (17:10). That “those who dwell on
the earth” are “not written in the Book of Life from the foundation of the world” shows appropriate contrast between
the finiteness of their time to wreak havoc upon earth and their eternal destiny (see Rev. 20:15). The mention or
omission of the Lamb is appropriate to the respective contexts. The omission in 17:8 is anaphoric, pointing back to
13:8 when one might have expected another mention of the Lamb. Without the Lamb slain from the foundation of
the world, one’s name remains omitted from the book of life from the foundation of the world. The proximity of
G0 Kot fOATiC KOGLOL to ToD dpviov 10D Eopaypévov argues that the phrase modifies the latter in 13:8. Finally,
comparison with 1 Pet. 1:19-20 shows that Christ, the lamb slain (1:19) was “foreknown before the foundation of
the world” (npd kotapoific kdopov; 1:20). The presence (Rev. 13:8) or absence (17:8) of the Lamb slain, and
identical phrases modifying two different entities in each of the verses shows a purposeful emphasis, comparison,
and contrast between both verses.
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»116 gimilar to

view.!!> This writer calls these time-bound expressions “anthropochronisms,
anthropomorphisms and anthropopathisms. Consider that Jesus said, “for You loved Me before
the foundation of the world” (John 17:24; éti fyannodg pe mpd katafoifig ké6cpov), and said “I
and My Father are one” (John 10:30; éy® xoi 6 matnp &v éopev). As God, also being One with
the Father, Jesus is eternal. Yet during His time on earth in the flesh, having submitted Himself
to participation in time, space, and matter; He uses time-bound anthropochronistic language.
Believers’ being in Christ “before the foundation of the world” presents an antecedent
anthropochronism.” In Eph. 2:4-6, “God, ... made us sit together in the heavenly places in

Christ Jesus™ presents a “subsequent anthropochronism,”!!”

picturing believers as presently
existing in a place to which they have not yet gone. According to this understanding of biblical
linguistic anthropochronisms, it would be correct to say that, from the divine, eternal point of
view, a believer alive on this earth today—having been “in Christ before the foundation of the
world” has already gone “to be present with the Lord” (2 Cor. 5:8), stood before the ffjua of
Christ (Rom. 14:10; 1 Cor. 3:13-15; 2 Cor. 5:10; Rev. 4:2-5), been glorified (Rom. 8:23, 29;
Eph. 1:4; Phil. 3:20-21; Rev. 5:6), returned with Christ and reigned with Him for one thousand

years (2 Tim. 2:12; Rev 1:6; 19:14; 20:4, 6), and is presently existing with God in the Eternal

State (Rev. 21-22). Interpreters err when they take the anthropochronistic language of Scripture

115 Though this writer did not believe the gospel and become saved until 14 years of age, living 14 years
“without Christ, ... having no hope and without God in the world” (Eph. 2:12); from the eternal, divine point of
view, he has always been “in Christ.”

116 At the time this writer was coining the theological use of the term to illustrate the interrelationship
between God’s eternity and the time-bound language of Scripture, online searches for any other uses of the word
turned up R. Radhakrishnan, who used the term in his book History, the Human, and the World Between (Durham,
NC: Duke University Press, 2008), a work in phenomenology in the context of humanistic philosophy and history.
The attempt to find his definition of the word proved fruitless, though he certainly is not using the word in the
context of Christian theology.

17 The two types of anthropochronistic language, describing eternal divine truths pertaining to believers’
“pasts” and “futures” may use terms such as antecedent and subsequent, as above, or the terms “historic” and
“futuristic” anthropochronisms.
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and read time-boundedness back upon the essence, character, and acts of God. Statements such
as “before the foundation of the world” are for the benefit of us finite creatures; it should not

leave one pondering what God was doing prior to creation.

Summary

With resumptive repetition, Paul would repeat words or phrases in order to resume his
flow of thought after the insertion of intervening material. Such insertions could be just a couple
of phrases or clauses, up to a few verses in length. In four cases, the resumptions are
syntactically identical to the first occurrence; in three cases, they are non-identical, though the
resumption is easily identifiable. Most significant in this identification is its application to Eph.
1:4, which shows that there are not two clauses, but one, with the infinitive phrase “us to be holy
and blameless in His presence” functioning as the entire direct object of “He chose.” Paul does
not use the simple infinitive givoi to express purpose, as the two-clause view requires. When the
syntax and context are understood, the verse speaks of the future glorification of those who were
already believers at the time Paul wrote. There are no unbelievers in the context, nor any mass
of unsaved humanity at which God looks into the future to make a deterministic choice to save
some. It is only at their glorification, yet future, that believers will be “holy and blameless” in
the very presence of God (cf. Eph. 5:27). That believers were “in Christ before the foundation of
the world” shows the divine, timeless point of view, and shows God’s timeless eternity through
the use of time-bound, anthropochronistic language (“before”). The futuristic-glorification view
is consistent with the context in which the verse occurs, i.e., the spiritual blessings from God are
“in the heavenlies,” a future destination for believers (Eph. 1:3); believers have been predestined
to the adoption, the future redemption of their bodies (Eph. 1:5; Rom. 8:23; Phil. 3:20-2); and

they have been predestined to obtain their inheritance, which is yet future (Eph. 1:11; 1 Pet. 1:4).
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How they came to be believers is shown in Eph. 1:13 when, in time, they heard the gospel,

believed the gospel, and were sealed with the promised Holy Spirit, i.e., they were regenerated.

Excursus: The Adoption
Though popular in modern sermons and theological reasoning, it is not proper to say that
believers in Jesus Christ have been “adopted into the family of God,” associating it with the
inception of salvation, rather than its completion.!'® However, some who affirm this still note
the futuristic aspect of Rom. 8:23 (where “the redemption of our body” provides specific
qualification for the adoption).!'® Most theological discourse on the subject tends to speak of the
biblical topic of sonship or salvation in general without treating adoption as a separate aspect.!?’

Having seen above that the adoption refers to the redemption of believers’ bodies (Rom. 8:23), it

118 As does Robert C. Dorman, “A Study of Paul’s Use of HYIOTHESIA: Its Background, Development,
and Importance Concerning Spiritual Adoption,” MA thesis, Covenant Theological Seminary, 1997: 47; also,
Geisler, Systematic, 846-47; and Grudem, Systematic, 913. Erickson states that adoption “occurs simultaneously
with conversion, regeneration, justification, and union with Christ” (Theology, 892), while John Murray writes that
“by adoption the redeemed become sons and daughters of the Lord God Almighty; they are introduced into and
given the privileges of God’s family” (Redemption Accomplished and Applied [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1955],
132). Thornton Whaling, of adoption, states: “spiritual or filial sonship is bestowed in regeneration ...”
(“Adoption,” The Princeton Theological Review 21 (PTR), no. 2 [April 1923]: 228). However, not all miss the
proper timing of adoption. After surveying Catholic, Reformed, and later tendencies to associate biblical adoption
with justification (10-17), Michael Braeutigam correctly discerns that “Paul’s use of Auiothesia clearly points to an
eschatological hope. The apostle shows that true sonship ... still lies in the future: ... (Rom 8.23). Hence,
redemptive adoption in its completeness is clearly an eschatological redemptive event” (“Sons and Daughters of
God: An Account of a Systematic Theology of Adoption.” ThM thesis, University of Glasgow, 2008: 72).

119 Whaling states that “the vioOeoio of the believer is the climax of the redemptive process in its objective
aspect” (“Adoption,” 223). Francis Lyall provides a historical, legal survey of ancient adoption (Hebrew, Greek,
and Roman law), and follows A. A. Hodge in affirming that adoption occurs “in a present and continuous sense,
which, combining justification and sanctification,” which “is ideally illustrated by the Roman concept” (“Roman Law in
the Writings of Paul: Adoption,” Journal of Biblical Literature 88 (JBL), no. 4 [Dec. 1969]: 459). Even so, Lyall mentions Rom.
8:23 once, writing that “the allusion in Rom 8 23 to waiting adoption refers to our final transformation at the second resurrection.
Then indeed will we have passed from our former state into wholly new” (ibid.). Geisler notes that adoption is “fully manifested
at the resurrection of the body” (Theology, 847). Grudem, with reference to Rom. 8:23: “Paul sees the receiving of new
resurrection bodies as the fulfillment of our privileges of adoption” (Theology, 915).

120 For example, Daniel J. Theron, “‘Adoption’ in the Pauline Corpus,” The Evangelical Quarterly 28
(EvQ), no. 1 (1956): 6-14; also Grudem, Theology, 913-19. Tim J. R. Trumper counters: “We must break with the
established custom of reading adoption arbitrarily into the filial language of the NT, irrespective of the author in
view or the specificity of the language under consideration. Paul’s adoption model should be treated on its own
terms ... the volumes of systematic theology dealing with adoption [reveal] that the focus is ... on its connections to
regeneration, justification and sanctification” (“A Fresh Exposition of Adoption: I. An Outline,” Scottish Bulletin of
Evangelical Theology 23 (SBET), no. 1 [Spring 2005]: 62). However, Trumper seems to follow the “established
customs” in the rest of the article.
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is for believers something yet future, yet the verse sometimes receives little attention in some

discussions.!?!

This suggests a general lack of clarity on the subject in theological circles.

The Scriptures consistently describe entry into God’s family, becoming “sons of God” or
children of God, via the metaphor of a birthing act (Exod. 4:22-23; Deut. 32:18; Isa. 66:8; John
1:13, 3:3, 6-7; 1 Pet. 1:3, 23). The birthing metaphor is also used to illustrate the familial
relationship between the heavenly Father and God the Son (Ps. 2:7; see John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18;
Acts 13:33 and Heb. 1:5, 5:5). Paul also uses the birthing metaphor to describe believers who
have come to faith through his ministry (1 Cor. 4:15; Phlm. 10).

The concept of adoption stands unique among the soteriological concepts in Scripture,
being found only five times in Paul’s Letters in Rom. 8:15, 23, 9:4; Gal. 4:5; and Eph. 1:5.
Three concern the church, specifically (Rom. 8:15, 23; Eph. 1:5). The future aspect of Rom.
8:23 is consistent with Phil. 3:20-21: “for our citizenship is in heaven, from which we also
eagerly wait for the Savior, the Lord Jesus Christ, who will transform our lowly body that it may
be conformed to His glorious body, according to the working by which He is able even to subdue
all things to Himself” (“‘conformed” is coppopeov; see Rom. 8:29).

Though the adoption event is yet future for believers, they presently possess “the Spirit of

299

adoption by whom we cry out, ‘Abba, Father’” (Rom. 8:15). The anarthrous phrase “spirit of
adoption” (mvedpa vioBeciog) may have a general sense, i.e., that believers look to God with a

spirit of adoption, acknowledging Him as our Father, but also having a sense of anticipation and

expectation regarding the future.'?? Since the adoption is specifically identified with the

121 Whaling makes no reference to Rom. 8:23 (“Adoption”), and Erickson omits any reference to the verse
in his section on “Adoption” (Theology, 891-93), though he does mention the verse in the contexts of the liberation
of creation (136), glorification (926), and bodily resurrection (1098).

122 If one might argue that viofesio being anarthrous in Rom. 8:23 discounts its standing for an event, its
appositional qualifier is articular, i.e., TV dnoAdTpmotv 100 cdpatog Nudv. Omitting the English definite article in
translation would show “eagerly await adoption, the redemption of our body,” and still suggests some event. The
noun is articular in Rom. 9:4 (®dv 1} vioBeoio) and Gal. 4:5 (iva v vioBeciav dmoldfwpev), and follows a
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believer’s glorification, it qualifies Eph. 1:5 which speaks of the Father (1:3) “having predestined
us to adoption as sons by Jesus Christ to Himself.” In context, Eph. 1:3-5 speaks only of
believers, those already “in Christ,” whom God has chosen to be holy and blameless in His very
presence (1:4; see also Eph. 5:27 and Jude 24). Moreover, believers “in Him ... have obtained
an inheritance, being predestined” (Eph. 1:11). Predestination in Paul always refers to those
already believers, either relationally foreknown (Rom. 8:29) or in Christ (Eph. 1:3-4, 11). This
predestination is to their redeemed bodies by the adoption (Eph. 1:5; see Rom. 8:23), to final
conformity to God’s Son in His presence (Rom. 8:29; Eph. 1:4), and to receiving an inheritance
(Eph. 1:11; see 1 Pet. 1:4). One should not confuse Augustine’s theology with Paul’s own
theology.

Believers are now, presently, children of God, just as John wrote that “now (vdv) we are
children of God; and it has not yet been revealed what we shall be, but we know that when He is
revealed, we shall be like Him, for we shall see Him as He is” (1 John 3:2). Notice how John
ties our present status as children of God to future conformity to Jesus, i.e., “we shall be like
Him” (6potot avtd écdueba). If believers are presently children, but still awaiting a future
“adoption,” it is as if all the legal documents have been signed, and we are now legally God’s
children, but we must still wait in the “orphanage” of this earth until the day our Father comes to
take us home to be with Him. Does this metaphor have Scriptural precedent?

First, again, we are presently, legally God’s children, just as John wrote “as many as
received Him, to them He gave the right (¢£ovciav) to become children of God, to those who

believe in His name” (John 1:12). We have the authority to become children of God; we are

preposition in Eph. 1:5 (eig vioBeciav). Regarding the latter, “there is no need for the article to be used to make the
object of a preposition definite ... when a noun is the object of a preposition, it does not require the article to be
definite: if it has the article, it must be definite; if it lacks the article, it may be definite” (Wallace, ExSyn, 247). In
Rom. 8:15, being indefinite fits the context for vioBeciag; in all other cases, its definiteness is explicit or the best
sense from context.
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God's children legally. Second, regarding the orphanage metaphor, consider Jesus’ statement in
John 14:2-3: “In My Father’s house are many mansions ... I go to prepare a place for you ..., I
will come again and receive you to Myself; that where I am, there you may be also.” Jesus is
presently preparing a place for believers in the Father’s house, with the promise that He will
come again and take us there. Note Jesus’ statement later in the chapter: “I will not leave you
orphans (0p@avovc); I will come to you” (14:18).'2* The metaphor of believers being presently
legal children of God, yet still waiting here in this earthly orphanage for our Father to come pick
us up to take us home—an event which will complete our adoption and is called by that name—
is entirely warranted. That Jesus is the one to come receive us on behalf of the Father presents
no contradiction.

What about Israel? In two places, Paul speaks of adoption in the context of Israel (Rom.
9:4 and Gal. 4:5). Israel’s adoption may be seen in the same future sense as that of the church,
whether as part of it, or as a subsequent national, ethnic redemption (Eph. 2:11-15, 3:6; Rom.
11:26-27). Consider Gal. 4:4-5: “But when the fullness of the time had come, God sent forth His
Son, born of a woman, born under the law, to redeem those who were under the law, that we'?*
might receive the adoption as sons.” The progression is from the incarnation (“born of a
woman’) to a purpose of redemption which followed the incarnation (Luke 1:68, 24:21), with a
subsequent purpose of Israel (“those who are under the law”) receiving the adoption. As seen

previously, Israel’s becoming God’s son or children was pictured using a birthing act, while their

123 “To you” translates fuiv, which is better taken as a dative of interest-advantage, i.e., “I will come for
you” (see Wallace, ExSyn, 142-44).

124 The inclusive first person plural of droAdBwuev, “that we might receive,” may refer to Paul’s status as a
Jew (Rom. 9:3-4) or, generally, as a believer, since the gospel first came to and through the Jews (Acts 2:14, 22;
Rom. 1:16), with Gentiles later being added in by faith apart from any formal act of proselytization (Acts 10:36-39,
11:15-17, 14:27).
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adoption is yet future.!?® Future adoption is associated with future redemption, just as the future
adoption of the church is associated with its glorification. Paul mentions adoption in association
with Israel in Rom. 9:4, writing of “Israelites, to whom pertain the adoption.” Though there is
no specific eschatological context in this verse, Paul concludes his Israel parenthesis (Rom. 9-11)
with “and so all Israel will be saved, as it is written: ‘The Deliverer will come out of Zion, and
He will turn away ungodliness from Jacob; for this is My covenant with them, when I take away

29

their sins’” (Rom. 11:25-26). Part of Paul’s use of the adoption metaphor refers to the glorious
restoration of Israel—the physical descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob—i.e., its
redemption.

Just as believers in Jesus Christ—both Jews and Gentiles—are already children of God as
they wait for the Adoption, so also Israel, having been “birthed” by the Lord, awaits it glorious
future, its redemption, its adoption. Paul’s use of the adoption metaphor with Israel may also
have reference to its disinheritance, e.g., “call his name Lo-Ammi, for you are not My people,
and I will not be your God” (Hos. 1:9). Though a natural-born son, the Lord uses a
disinheritance metaphor in the context of Israel’s breaking of the Covenant. Paul refers to Hosea
in Rom. 9:25-26: “as He says also in Hosea: “I will call them My people, who were not My
people, and her beloved, who was not beloved.” “And it shall come to pass in the place where it
was said to them, “You are not My people,” There they shall be called sons of the living God.”
However, Paul applies these verses to include the Gentiles (“not my people”; see Rom. 9:24) in

Israel’s adoption. God opened salvation to the Gentiles through Jesus Christ, Israel’s Messiah

(Acts 10:45, 11:18, 15:12-20) so that they, together with believing Jews (Gal. 3:28; Col 3:11),

125 Though Paul follows by noting that “because you are (dot¢) sons ...” (Gal. 4:6; see also Gal. 3:26), this
acknowledgement of the Galatian believers’ present status as sons does not discount the future aspect of the
adoption in 4:5. One may see a similar juxtaposition of present sonship and future adoption in Rom. §, e.g., “as
many as are led by the Spirit of God, these are (gicwv) sons of God” (8:14), with the association with the future
redemption of believers’ bodies (8:23).
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look forward to their future adoption. So also Israel—as a nation, presently persisting in
unbelief—will be redeemed at their own future adoption. In Israel’s case, as a disinherited first-
born son (“broken off”; Rom. 11:19-20), it may take a legal act of adoption to bring them back

into good standing in the Father’s household.
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I1. Interrogative Parallelism

The Construction

Interrogative parallelism refers to Paul’s habit of connecting two or more questions
together via the disjunctive/comparative particle 1 (“or”), creating a parallelism between them.
The structure is “question-or-question” (QoQ, or Q—i1—Q). The parallelism is in the fact that
the questions come from the same point of view, either from Paul, from his audience, or from his
opponents. The significance of this pattern is that some interpreters have broken this parallelism
in their interpretations and translations to make points contrary to Paul’s normal usage. In order
to identify and demonstrate this use, one must survey all of the occurrences of this usage in
Paul’s Letters. The King James Version will provide the English translation, especially to show

the translation or non-translation of the particle, which provides critical interpretive insight.

The Examples

Symmetric Structure
The term “symmetric” describes examples which are free of insertions, and which show

1 between all questions. “[Q1]” and “[Q2]” stand for the first and second questions, etc.

Verse(s) English text

Questioner Greek text

Recipient

Rom. 2:3-4 [Q1] And thinkest thou this, O man, that judgest them which do such things,

Q: Paul and doest the same, that thou shalt escape the judgment of God? or [Q2]

R: The Judging despisest thou the riches of his goodness and forbearance and longsuffering;
Man not knowing that the goodness of God leadeth thee to repentance?

[Q1] Aoyiln &2 Todto, & &vOpmne 6 Kpivev TodC T To1aDTO TPUCTOVTOG
Kol Tol®dV anTd, 6Tl 6V Ekeevén 10 Kpipa Tod Beod; §j [Q2] Tod mAovToL
THG XPNOoTOTNTOGC 0 TOD Kol THG Avoyng Kol THg pakpobupiog Kota@poveig,
ayvo®v 011 10 ¥pnotov Tod B0 €ig petdvoldy o dyet,
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Rom. 3:1 [Q1] What advantage then hath the Jew? or [Q2] what profit is there of
Q: Paul circumcision?
R: Readers [Q1] Ti ovv 10 mepiocov tod Tovdaiov, §| [Q2] Tig 1) deéAeta T meptTopfic;

Rom. 6:2-3 [Q1] How shall we, that are dead to sin, live any longer therein? [or; Q2] Know
Q: Paul ye not, that so many of us as were baptized into Jesus Christ were baptized into
R: Readers  his death?

[Q1] oftwveg dmebavopey Th apoaptig, TdS €Tt {Rcopey €v avTi;

1 [Q2] dyvoeite &1t doot EPanticOnuev gic Xpiotov Incodv &ig tov Bavatov

avtod EfanticOnuev;

Note that, in Rom. 6:2-3, the “or” is omitted in translation. In this case, the omission
does not affect the sense of the text for the reader. Also, the first question is first-person plural
(“we”), while the second is second-person plural (“ye/you’). This change in person does not
negate the parallelism. Paul asks both questions. Speaking to believers, Paul uses the first
person because he, together with the believers at Rome, are “dead to sin.” In the second
question, he excludes himself because he is teaching believers something they may not realize.
Rom. 10:6-7 Say not in thine heart, [Q1] Who shall ascend into heaven? ... or, [Q2] Who
Q: Opponent shall descend into the deep? ...

R: Audience Mn) ginng év i) xapdia cov, [Q1] Tig dvapnoetar gic OV 00pavdy; ...
1 [Q2] Tig xotapnoetar €ig v Gpvcscov; ....
Rom. 11:34-35 [Q1] For who hath known the mind of the Lord? or [Q2] who hath been his
Q: Paul (quoting) counsellor? or [Q3] who hath first given to him, and it shall be recompensed
R: Readers unto him again?
[Q1] Tig yap &yve vodv kvpiov; §j [Q2] tic svpuPovrog avtod &yévero;
1 [Q3] tic Tpoédwkev avTd, Koi dvTamodobnceTat avTd;

The first two questions in Rom. 11:34-35 quote Isa. 40:13 (LXX),'? but Paul changes the

Kai to 1) between the first two questions; the second 1 comes from the text of Isa 40:14, and

126 Tsaiah 40:13-14 (KJV): “Who hath directed the Spirit of the Lord, or being his counsellor hath taught
him? With whom took he counsel, and who instructed him, and taught him in the path of judgment, and taught him
knowledge, and shewed to him the way of understanding?” Compare below with the Septuagint (LXX, 2:619-20):

[Q1] tig &yvem vodv kupiov kai [Q2] tig adtod cduPoviog éyéveto ¢ cuufipd avtdv 14 f [Q3] mpog tiva
ocuvePovievoaro Kol cuvefifacev avtov fj [Q4] tig £deiEev avTd kpiow i [Q5] 000V cuviceng Tic £6€1Eev
avTd.
Paul’s use of interrogative parallelism may have come from the influence of the LXX, as one can see from this
passage.
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follows a more likely textual variant.!?’” Nevertheless, the resulting structure is illustrated as

Qo0QoQ.
Rom. 14:10 But [Q1] why dost thou judge thy brother? or [Q2] why dost thou set at nought
Q: Paul thy brother?

R: The Unjust  [Q1] oV 8¢ ti kpivelg OV aderpdv cov; §j [Q2] kai oV Ti EEovbeveig TOV
Judge AOEAPOV cOv;

1 Cor.7:16 [Q1] For what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy husband?

Q: Paul or [Q2] how knowest thou, O man, whether thou shalt save thy wife?
R: Rhetorical [Q1] i yap oidag, yovou, €l Tov &vdpa cmoeic; 7 [Q2] ti oidac, dvep, €l v
spouses YOVOIKO COGELS;

1 Cor. 9:9-10 [Q1] Doth God take care for oxen? Or [Q2] saith he it altogether for our sakes?
Q: Paul [QI] un @V Bodv pérer T® Be®; 1| [Q2] OV Mudg TavTOg AEYEL;
R: Readers

1 Cor. 11:22 [Q1] What? have ye not houses to eat and to drink in? or [Q2] despise ye the

Q: Paul church of God, and shame them that have not?

R: Readers [Q1] un yap oikiog ovk Exete €ig 10 €60icv kol mivew; §j [Q2] thig éxkAnciog
10D 00D KATAPPOVETTE, KOl KATAUIGYOVETE TOVG U1 EYOVTOG;

The two questions in 1 Cor. 11:22 which follow—ri ginw vpiv; Emavécw HUAG; &V TOVT®
ovK émouwv®—are also parallel as far as point-of-view, but do not follow the pattern established
by the first two questions (i.e., no Q—i{—Q). Having made the larger point with the first two
questions, the second two concern Paul’s question about his response to them regarding their
failure in the matter of the Lord’s supper.

2 Cor. 3:1 [Q1] Do we begin again to commend ourselves? or [Q2] need we ... epistles of

Q: Paul commendation to you, or ... from you?

R: Readers [Q1] Apydueba oAy Eavtovg cuvictavev; ) [Q2] un xpnilopey ...
OLOTATIKAV EMGTOADY TPOG VUAS T} € DUDV;

Gal. 1:10 [Q1] For do I now persuade men, or God? or [Q2] do I seek to please men?

Q: Paul [Q1] Aptiydp dvBpdmovg meibm 1 TOv Bedv; §j [Q2] InTd dvOpmdmTOoLg
R: Readers ApECKEWV;

127 “Few scholars have devoted any attention to the curious fact that Paul’s quotation corresponds verbatim
to a well-attested variant reading in Isa 40:14 LXX” (Katja Kujanpad, “Job or Isaiah? What Does Paul Quote in
Rom 11:35?” TC: A Journal of Biblical Textual Criticism 24 [TCJBTC] [2019]: 2).
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Regarding Gal. 1:10, Douglas Estes states that “the conjunction 1} in [Q2] is used to join
two different thoughts, two different questions, in a disjunctive rather than conjunctive union.”!?8
He recognizes the connection between the two questions and the function of 1}, but the difference

in the questions is verbal (neibw; dpéoketv). Both actions have men as their objects (dvOpdmovg

and avOpodmoig'?), which creates some semantic parallelism.

Asymmetric Structure

Asymmetric examples include those with insertions between questions or in which 1
does not occur between each question.
Rom. 11:1-2 [Q1] Hath God cast away his people? ... [or; Q2] Wot ye not what the scripture
Q: Paul saith of Elias?

R: Readers [Q1] un dndoato 6 Bedg TOV AadV avToD; un yévorro ... 1 [Q2] ovk oldate &v
HAig i Aéyer 1 ypoon;

One may dispute the parallelism because the questions are not juxtaposed in the text.!3¢
Such a structure might be illustrated as “question-explanation/answer-OR-question” (Q-E/A-o-
Q). Though separated, one still finds 7} between two questions, which are parallel, in that Paul
asks both questions.
1 Cor. 1:13  [Q1-2] Is Christ divided? was Paul crucified for you? or [Q3] were ye baptized in
Q: Paul the name of Paul?
R: Readers [Q1-2] pepéprotan 0 Xprotdg; un [Hadrog Eotavpdbn vep vudv, §j [Q3] &ig
10 dvopa [Tavriov éfanticOnte;
The structure here would be QQoQ. The lack of 1| between the first two questions does

not discount the construction. It may show an intended disjunction between the first two

questions, of which the first deals with Christ and the second two with Paul, possibly avoiding

128 Douglas Estes, Questions and Rhetoric in the Greek New Testament: An Essential Reference Resource
for Exegesis (Grand Rapids, Mich. Zondervan, 2017), 118.

129 Here, dpéoko takes a dative direct object, avOpdmoig (BDAG, 129; Wallace ExSyn, 171-73).

130 The two questions are separated by nineteen words of Greek text: koi yop &yd Iopaniitng €ipi, 8k
omépuoTog APpadp, AT Beviapeiv. ovk dnmoato 0 880G oV Aaov adTod OV Tpodyve.
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Moses’ error in failing to set the LORD apart (“sanctify’’) from himself (Num. 20:21) when said
“must we fetch you water out of this rock?” (Num. 20:10). Yet, the parallelism remains.

1 Cor. 6:7,9 [Q1-2] Why do ye not rather take wrong? why do ye not rather suffer
Q: Paul yourselves to be defrauded? ... [or; Q3] Know ye not that the unrighteous shall
R: Readers not inherit the kingdom of God?
[QI1-2] 614 i ovyi pdAlov adikeiche; S Ti oyl AoV dmootepeicbs; ...
1 [Q3] ovx oidate &1t Gducot Beod Paciieiov 0O KANpOvOUGoVsLY;

This example presents similarities to both Rom. 11:1-2 and 1 Cor. 1:13. Like the former,
there is intervening material between the second and third question: dALd Dpeig ddkeite Kol
amootepeite, Kai 1odTo adehpovc (1 Cor. 6:8). Like the latter, it exhibits a QQoQ structure.
This may cast doubt on the “sanctify” argument regarding the previous verse (1 Cor. 1:13), but
the first two questions in 6:7 are nearly identical except for the verbs used (adikeicOe and

amootepeiche), which might make 7 out of place between them.

1 Cor. 6:15-16,19  [Q1-2] Know ye not that your bodies are the members of Christ? Shall I
Q: Paul then take the members of Christ, and make them the members of an
R: Readers harlot? [Answer] God forbid. [or; Q3] Know ye not that he which is joined
to an harlot is one body? ... [or; Q4] Know ye not that your body is the
temple of the Holy Ghost ... and ye are not your own?
[Q1-2] ovk oidate &T1 T0 chOpoTa VPV néAn Xpiotod £6Tiv; dpog ovv
T LEAN ToD Xp1otod momom mopvng LéEAN; un yévorro. i) [Q3] ovk
oidate OTL 0 KOAADUEVOG TR TOPVN EV oD E0TL; ... T [Q4] oK
oidate 611 1O oA VUDV VoG TOD €V DUV ayiov TvedLaTOg £0TLY, ...
Kol 00K £0TE £0VTOV;

According to the previous examples, the structure of this occurrence may be illustrated as
QQAo0Q-Insertion-0Q. It maintains Paul’s use of interrogative parallelism. Note that “or” does
not show up in translation for questions 3 and 4.

1 Cor.9:7-8 [Q1] Who goeth a warfare any time at his own charges? [Q2] Who planteth a
Q: Paul vineyard, and eateth not of the fruit thereof? or [Q3] who feedeth a flock, and
R: Readers eateth not of the milk of the flock? [Q4] Say I these things as a man? or [Q5]
saith not the law the same also?
[Q1] tig otpatevetal 1diog dywviolg moté; [Q2] Tig putedel aumeddva kol
OV Kapmdv avtod ovk €obiet; 1 [Q3] Tig motpaivel moipvny kol ék 10D
YOAoKTOG THG moipvng ovk €obict; [Q4] M| katd dvOpmmov Tadta AdAd,
1 [Q5] xai 6 vopog TadTa ov Adyet;
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The structure in 1 Cor. 9:7-8 is QQoQQoQ, all questions being parallel. The first three
questions are axiomatic; the second two are more direct to Paul’s audience and religion-specific.

1 Cor. 10:18-19 [Q1] Are not they which eat of the sacrifices partakers of the altar?

Q: Paul [Q2] What say I then? that the idol is anything[?] or [Q3] that which is

R: Readers offered in sacrifice to idols is anything?
[Q1] ovy ot éoBiovteg Tag Busiag Kowvmvoi Tod Buclacstnpiov giciv;
[Q2] ti 0OV enut; 811 £idwA6OVLTOV Ti dotv; f [Q3] bt eldwAOV Ti éoTIv;

The structure in this occurrence is QQoQ.
2 Cor. 6:14-16  [Q1] For what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and
Q: Paul [Q2] what communion hath light with darkness? and [Q3] what concord hath
R: Readers Christ with Belial? or [Q4] what part hath he that believeth with an infidel?

And [Q5] what agreement hath the temple of God with idols?
[Q1] tig yap petoyn dwcarocHvn kai dvopiq, §j [Q2] tig kowvmvia eoTi

n

np0Og okd1oC; [Q3] Tig 8¢ cvpedvnoig Xpiotod tpog Betdp, §j [Q4] tic

pepic motd petd dniotov; [QS5] tig 8¢ cvykatdbeoig vad Beod peta

€0 OV; [MUETS Yap vaog BeoD];

The UBS’ text places question marks at the end of questions Q2, Q4, and Q5,'3! and the

MajT places English question marks (“?”) after all five questions.!3? The structure of all five
questions follows the conjunctive pattern of “yap-ij-6&-1-0¢,” but still shows parallelism in
subject, questioner, and recipients. In the pattern, the particle 1§ groups concepts (righteousness,
lawlessness 1 light, darkness) and persons (Christ, Belial 1j the believer, unbeliever) with the
groups being bordered by 8¢. The yap in 6:16b likely presents an inclusio'®* with tic yop in 6:14
and closes the pattern.
2 Cor. 13:5 [or, Q1] Know ye not your own selves, how that Jesus Christ is in you, except ye

Q: Paul be reprobates?
R: Readers 1 [Q1] ovxk €émywvmdokete EavTovg 6Tt Xp1otog Incodc v Huiv;

BLUBS?, 601-02.
132 MajT, 556.
133 Inclusio: “framing ... by repeated words or phrases from its opening lines at its conclusion” (KBH,

303); “an inclusio is a pattern in which a paragraph or longer portion ends in much the same way in which it began”
(Roy B. Zuck, Basic Bible Interpretation [Wheaton, IL: Victor, 1991], 140).
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In 2 Cor. 13:5, unless €¢avtovg dokipdlete may be rendered as an interrogative, i.e., “are
you putting yourselves to the test?” (QoQ)—which does no damage to the sense of the text—the

structure in this case is “-0Q.”

Summary
In every place where Paul uses the conjunction 7 to join questions, they are parallel
because all of the joined questions are asked from the same point of view, either by Paul or by
his opponent (e.g., Rom. 10:6-7). The term “opponent” signifies one not holding Paul’s own
point of view. The “or” may have been omitted in English translation (e.g., Rom. 6:2-3, 11:2; 1
Cor. 6:9, 16, 19), and the parallel questions may change person (e.g., from first to second in

Rom. 6:2-3) without breaking the parallelism.

Primary Application: Romans 9:21
The most significant application of Paul’s use of interrogative parallelism is in Romans

9:20-21:

Rom. 9:20-21 Will the thing formed say to him who formed it, [Q1] “Why have you made me

Q: Diatribal  like this?” [or; Q2] Does not the potter have power over the clay, from the same

Opponent  lump to make one vessel for honor and another for dishonor?

R: Paul un &pel 10 midopo T® mAdcovty, [Q1] Ti pe émoinoag ovtwg; ) [Q2] odk
&xet €Eovoiav 0 Kepapens Tod TNAOD €K TOD aTOD PUPALATOG oG O PLEV
elg Ty okedog, 0 O¢ ig atipiov;

According to the principle of interrogative parallelism already demonstrated, both
questions come from Paul’s diatribal opponent’s point of view. The omission of the “or” in the

KJV obscured this parallelism to English readers.!** Though the two questions exhibit a change

in person from second (énoincag) to third (&yel é€ovoiav 6 kepapedg), one may observe a similar

change in Rom. 6:2-3, as already noted. Verse 21 may rightly be translated “or shall one say,

134 The ESV, MSG, NIV, NKJV, NLT, NRSV, and RSV also omit “or” in translation. However, the ASV,
CSB, HCSB, and NASB show “or” in Rom. 9:21.
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‘Does not the potter have power ....”” The parallelism links questions together rather than shows
opposing alternatives.!*

To reiterate, Paul’s use of interrogative parallelism shows that the question in 9:21, just
as in 9:20, comes from Paul’s diatribal opponent, not from Paul himself. After noting Israel’s
blessed status (Rom. 9:1-5) and defending God’s choice of Israel though the patriarchs Abraham,
Isaac, and Jacob (9:6-13) and God’s freedom to exercise mercy or harden (9:14-18), Paul
anticipates that some might read a soteriological determinism into his reasoning, especially since
he has mentioned individuals, rather than nations, in vv. 6-18. Paul deals with three expected
protests from these “opponents” who would twist his arguments to say: (1) God’s will is
irresistible (9:19)%%; (2) God made me this way (9:20); and (3) the Potter unilaterally makes a
vessel either to honor or dishonor (9:21).137 Though the three are rhetorical questions, Paul’s
pragmatic use of such questions can show the views of his opponents as statements.

The opponents’ arguments in Rom. 9:20-21 show a gross misunderstanding of the Old

Testament (OT) Divine Potter metaphor, and contradict how 71177° Himself used the potter to

135 The conjunction (f}) is not showing contrast or a “necessary alternative” in this case, contra Morris,
Romans, 365. Though categorized as a “disjunctive (alternative) conjunction” by Wallace (ExSyn, 672), Robertson
lists, e.g., Matt. 5:17, “the law or the prophets” (tov vopov 1j Tovg tpopntoag), and Mark 10:29 “house, or brethren,
or sisters, or father, or mother, or wife, or children, or lands” (oikiav fj GdgApovg 7 Gdelpac) under “Connection in
Sentences” (Grammar, 427). In this usage, 7| connects different items. Contrast or disjunction is not being shown
between the Law or the Prophets, or between brothers, sister, houses or lands, etc.; but unity between them. One
might ask a child if the new baby in the family is his brother or sister, which denotes alternative or contrast. Yet,
when James proposes if “a brother or sister is naked” (2:15; 4deA@og 1 adehen) youvol), the difference in gender is
not in view, but that they are united in need in spite of gender. James is not excluding any person based upon their
sex. “It is never strictly disjunctive, but is just as much copulative ... [and] comes close to the force of a copulative
conjunction” (BDF, 231).

136 Jerome Zanchius takes up this argument: “the determining will of God being omnipotent cannot be
obstructed or made void, it follows that He never did ... will that every individual of manking should be saved. If
this was His will, not one single soul could ever be lost (for who has resisted his will?)” (4bsolute Predestination
[London, England: Silver Trumpet, 1989], 18).

137 One error of interpretation in this section is to accept the three arguments of Paul’s opponent as true and
Pauline, then to focus on parts of the diatribe such as “who art thou that repliest against God?” (9:20), and to identify
the error as daring to question God at all, instead of just accepting one’s fate. Rather, the error is in attributing
fatalism or determinism to God’s person or acts, especially regarding His relationship with the Patriarchs and Israel.
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illustrate His dealings with both individuals and nations. Rom. 9:21 quotes no OT passage. A
survey of the OT use of this metaphor is in order.

First, in Job 10:8-9 (“’Your hands have ... fashioned me ... You have made me like
clay”), Job uses the metaphor to acknowledge God as his Creator and Sovereign, able to do His
will with Job, though what that specifies is left uncertain (see Job 33:6 where Elihu
acknowledges Job’s statement). Second, in Isa. 29:16, the Lord asks, “shall the thing made say
of him who made it, ‘He did not make me’? Or shall the thing formed say of him who formed it,
‘He has no understanding’?”” Though the Potter is not mentioned, the Lord uses the metaphor to
contend with those who deny His creative activity and His omniscience. In this way, the Lord
affirms Himself as omniscient Creator without deterministic connotation. Third, in Isa. 45:9, the
Lord pronounces woe, adding the question, “shall the clay say to him who forms it, ‘“What are
you making?’ Or shall your handiwork say, ‘He has no hands’?”” The addressee is guilty of
questioning what God is doing as well as denying His control via His anthropomorphic “hands.”
This use of the metaphor makes no deterministic statement. Finally, in Isa. 64:8, Isaiah prays,
“but now, O Lord, You are our Father; We are the clay, and You our potter; and all we are the
work of Your hand.” The prophet acknowledges God as Creator and Sovereign, but does not
specify what the Lord does with the clay. The mere mention of the potter does not allow ideas to

be imported.'*®

138 This may illustrate a practice the writer calls “one word theology” where the mere presence of a
particular word (or idea), apart from syntax and context, is used as a port though which to import theological ideas.
Frequent examples in the NT include “grace,” “elect,” “called,” etc. Unqualified occurrences must be interpreted in
the light of qualified or explained occurrences. One example, to be shown in the next chapter, is that “grace” can
refer specifically to the gifting of believers for their place of service in the Body of Christ, whether generally or in
specific ministerial office. It is illegitimate to read an entire system of theology into any or every occurrence of the
single, unqualified lexeme ydp1ig, “grace”—e.g., the “doctrines of grace”—based upon the mere presence of that
single word in a particular verse. In his section on “false assumptions about technical meaning,” D. A. Carson states
that “in this fallacy, an interpreter falsely assumes that a word always or nearly always has a certain technical
meaning ...,” and adds that “one corollary to this fallacy is that some interpreters will go one stage further and
reduce an entire doctrine to one word which they have understood to be a technical term. This is true, for instance,
of many treatments of the verb o foreknow” (Fallacies, 45, 47). The mere mention of the Divine Potter does not
promote nor prove any sort of biblical determinism.
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The first part of Paul’s question in Rom. 9:20 is taken verbatim from Isa. 29:16 in the
LXX, but the second part only alludes to Isa. 45:9:
Rom. 9:20: pun) €pei 10 mAdopa 1@ mtidcavty,  Ti pe émoinocag ovtwg;

Isa. 29:16:  pn €pel 10 mAGopo T® TAAGOVTL [0V 60 pe Emhacag]
Isa. 45:9: 1 TOotElS

The Hebrew text behind the question in Isa. 45:9 is ayn=nn, “what are you making.”!'*°
Paul’s opponent is asking a different question from the one in Isaiah. Both “what” and “why”
are acceptable glosses for ti,'*’ but Paul’s opponent, instead of enquiring with uncertainty, is
blaming God for the product based upon deterministic assumptions. Both attempts to invoke the
divine potter metaphor by Paul’s opponent are illegitimate.

Though Rom. 9:21, as noted, quotes no OT Scripture, a likely source is Wisdom of

Solomon 15:7 (KJV): “For the potter, tempering soft earth, fashioneth every vessel with much

labour for our service: yea, of the same clay he maketh both the vessels that serve for clean uses,
and likewise also all such as serve to the contrary: but what is the use of either sort, the potter
himself is the judge.”'*! Isolated from its context, readers likely applied the verse as if it spoke
of God. However, in its context, the verse is speaking of a human potter making idols.!#? If this
is the source behind Rom. 9:21, its isolation and misuse likely led some to believe that it had

reference to the Divine Potter.

139 From BHS, 746. The interrogative i is “what?” primarily, or “how?” It is prefixed to form a7, “why”
(BDB, 552-54).

149 BDAG, 1006-07.

141 The writer first encountered this as a possible source for Rom. 9:21 in Cranfield, Romans, 2:491-92.

142 Wisdom 15:4-6 (KJV): “For neither did the mischievous invention of men deceive us, nor an image
spotted with divers colors, the painter’s fruitless labor; the sight whereof enticeth fools to lust after it, and so they

desire the form of a dead image, that hath no breath. Both they that make them, they that desire them, and they that
worship them, are lovers of evil things, and are worthy to have such things to trust upon.”
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These misuses of the potter metaphor contradict the Lord’s own use of the metaphor
which one may see in Jer. 18:8-10: “if that nation against whom I have spoken turns from its
evil, I will relent of the disaster that I thought to bring upon it. And the instant I speak
concerning a nation and concerning a kingdom, to build and to plant it, if it does evil in My sight
so that it does not obey My voice, then I will relent concerning the good with which I said I
would benefit it.” The Lord’s message follows Jeremiah’s observing a human potter stop the
first vessel mid-process, in order to make an entirely different vessel out of the same clay (Jer.
18:4). This divine self-interpretation is significant for all applications of the potter metaphor.
Moreover, misuse of the metaphor contradicts Paul’s own view of the outworking of the
metaphor of vessels honorable and dishonorable in the New Testament: “if anyone cleanses
himself (éxxa®apn €oavtov) from the latter,'* he will be a vessel for honor, sanctified and useful
for the Master, prepared for every good work” (2 Tim. 2:21).

In both Rom. 9:20 and 9:21, Paul is likely dealing with statements or arguments he has
heard previously. That such wrong ideas may occur and persist is similar to how some wrong
ideas persist within Christianity. Many today think that “the Lord works in mysterious ways, His

144 or “God helps those who help themselves” are somewhere in Scripture.

wonders to perform,
The misquote of 1 Tim. 6:10 as “money is the root of all evil” is well-known. Such

“ecclesiastical legends” take on a life of their own. There is nothing new under the sun.

143 The NKJV and others translate “from the latter” from 4o tovtwv. Other common translations include
“these,” “these things,” or interpretive variations of that which is “dishonorable,” e.g., ESV and HCSB. The
genitive plural inflection (-wv) is common to masculine, feminine, and neuter genders, which makes identifying the
pronoun’s antecedent a challenge. The noun dtwiav (“dishonor”) is feminine singular, which would be a more
obvious antecedent for Tovtwv if it were also singular. The plural appears to look deeper into the previous context,
possibly including “iniquity” (4o adikiag) in 2:19, and “profane, empty babblings” (tag 6& Befniovg kevopmviag)
and “ungodliness” (doefeiog) in 2:16. The plural likely summarizes all of the evil words and deeds mentioned in
2:16-20, from which believers are to depart, or shun, or purge themselves.

144 An allusion to the hymn “God Moves in a Mysterious Way,” by William Cowper written in 1773 ...
[first] as a poem entitled “Light Shining out of Darkness”: “God moves in a mysterious way, His wonders to
perform” (from: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/God Moves _in_a Mysterious Way).
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Theologians have been affirming the argument of Paul’s opponent as their own believing

that it comes from Paul himself.!*> Though often used as a proof text for soteriological ideas
passed off as “Christian” and “biblical,” such misuse runs counter to Paul’s argument, and
affirms pagan ideas foreign to Scripture.!*® When the overall context of Romans 9 is properly
interpreted, these verses are shown to be consistent with that context, i.e., God’s sovereign
choice of and covenant with Israel through whom He would fulfill His redemptive purposes.
Paul also affirms their continuing relevance to God’s plan, whether one feels Israel is more

worthy of His choice than any other nation. To this end, a few interpretive notes are in order.

Ishmael Was a Believer
Though not mentioned by name in Rom. 9, the idea that Ishmael was an unbeliever

proceeds only from the theological necessity of some to interpret the passage as pertaining to

145 See Albert N. Arnold and D. B. Ford, Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans (Valley Forge,
PA: Judson, 1889), 233-34; C. K. Barrett, The Epistle to the Romans, rev. ed., in Black’s New Testament
Commentary, ed. Henry Chadwick (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991), 175; Cranfield, Romans, 2:491; Dunn,
Romans, 557; Kruse, Romans, 384-85; Richard N. Longenecker, The Epistle to the Romans, in The New
International Greek Testament Commentary (NIGTC), Todd D. Still and Mark Goodacre, eds. (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2016), 819; Moo, Romans, 602-03; Leon Morris, The Epistle to the Romans (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 1988), 365-66; Murray, Romans, 2:32-33; William Sanday and Arthur C. Headlam, 4 Critical and
Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, in ICC, ed. S. R. Driver, A. Plummer, and C. A. Briggs
(Edinburgh, Scotland: T. & T. Clark, 1895), 260; Schreiner, Romans, 505-06. “Dialogue is a total loss unless you
indicate who the speaker is” (William Strunk and E. B. White, The Elements of Style (New York, NY: Penguin
Books, 2000), 76.

146 Kenneth M. Wilson provides a brief survey of religious and philosophical fatalism, the manifestation of
which in Christian theology he calls DUPIED, or “Divine Unilateral Predetermination of Individuals’ Eternal
Destinies,” in “Augustine’s Conversion from Traditional Free Choice to ‘Non-free Free Will,”” PhD Thesis, in
Studien und Texte zu Antike und Christentum 111 (Tiibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2018), 11-12. He also documents ideas
from Gnosticism, Stoicism, and other ancient sources, which made their way into Christian theology via Augustine.
For example, Valentinus, a Gnostic, “taught the message of salvation was offered to all, but only the elect ... were
empowered by God to accept the invitation and receive salvation” (13). Compare this with the Westminster
Confession of Faith, Chapter 11, XIV: “the grace of faith, whereby the elect are enabled to believe to the saving of
their souls is the work of the Spirit of Christ.” The Stoics taught that “moral responsibility stands compatible with
strict determinism because human actions contribute to the fated causal chain” (16). Compare with Loraine
Boettner: “a person’s acts must be without compulsion and in accordance with his own desires and inclinations, or
he cannot be held responsible for them,” and “God’s will for the course of events is the primary cause and man’s
will is the secondary cause; the two work together in perfect harmony” (Reformed, 193, 195). See also Wilson’s
summary of his thesis, The Foundation of Augustinian-Calvinism (Montgomery, TX: Regula Fidei, 2019).
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individual soteriology, especially as it pertains to Isaac, who is mentioned (Rom. 9:6-9). In such
an interpretation, Ishmael is identified as one of the “children of the flesh” and, therefore, not a
believer. Paul's point in this case is a contrast between being solely a physical descendant
(“flesh”; see Rom 1:3, 9:3, 5) and being a physical descendant about whom divine promises have
been made, i.e., Isaac. The phrase “children of God” (tékva 10D 6g0D) is relational, not
soteriological, in this context.!*” Here, Paul is not using “flesh” as a signifier of unbelief, as he
does in Rom 7:5; 8:1, 5, 8-9.!%% The point of the chapter (together with chs. 10-11) is the blessed
history, continuing relevance, and glorious restoration of the nation Israel (Rom. 11:26-27), not a
supposed “spiritual Israel,” but the actual descendants of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. Yet, being
a physical descendant does not guarantee individual salvation (Rom. 9:31-32); the gospel is “for
the Jew first and also for the Greek. For in it the righteousness of God is revealed ... ‘The just
shall live by faith’” (Rom. 1:16-17; NKJV). The popular teaching of “election” of individuals to
justification/salvation is absent from Rom. 9. Consider the following statements about Ishmael:

* he was promised to be multiplied (Gen. 16:10)

* he was named by the LORD (Gen. 16:11; acknowledged by Abram, v. 15)

* he was promised that “he shall dwell in the presence of all his brothers” (Gen. 16:12)

* he was blessed by Abraham (Gen. 17:18); acknowledged by God (Gen. 17:20)

* he was circumcised along with the rest of Abraham’s household (Gen. 17:23-27)

* he was still blessed, though exiled (Gen. 21:13, 18)

* he was heard by God (Gen. 21:17)

* he was blessed by God, Who was “with him” and he grew (Gen. 21:20; see Gen. 39:2;

Josh. 1:17, 6:27; Judg. 1:19, 22; 1 Sam. 3:19, 18:14)
* he was not Isaac’s enemy (Gen. 25:9)

* he was “gathered to his people” (Gen. 25:17; see 25:8, 35:29, 49:33; Exod. 32:50)
* he died in the presence of all his brothers (Gen. 25:18)

147 Consider Deut. 14:1-2: “You are the children of the Lord your God; you shall not cut yourselves nor
shave the front of your head for the dead. For you are a holy people to the Lord your God, and the Lord has chosen
you to be a people for Himself, a special treasure above all the peoples who are on the face of the earth.” Paul’s use
of “children of God” to speak of the people of Israel, or those through whom God was make such a people, is
legitimate. See also Exod. 4:22; Deut. 32:18-19.

148 Dunn writes that oép& does not constitute “a disqualifying factor in itself, but [neither does it] constitute
a qualifying factor in itself; divine sonship can neither be defined (nor disqualified) in these terms, that is, by natural
or ethnic criteria” (Romans, 541).
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Some make Ishmael a villain in the story of Abraham and Isaac, but the scriptural record
argues otherwise. Ishmael was loved by Abraham and blessed by God, and all of the language
used regarding him suggests that he believed in the LORD, just as his father Abraham did.
Ishmael’s scoffing at Isaac’s weaning party is the single negative note against Ishmael (Gen.
21:9). Is sibling rivalry among children a mark of unbelief (or “reprobation”)? Paul does use
Isaac and Ishmael indirectly in an allegory to illustrate the superiority of the promise of salvation
by faith over the law (Gal. 4:21-31). In this allegory, Hagar and Ishmael are used to represent
the law, metaphorically “Mount Sinai.” To use this as justification for the idea that Ishmael (or
even Hagar) were unbelievers, in order to force a soteriological interpretation ignores both that
this is an allegory, and that the Law was given centuries after Abraham, Isaac, and Ishmael had
already been gathered to their people.

The descendants of Ishmael are identified as enemies of Israel in Psalm 83:6, but one
should not confuse what is said about a nation of a man’s descendants with what is true about the
man himself. For example, though the Moabites were often the enemies of Israel (e.g. Judg.
3:12-30, 2 Kings 3:4), yet Ruth, a Moabite woman, believed in the LORD, and became an
ancestor of David, and of Jesus Christ (Ruth 1:16-17, 4:17-21). After fleeing Egypt, Moses
found haven among Midianites (Exod. 2:15-21), who had intermarried with Ishmaelites (Gen.
37:28).14 The nation of Israel itself—physical descendants of Jacob—vacillated between
faithfulness to the LORD, and gross sin and apostasy throughout its history. The conclusion
from the biblical record is that God would fulfill His purposes through Isaac, and not Ishmael,

though both were believers. Paul understood this in making his point.

149 The Midianites descended from Midian who was one of Abraham’s six sons by Keturah after Sarah’s
passing (Gen. 25:1-2).
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Jacob Have I Loved

First, in Romans 9:12-13, Paul quotes the first (Genesis) and last (Malachi) prophecies,
both canonically and chronologically, in the Hebrew Bible regarding Jacob and Esau, forming a
merism or inclusio.'>® This bookends his point, which was that God chose to fulfill His promises
through the descendants of Jacob rather than those of Esau, the intent of the original prophecy.
Later pronouncements of judgment upon (Obadiah) and rejection of (Malachi) the Edomites
were based upon that nation’s conduct centuries after the lives of the brothers. Prior to the
Israelite monarchy, Edom had every right to reject Israel’s reasonable request for passage during
the Exodus (Num. 20:14-21); the LORD pronounced no judgment upon Edom for doing so.!>!

Second, the only time the “elder [nation] served the younger [nation]” was during the
reign of David (2 Sam. 8:14; 1 Chron. 18:13; see 1 Kings 11:14-22), though Israelite dominance
lasted for about a century after the end of David’s reign (2 Chron. 21:8-10). Though the LORD
said that Israel’s desire for a king was a rejection of His theocracy (1 Sam. 8:7); nevertheless,
God used the Davidic monarchy to present a type of His Son’s future reign as Messiah (2 Sam.
7:12-14; Psalm 2), the ultimate Theocracy. David’s temporary subjugation of Edom was not the
fulfillment of the Genesis 25:23 prophecy, but only a picture of its fulfillment. Even during
Jesus’ earthly ministry, the vassal ruling power over the Israelite nation was the Herodian
dynasty, who were Idumaeans, or Edomites. Jesus, a physical descendant of Jacob, was under
the temporal, earthly authority of Esau during that time. The elder was not serving the younger.

Because of a lack of lasting fulfillment, and that, with one exception—the reign of David—

150 A merism is when “a writer mentions the extremes of some category ... to portray it in totality” (KBH,
302).

151 After Edom’s refusal, and just prior to entering the Land, the LORD reminded Israel, “You shall not
abhor an Edomite, for he is your brother” (Deut. 23:7).
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Edom, the elder, has not served the younger, all of this suggests that the ultimate fulfillment of
the prophecy of Gen. 25:23 is Jesus’ future earthly reign as Messiah. Only then will the elder
(Edom) finally serve the younger (Jesus) forever as the Edomite nation takes its place among all
of the other nations who serve Israel’s Messiah as King over all the Earth (see Amos 9:11-12).
Third, even after all of the machinations and manipulations within Isaac’s immediate
family (Gen. 25 and 27), by the time the estranged brothers reunited, both appear to have come
to understand that the prophecy’s significance had little to do with themselves as individuals
(Gen. 33:3-16). Though Esau is called “profane” for selling his birthright (Heb. 12:16),!
nothing states definitively that he was an unbeliever. He would have understood the covenantal
significance of his own circumcision along with Jacob’s. Remember that Peter called Lot
“righteous,” in spite of Lot’s many weaknesses, faults, and errors (2 Pet. 2:7). The original Gen.

153

25 prophecy spoke of “nations” and “peoples,” not the twin brothers as individuals.”>” There is

nothing soteriological in Paul’s reference to Jacob and Esau in making his point in Romans 9.!%*

Likewise, Jacob’s blessing the younger Ephraim ahead of the older Manasseh had no individual

soteriological significance (Gen. 48:1-20), something that Jacob himself would have understood.

152 “Profane” translates Bépnioc. BDAG’s first definition regards what is “pert[inent] to being accessible to
everyone and therefore void of real significance ... worthless” (173). Applied to Esau, selling his birthright showed
a lack of “having an interest in transcendent matters” (def. #2). The writer of Hebrews is exhorting Jewish believers
to persevere toward “better” things in the face of trial. This includes pursuing peace and holiness (12:14), and
avoiding apostasy (12:15). The “root of bitterness” alludes to Deut. 20:18, and those “whose heart turns away today
from the Lord our God, to go and serve the gods of these nations, and that there may not be among you a root
bearing bitterness or wormwood.” In Hebrews, abandoning Christ is compared with Israelite idolatry, both acts of
apostasy. Esau illustrates that one who abandons Christ cannot return, i.e., having sold the birthright, Esau was later
rejected from the blessing. See Heb. 6:4-6: “For it is impossible for those who were once enlightened, ... if they fall
away, to renew them again to repentance.” This falling away shows that one was never a believer, rather than
teaching one can lose salvation. The writer’s point is that there is no return from apostasy. He uses Esau as an
illustration for that first-century historical context; he is not offering an anachronistic commentary on the state of
Esau’s soul.

133 Noted by Morris, Romans, 356-57.

154 As with the case of Isaac and Ishmael above, the argument against the spiritual state of individuals based
upon the later actions of the nations which proceeded from them tends to be one-sided. Some will argue that
Ishmael and Esau were unbelievers on this basis—e.g., Ishmaelites buying Joseph and taking him to Egypt, or later
judgments pronounced upon the Edomites—but do not apply the same standard to Israel itself and its own
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No Contest

The LORD’s purpose for the Exodus was not to instigate a contest for Pharaoh’s soul to
provide patristic interpreters with a paradigm or biblical proof texts for an individual
deterministic soteriology. The status of Pharaoh’s soul was never in question. According to the
cultus of Egypt, Pharaoh received and accepted worship as deity. Moreover, his first words
recorded in Scripture are “who is the Lord, that I should obey His voice ...? I do not know the
Lord” (Exod. 5:2). Moses has been absent from the royal court for only forty years; it is likely
that Pharaoh might have known him or, at least, heard of him, though sanitizing historical
records or making certain names unmentionable are not unusual among the powerful. Pharaoh’s
daughter almost certainly so quickly identified the infant Moses as a Hebrew child because he
was circumcised (Exod. 2:6). It is unlikely that Pharaoh’s statement proceeded from ignorance.

In Exod. 4-14, in the two places where the LORD states, “I will harden” Pharaoh’s heart,
the purposes are so that he would not let the people go (4:21), and that the LORD would multiply
His signs and wonders (Exod. 7:3).!% In the two places where the LORD states the fact that
“Pharaoh will not heed you” (Exod. 7:4; 11:9), His purposes are “so that I may lay My hand on
Egypt,” and “so that My wonders may be multiplied.” In the cases of the first meeting (rod
turned to a snake), and Plagues 1, 3, and 5, the text states simply that Pharaoh’s heart “grew,”

“became,” or “was” hard (Exod. 7:13-14, 22, 8:19, 9:7, 35).1%% After Plagues 2, 4, and 7,

wickedness and apostasy, such to the point where the LORD kept His covenantal promise to cast them out of the
Land and disperse them among the nations (see footnote 78). One would not use, for example, the Babylonian
captivity to argue that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, et al., were unbelievers. God is no respecter of persons.

155 “I will harden” in Exod. 7:3 is 7WpK "IX), i.e., ¥R in the Hiphil stem (BDB: “be hard, severe, fierce”;
904).

136 The Hebrew verbs in these verses consistently use the Qal stem which is “‘simple,’ in the sense that ...
it is simple semantically in that notions of causation are absent,” and is used in this context with a stative (rather
than fientive) nuance (Waltke and O’Connor, Hebrew Syntax, 362-64). These are statements of fact, semantically
unadorned otherwise. They simply describe the state of Pharaoh’s heart. The six examples alternate between i
(four times) and 722 (twice).
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Pharaoh hardened his own heart (Exod. 8:15, 32, 9:34).!57 After Plagues 6, 8-9, and prior to 10,
the LORD hardened Pharaoh’s heart (Exod. 9:12, 10:20, 27, 11:10, 14:8)."5% The result of these
latter divine hardenings is that Pharaoh did not heed Moses and let Israel go. The last record of
the LORD hardening Pharaoh’s heart was prior to his pursuit of Israel to destroy them in the
desert (Exod. 14:8).

The hardness of Pharaoh’s heart had little to do with Pharaoh himself, but was so that the
LORD would: (1) glorify Himself (9:14, 16); (2) multiply His signs; (3) judge the nation of
Egypt; (4) give the Israelites something to tell future generations about the glory and power of
the LORD (Exod. 10:2); (5) show His power to the rest of the inhabited world (Exod. 9:16; see
Josh. 2:9-11, 9:9); and (6) prevent Pharaoh from letting the people go until the LORD had
finished His signs and plagues. Regarding the last point, human beings tend to yield and seek
relief to avert or avoid adverse consequences (e.g., 2 Sam. 19:18-20; Rev. 6:16, 20:11). Pharaoh
may have “caved” earlier during the plagues merely to avert further catastrophe prior the
LORD’s completion of His judgments (see Exod. 12:31).15° The LORD did not harden

Pharaoh’s heart until the sixth plague, and Pharaoh hardened his own heart after the seventh.

157 The stem in these examples is the Hiphil, which “is primarily ... [the] causative of Qal” (Kautzch, ed.,
rev. A. E. Cowley, Gesenius’ Hebrew Grammar [GKC], [Oxford, England: Clarendon Press, 1910], 144). The verb
in these instances is 722 (or 722), to “be heavy (BDB, 457). Pharaoh caused his own heart to be heavy.

158 In all of these verses (and Exod. 4:21), the text shows the Piel of P17 , to “make rigid, hard, ... harden”
(BDB, 304, I1.5). Comparing the differences in lexical and verbal stems in the cases of either Pharaoh (Hiphil, 722)
or M7 (Piel, pi7) hardening Pharaoh’s heart, “the fundamental distinction between Piel and Hiphil is that the former
signifies the bringing about of a state and the latter the causing of an event” (Waltke and O’Connor, Syntax, 437;
they give Exod 8:11 as an example on 438, 12b). One might expect a difference in terminology used to describe
human or divine activity; however, this difference should not be stretched to signify a deterministic interpretation.
“Based on the way these various wordings for ‘be/make stubborn’ seem to occur in no particular pattern, are
routinely used synonymously, and clearly refer to the same essential phenomenon (i.e., God’s keeping Pharaoh from
letting the Israelites leave Egypt until a time of God’s choosing), it is not likely that any real semantic difference is
intended by the three wordings” (Douglas K. Stuart, Exodus: An Exegetical and Theological Exposition of Holy
Scripture, in NAC, ed. E. Ray Clendenen [Nashville, TN: Broadman and Holman, 2006], 149).

159 God’s “purpose in preventing Pharaoh from giving in too easily and too early was, as [seen in] ... parts
of the narrative, to allow himself fully to demonstrate his sovereignty over Pharaoh, the Egyptians, the land of Egypt
itself, and the gods in which Pharaoh and the Egyptians trusted” (Stuart, Exodus, 146-47).
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There is a lack of symmetry in the various hardenings during the progress of the plagues.
Pharaoh’s heart—or salvation—was never the focus of the Plagues, nor the Exodus.

The LORD was the Initiator of the entire captivity, judgment, and Exodus as it pertains to
the nation of the Egyptians. The LORD foretold the Egyptian Captivity several centuries before
it occurred, telling Abram, “know certainly that your descendants will be strangers in a land that
is not theirs, and will serve them, and they will afflict them four hundred years. And also the
nation whom they serve I will judge; afterward they shall come out with great possessions” (Gen.
15:13-14). The LORD’s “raising up” Pharaoh (Exod. 9:16) may be a case of synecdoche!'®®
where Pharaoh stands for the entire nation of Egypt. To “raise up” was common terminology for
divine control of the rise and fall of leaders and nations,'! regardless of their righteousness or
lack thereof. Recall Habakkuk’s protest to the LORD: “You are of purer eyes than to behold
evil, and cannot look on wickedness. Why do You look on those who deal treacherously, and
hold Your tongue when the wicked devours a person more righteous than he?”” (Hab. 1:13). The
prophet questions how a holy God can use such an unholy nation, i.e., the Chaldeans (1:6) to
execute judgment against His chosen people. The Lord may use whomever He pleases, however
He pleases (e.g., Cyrus, Isa. 45:1; Ezra 1:1). This is Paul’s point in quoting Exod. 9:16 in Rom.
9:17. Pharaoh was a mere pawn in the LORD’s plan for the Exodus, and a small illustration of
the greater point that “He has mercy on whom He wills, and whom He wills He hardens,”

without respect to the soul-status of the object of divine activity.!®? In the context of Rom. 9,

160 «“A synecdoche is the substituting of a part of something for the whole or the whole for a part” (Zuck,
Basic, 151); it focuses “on something specific as a symbol of something larger” (KBH, 313).

161 See Judg. 2:16, 3:9, 15; 1 Sam. 12:6; 1 Kings 11:14, 14:14; Jer. 50:41; Amos 6:14; Zech 11:16; in the
NT, Acts 2:30, 13:22-23. After the LORD revealed the meaning of Nebuchadnezzar’s dream to Daniel, he praised
God, saying, “He removes kings and raises up kings” (Dan. 2:21); moreover, “the king’s heart is in the hand of the
Lord, like the rivers of water; He turns it wherever He wishes” (Prov. 21:1).

162 Tn Scripture, the hardening or blinding of individuals, whether by God directly or through divine
allowance, always occurs in the context of human unbelief, e.g., Acts 19:9; Rom. 1:21b, 28; 2 Cor. 4:4; 2 Thess.
2:10-12.
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the LORD has shown mercy on Israel,'**> and He was and is just in doing so. The hardening of

Pharaoh was a minor supporting point.

Postscript

No Question

A few syntactical notes are warranted in order to finish the rest of Romans 9 (22-33).
First, 9:22 asks no question, e.g., the translation “what if.” For such a question, see Rom. 3:3, ti
yop el nriotoav tveg; (“For what if some did not believe?””). Second, Paul uses 6¢ to transition
from the errors of his opponent back to his own affirmations.!®* Third, “but if” (¢i 8&) provides
an accurate translation, as Paul introduces a condition (first class with the indicatives fjveykev).
Fourth, the participial phrase (BéAwv) is concessive, i.e., “but if God, though willing to show his

wrath and make his power known” (9:22).!6° This “if” (¢i) clause forms the protasis of a

163 Isa. 14:1: “For the Lord will have mercy on Jacob, and will still choose Israel, and settle them in their
own land. The strangers will be joined with them, and they will cling to the house of Jacob. Jer. 30:18 (Context:
restoration of Israel): “Thus says the Lord: ‘Behold, I will bring back the captivity of Jacob’s tents, and have mercy
on his dwelling places; The city shall be built upon its own mound, and the palace shall remain according to its own
plan. Ezek. 39:25 (Context: restoration of Israel): “Therefore thus says the Lord God: ‘Now I will bring back the
captives of Jacob, and have mercy on the whole house of Israel; and I will be jealous for My holy name.”” Ezra
3:11: “And they sang responsively, praising and giving thanks to the Lord: ‘For He is good, for His mercy endures
forever toward Israel.” Then all the people shouted with a great shout, when they praised the Lord, because the
foundation of the house of the Lord was laid.” Ps. 98:1-3: “Oh, sing to the Lord a new song! For He has done
marvelous things; His right hand and His holy arm have gained Him the victory. The Lord has made known His
salvation; His righteousness He has revealed in the sight of the nations. He has remembered His mercy and His
faithfulness to the house of Israel; all the ends of the earth have seen the salvation of our God.” Luke 1:54: “He has
helped His servant Israel, in remembrance of His mercy.”

164 “The conjunction 3¢ does not mark the presence of semantic discontinuity as BDAG claims. The fact
that semantic discontinuity or continuity may be present is indicated by their reference to ‘contrast or simple
continuation,’ respectively. Either may be present, 8¢ does not mark its presence or absence. This is not to say that
contrast is not present in many contexts where 8¢ occurs; ... the presence of the connective is not what brings it
about. Contrast has everything to do with the semantics ... present in the context” (Runge, Discourse, 28). “Paul
appears to use de with simple transitional force” (Moo, Romans, 604).

165 The language of the concessive participial phrase in 9:22 is a likely allusion to 9:17: &vsi&opon &v col
T1|v dOvapiv pov (“that I may show My power in you, ), with 9:22: évégi&acOar tv opynv Kol yvopicat T0
dvvatov avtod (“though willing to show His wrath and to make His power known”). As argued, even prior to the
Exodus, Pharaoh was already a vessel of wrath prepared for destruction. The difference between 9:17 and 9:22 is
that God, though willing to demonstrate His power (as He did in the case of Pharaoh), now endures the vessels of
destruction so that He can make known “the riches of His glory” to both Jews and Gentiles (9:24). John provides
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conditional sentence, which “has two parts: an ‘if” part and a ‘then’ part. ‘IF’ = protasis;

‘THEN’ = apososis.”!%

No Missing Apodosis

In this part of Rom. 9, many interpreters affirm that this protasis does not have an
apososis,'®’ i.e., the “then” of the “if-then” interplay. However, removing some of the qualifying
and dependent phraseology to shorten the sentence will make the sentence flow clearer, in order
to reveal the apodosis. First, the protasis is “but if God endure the vessels of wrath.” The
tva+subjunctive (yvopion) clause begins an extended addition connected with an adjunctive/
connective koi,'®® i.e., [if God endured]—also/and in order that He might make known ... upon
the vessels of mercy.” The first clause is a statement of fact (fjveykev), and the second expresses
purpose (iva yvopion). Second, a series of dependent clauses extends the subjunctive purpose
clause beginning with the neuter plural relative & (9:23). Its antecedent is okevm, “vessels (of
mercy),” and is noted as comprising both Jews and Gentiles (o0 pévov €& Tovdaimv dALY Kol €€
€0vav). Paul spends the next five verses (9:25-29) explaining his (and God’s) inclusion of the

Gentiles among the vessels of mercy. Paul started with the relative &, then moved to odg,'®

some explanation regarding “preparation for destruction”: “he who does not believe is condemned already, because
he has not believed in the name of the only begotten Son of God” (John 3:18). In historical context, Pharaoh had
rejected M, the God of Israel (Exod. 5:2), the pre-incarnate Jesus Who said: “most assuredly, I say to you, before
Abraham was, I AM” (John 8:58). Murray notes the allusion to 9:17 in 9:22 (Romans, 2:34). Chadwick A.
Thornhill identifies the vessels of wrath as “unbelieving Israel” (“To the Jew First: A Socio-Historical and Biblical-
Theological Analysis of the Pauline Teaching of ‘Election’ in Light of Second Temple Jewish Patterns of Thought,”
PhD diss., Liberty Baptist Theological Seminary, 2013: 261-62).

166 Wallace, ExSyn, 682.

167 See, e.g., Barrett, Romans, 176; Cranfield, Romans, 2:492; Dunn, Romans, 558; Kruse, Romans, 386;
Sanday and Headlam, Romans, 260; Schreiner, Romans, 507; and Thornhill, “Second Temple,” 261.

168 Wallace, ExSyn, 671.

169 The relative @ (accusative plural) acquires its neuter gender from its antecedent oke0n, which is a
metaphor for human beings. After completing the metaphor, Paul changes to the masculine odg (accusative plural)
because he is, in fact, writing of persons, not the earthen vessels of the metaphor. The string of relatives maintains
the focus on the vessels of mercy: okedn ELéovg — & — ob¢ ... éxbdecey ... Tovdaimv ... Kai ... EOv@V.
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with which he ties his validating quotes from Hosea and Isaiah together with the following chain
of subordination and conjunction:

Kai tva yvopion ... okedn €réovg, @ ... odg:

O¢ Kol (9:25; ““as also”; comparative/adjunctive; Hosea. 2:23)

Kol £otat (9:26; “and it shall be”; connective; Hosea 1:10)

"Hoatac 88 kpbler  (9:27; “but Isaiah cries out”; connective transition; Isaiah 10:22)
Adyov yop (9:28; “for the matter”; causal; Isaiah 28:22, LXX)

Kol kaBdg (9:29); “and just as”; adjunctive/comparison; Isaiah 1:9)

The entire string of relatives and conjunctions looks back to & (9:23) and cxedn within
the parenthetical subjunctive clause (iva yvopion). With this understanding, the apodosis which
follows the protasis is found in 9:30: “the Gentiles have attained to the righteousness ... of faith”
(80vm ... katéhaPev ... dikaroovuvny ... €k miotews). Put together with the qualifying clauses
removed, the thought of 9:22-30, with protasis and apodosis intact, looks like this: “[protasis] but
if God endured the vessels of wrath, and in order that he might make his glorious riches known
to the vessels of mercy [“whom’; parenthesis of OT Scriptures regarding Gentile inclusion], we
shall say that!”® [apodosis] the Gentiles have attained to the righteousness of faith.”

One may see a similar structure in shortened form in Rom. 3:5: “[protasis] but if (&l 0¢)
our unrighteousness demonstrates the righteousness of God, what shall we say?” (ti époduev;).
The apodosis is in the form of a rhetorical question: “Is God unjust who inflicts wrath?”’!”! Both

present first-class conditions, but the difference between Rom. 3:5 and 9:22-30 is that the former

170 After the extended protasis, Paul sets up the apodosis by asking a question in light of the facts he has
just laid out in 9:23-29: “what shall we say then?” (ti o0v £époDpev;). The following objective clause (6t1) requires
something the object of which it can be, which ellipsis comes from the question, i.e., “we shall say [ellipsis] that
(611 the Gentiles.” The objective clause, then, provides the apodosis. The question (T1) sets up the apodosis by
notifying the reader after such an extended protasis, and by looking for an answer.

171 Paul follows the “what shall we say,” a response enquiry—most often in the form ti ovv &poduev—with
a rhetorical question and then an emphatic denial (pun} yévotro) structure of “response enquiry—rhetorical question—
emphatic denial (RE-RQ-ED) three other times in Romans (6:1, 7:7, and 9:14). In two other cases, he follows the
response enquiry with rhetorical questions and conditional sentences (Rom. 4:1-2 and 8:31).
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presents an untrue condition, while the latter presents a true condition corresponding to reality.!”?
Wording the statements as if they were true shows more correspondence: “but if our unrighteous-
ness demonstrates the righteousness of God, what shall we say? We shall say that God is unjust
to inflict wrath.” Here, the protasis and apodosis are together.!”® In Rom. 9:22-30, they are
separated by the extended protasis. Though God was just to choose the Jewish people among the
other nations via the Patriarchs to fulfill His purposes (9:1-21), yet the Gentiles are not excluded
because righteousness is by faith (9:22-30; see Rom. 4:3-13), not genealogy. However, Jews,
though so chosen, must also believe in the Lord (9:31-33).

Paul’s rejection of deterministic misinterpretations of his argumentation in Rom. 9:19-21
is consistent with the overall context and his flow of thought in that chapter. That context and
flow may be summarized as follows: Paul desires the salvation of his fellow Israelites, and God
was just to choose them through Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob to fulfill His redemptive purposes.

He is just either in showing mercy or in hardening (though some might misinterpret Paul’s

172 Rom. 3:5 does not meet the syntactic requirement for identification as a second class condition (contrary
to fact), i.e., the lack of &v in the apodosis, though it is not true. The first class condition “indicates the assumption
of truth for the sake of argument” (Wallace, ExSyn, 690). Paul’s opponent in Rom. 3:5 believes that his statement is
true, though it is not. See Wallace’s full discussion (687-94). James L. Boyer concurs with this classification in
both instances (“First Class Conditions: What Do They Mean?”” Grace Theological Journal 2 (GTJ), no. 1 (Spring
1981): 93, 96.

173 In Rom. 3:3-8, Paul addresses dialecticism, which may be seen as a conflict or contrast between a thesis
and an antithesis. In some formulations, these two are in conflict and the result is a synthesis, which becomes the
new thesis, and the process repeats itself, so that every thesis must have an antithesis. This may be seen in modern
circumstances in the person always feeling it necessary to “play the devil’s advocate,” who cannot allow any
assertion to pass without posing some opposite antithetical premise. According to his manifest dialectics, no
assertion (thesis) may be judged as true until it has been verified by comparison with its antithesis (no matter how
absurd it may be); an antithesis must be posed. In Rom. 3, Paul addresses one who argues that his unrighteousness
(an antithesis) helps demonstrate God’s righteousness (the thesis). In that sense, he is “helping” God, and so
protests, “why am I also still judged as a sinner?” (Rom. 3:7). The underlying thought is that the quality of anything
is only determined by a necessary comparison with its antithesis, i.e., God is judged to be good or righteous only by
comparison with that which is evil. The thought is that God needs evil to exist for Him to be judged as holy by
comparison. This is why Paul’s dialectic opponent in Rom. 3:5-8 protests that: (1) God is unjust to inflict wrath
(because of His need for evil); (2) God should not judge me as a sinner; and (3) some good comes out of my evil.
However, evil is not necessary, nor does sin and evil “help” God. Dialectic thinking shuns absolutes, and good and
evil are seen as interdependent. On the contrary, God’s holiness and justice are absolute, just as “God is light and in
Him is no darkness at all” (1 John 1:5) and Paul rightly rebuts: “certainly not! For then how will God judge the
world?” Paul, regarding those who think such a way about God, concludes with, “their condemnation is just” (Rom.
3:8).
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argumentation as asserting fatalistic ideas). Even so, God will show His glory and mercy upon
Jews or Gentiles who believe (as shown in the prophets), but Israelites, though physical

descendants of the promise, are excluded if they persist in unbelief.
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III. Consistent Context of Phrase Usage

The Phrase “Grace Given”

Regarding consistency of usage, Paul always uses the phrase “grace given,” with little
variation in terminology, in the context of God’s gifting of believers for their function and
service of the Body of Christ. In this matter also, Paul demonstrates the high degree of
consistency he exhibits throughout the body of his Letters.!” Paul uses the phrase to speak of
His specific call from the Lord Jesus Christ to be the “Apostle to the Gentiles” (Rom. 11:13).!73
He also uses it in a generic sense regarding others whom God has called to be ministers of the
Word. Finally, he uses it regarding every believer’s gifting for their place and function in the
Body of Christ. This phrase and its usage in such contexts have received little attention in
biblical lexicography.!®

Once this consistency is demonstrated, it will be applied to 1 Tim. 1:9 in order to properly

interpret and apply that verse both in its immediate context and as it pertains to the larger

174 “Sometimes the meaning of a word can change the meaning of the entire passage. Thus careful attention
to the context and to Pauline usage elsewhere is crucial to accurate interpretation” (Schreiner, Pauline Epistles, 131).

175 Other verses where Paul mentions this apostolic ministry without using the phrase include: (1) Acts
22:21: “then He [the Lord, v. 19] said to me, ‘Depart, for I will send you far from here to the Gentiles’”’; (2) Acts
26:17: “I will deliver you from the Jewish people, as well as from the Gentiles, to whom I now send you”; (3) Gal.
1:15-16: “but when it pleased God, ... to reveal His Son in me, that I might preach Him among the Gentiles”; (4)
Eph. 3:1: “I, Paul, the prisoner of Christ Jesus for you Gentiles”; and (5) 1 Tim. 2:7: “I was appointed a preacher and
an apostle ... a teacher of the Gentiles in faith and truth.”

176 No such category exists in BDAG (1079-81); Louw and Nida, Domains, 1:262; 2:299-300, 429, 569-70,
749-50; or Montanari, Brill, 2343-44; though H. Conzelmann does mention that “Paul’s special grace is his apostolic
office .... He has received it (R[om.]. 1:5); it was given to him (R. 12:3; 15:15, c¢f. 1 C[or.]. 3:10” and footnotes (n.
192) “for this sense cf. 1 C. 15:10; G[a]l 2:9” (s.v., “yépig kTA.,” Gerhard Kittel, ed., Theological Dictionary of the
New Testament [TDNT], trans. Geoffrey W. Bromiley, 10 Vols. [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1964], 9:396). Any
possible OT correspondence, e.g., Ps. 84:11, “the LORD will give grace and glory” (77 17> 71221 10), and Prov.
3:34, “but gives grace to the humble” (Jn-1m° 0*13¥2) 0*392)) provides no match. The former context makes no
specific application and stands alone in sense, while the latter speaks of a favorable disposition. Conzelmann
summarizes that “xdpig is never a theological word in the LXX” (TDNT, 9:389), though this statement likely has a
view toward NT usage. Hans-Helmut Esser largely follows this diachronic pre-NT analysis, but does provide a list
pertaining to Paul’s “apostolic mission in particular (Rom. 1:5; 12:3; 15:5; 1 Cor. 3:10; Gal. 2:9; Phil. 1:7) as it is of
the Christian life in general (Rom. 12:3, 6; 1 Cor. 1:4ff; 2 Cor. 4:15; 6:1; 8:1; 9:8, 14; Phil. 1:7),” though he mixes
motifs, goes no further with the subject, and does not mention all occurrences (“Grace,” NIDNTT, 2:121).
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theological context of Scripture. Since there are no traditional translational discrepancies, the
English biblical quotations will revert to the New King James Version. There are no syntactical
twists for this phrase; a simple biblical word search for “grace given” in English would reveal

almost all of these occurrences.!”’

Occurrences

Paul’s Apostolic Office
Rom. 12:3
NKJV: “For I say, through the grace given to me (61 Tfig xaptrog tfig dobeiong pot), to everyone
who is among you, not to think of himself more highly than he ought to think, but to think
soberly, as God has dealt to each one a measure of faith.”

Paul begins the section regarding the gifting of believers (Rom. 12:3-8) with an appeal to
the grace given him. Though not as explicit in this case, through the grace given to him, he

appeals to his apostolic authority!”®

as one may see from subsequent occurrences. Paul knew the
authority his office carried and used it to add gravity to his exhortations and teaching (see Rom.
11:13; 1 Cor. 9:1, 14:37). Though appealing to his authority, the exhortation toward humility

presents no contradiction; elsewhere, Paul acknowledges his unworthiness for the office (1 Cor.

15:9). Paul is assertive in pointing to his apostolic credentials as a warning, but he does so

177 George W. Knight III identifies the combination of “8i8mpu and yép1c” and lists most of the verses below
but adds verses to his list which do not have this exact combination. For example, he lists: (1) 1 Cor. 15:57, “but
thanks be to God, who gives us the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ”; (2) 2 Cor. 8:16, “but thanks be to God
who puts the same earnest care for you into the heart of Titus”; and (3) 2 Thess. 2:16, “may our Lord Jesus Christ
Himself, ... who has loved us and given us everlasting consolation and good hope by grace.” In those instances
which do manifest the “grace given” construction, he misses the ministerial context of the phrase (7he Pastoral
Epistles, in NIGTC, ed. Mark Goodacre and Todd D. Still [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1992], 375). He takes
“holy calling” as a call to a “holy life” (374).

178 Sanday and Headlam recognize that the phrase speaks of Paul’s apostolic authority in Rom. 12:3, though
they explore the phrase no further (Romans, 355). John Murray also ties it to Paul’s “apostolic commission,” noting,
among others, Rom. 15:15-16; 1 Cor. 3:10; Gal. 2:9; and Eph. 3:7-8 as passages for comparison (Romans, 117). See
also Longenecker, Romans, 928.
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without pride. The last clause (“God has dealt ...”) deserves its own translational and theological

analysis.!”
Rom. 15:15-16

NKIJV: Nevertheless, brethren, I have written more boldly to you on some points, as reminding
you, because of the grace given to me by God (61& Tv &pwv v 600€icdv Lot Hid Tod BeoD),
that [ might be a minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, ministering the gospel of God, that the
offering of the Gentiles might be acceptable, sanctified by the Holy Spirit.

Gal. 2:7-9

NKIJV: But on the contrary, when they saw that the gospel for the uncircumcised had been
committed to me, as the gospel for the circumcised was to Peter (for He who worked effectively
in Peter for the apostleship to the circumcised also worked effectively in me toward the
Gentiles), and when James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace that
had been given to me (yvévteg v xaptv v dobeicav pot), they gave me and Barnabas the right
hand of fellowship, that we should go to the Gentiles and they to the circumcised.

Eph. 3:2-8 (3 occurrences)

3:2, NKJV: If indeed you have heard of the dispensation'®? of the grace of God which was given
to me (tfig ybprrog Tod Beod thi¢ dobeiong pot) for you,

3:7-8, NKJV: of which [the gospel; To0d gvayyeriov, v.6] I became a minister according to the
gift of the grace of God given to me (katd TV dwpedv TG Xdprtog Tod Beod TG dobeiong pot)
by the effective working of His power. 8 To me, who am less than the least of all the saints, this
grace was given (£3600n 1 xépig adn), that I should preach among the Gentiles the unsearchable
riches of Christ.!8!

179 This phrase is often used as a proof text for the deterministic idea that faith is a gift, i.e., that God makes
one believe (e.g., Murray, Romans, 2:316; Strong, Systematic, 782). However, such a view is not unanimous. After
a detailed examination, Cranfield concluded that “pétpov mictemg in Rom. xii. 3 means ‘a standard (by which to
measure himself), namely (his) Christian faith’. But, since the all-important thing in Christian faith is not the activity
of the believer but the Object believed in, to say that the Christian is to measure himself and all things by his faith is
really to say that he is to measure himself and all things by Jesus Christ. The pétpov nictewg is really Jesus Christ
himself as the Standard and Norm” (“METPON IIIZTEQY in Romans XII. 3,” New Testament Studies 8 [NTS], no.
411962]: 351).

180 “The dispensation” translates Tv oikovopiav which, in this verse, signifies “responsibility of
management” which “Paul applies the idea of administration to the office of an apostle,” i.e., his own (BDAG, 697).

181 H, J. Flowers recognizes the association between the grace given to Paul and his apostolic mission to the
Gentiles in Eph. 3:1-13, but identifies grace in the passage with Paul’s unworthiness to be an Apostle, and makes no
reference to any other occurrences of the phrase in Paul’s Letters (“The Grace Of God Given To Paul—A Study Of
Ephesians 111, 1-13,” Review and Expositor 25 [RevExp], no. 2 [1928]: 161-63).
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Generic Ministerial Office
1 Cor. 3:10
NKJV: According to the grace of God which was given to me (katd Vv xaptv 1o Bgod v
dobeiocav pot), as a wise master builder I have laid the foundation, and another builds on it. But
let each one take heed how he builds on it.

In the context of various personality-based factions within the church at Corinth centered
around one’s preferred minister (1:10-12), Paul moves the argument toward the comparative
irrelevance of such men, i.e. “who then is Paul, and who is Apollos, but ministers through whom
you believed ...?” (1 Cor. 3:5); emphasizing that it is “God who gives the increase” (3:7). He
moves from an agricultural metaphor (3:6-8) to the metaphor of an architect (3:10; dpyrtéxtov;
“master builder”) who participates in the construction of the church at Corinth, “you are ...
God’s building” (3:9). This is the context in which Paul identifies his function in the building of
the Corinthian church as “according to the grace of God ... given to me,” though he speaks of
ministers generally: “I have laid the foundation, and another builds on it. But let each one take
heed how he builds on it” (3:10). Though the context is ministerial, when Paul speaks of each
one’s work being tested by fire,!8? the passage is applicable to all believers.

1 Tim. 4:14

NKJV: Do not neglect the gift that is in you, which was given to you (yapicpatog, 0 £666n cot)
by prophecy with the laying on of the hands of the eldership.

182 Though not named in this passage, this is the Brjua, the judgment seat of Christ (Rom. 14:10; 2 Cor. 5:10)
before which all believers will stand and be rewarded. The testing by fire mentioned in 1 Cor. 3 is consistent with
the “seven spirits of God”—which symbolizes the church—being pictured as “seven lamps of fire ... burning before
the throne” (Rev. 4:5) which had been “set” (£ketro) in heaven (4:2). The church, as “the seven spirits of God”
moves from its mission on earth (Rev. 3:1; note the parallelism with “seven stars” in 1:20), through the Rapture
(4:1), immediately to their judgment of fire (4:5). After this, in Rev. 5:6, the Lamb presents the glorified church fit
to reign with Him (“seven horns”), having attained full knowledge (“seven eyes”; 1 Cor. 13:12), and having
completed the Great Commission (“sent out into all the earth”). So glorified, the church takes its place among the
other redeemed peoples in heaven who await their return with Christ (Rev. 19:14). See Andrew W. Perkins, “The
Seven Spirits of God in Revelation,” term paper, Liberty University, 2023. Available at:
https://www.academia.edu/127399333/Andrew_Whitney Perkins Seven Spirits of God in Revelation.
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In 1 Tim. 4:14, Paul uses a different cognate, yopiopa!®? rather than yapig, but the
ministerial context is apparent, with possible reference to Timothy’s “ordination” (see also 2
Tim. 1:6).184
Believers’ Service in the Body
Rom. 12:6
NKIJV: Having then gifts (yopiocpata) differing according to the grace that is given to us (kotd
MV xpwv v d0bcicav Mfuiv), let us use them: if prophecy, let us prophesy in proportion to our
faith.

Paul applies the very same phrase he applied to his own authority in 2:3 to believers

pertaining to their place of service in the Body of Christ (e.g., I Cor. 12:12-30). Every believer

has been so gifted (Rom. 12:3-8; see below); there are no idle spectators within the Body.'®

183 See below: Rom. 12:6, yapicpato, and 1 Cor 1:7, yapiopatt. Regarding any supposed substantive
difference between yapiopa and xapig, there are no separate “gifts of the Spirit” which manifest themselves in
Christian worship or service and a separate set of ministerial gifts. All such gifts, whether specifically labeled as
from the Spirit or not, are ultimately from Christ (Eph. 4:7-11) and granted through the Spirit (1 Cor. 12:11). Notice
that “prophecy” and “teaching” are listed among service, exhortation, giving, leadership and mercy (Rom. 12:6-8).
Likewise, the spiritual gifts listed in 1 Cor. 12:6-7—prophecy, ministry, teaching—are primarily ministerial, i.e.,
pertaining to offices of ministry, e.g., pastoral ministry. Though not all believers are called to specific ministerial
office, some of the “uncalled” may be gifted as teachers or servants. The gifts match the calling, for the Overseer
must be “able to teach” (1 Tim. 3:2; d1daktikov); however, the office has no monopoly on such gifts.

134 Some of the issues regarding this determination are the differences between the hands of either the
eldership (here) and Paul’s hands (2 Tim. 1:6), whether this difference refers to two events or one, and whether such
events are effective or merely symbolic. If two events, the place of the eldership in the proceedings suggests
ordination, making the laying on of hands largely symbolic. See Knight III, Pastoral, 208-09, 370-71; William D.
Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, vol. 46, WBC, ed. Bruce M. Metzger (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 2000), 70-73,
261-63; Philip H. Towner, The Letters to Timothy and Titus, in NICNT, ed. Gordon D. Fee (Grand Rapids, MI:
Eerdmans, 2006), 321-25, 457-70; and Robert W. Yarbrough, The Letters to Timothy and Titus, in PNTC, ed. D. A.
Carson (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2018), 250-53.

185 The pastors and teachers in Eph. 4:11 are “for the equipping of the saints for the work of ministry, for the
edifying of the body of Christ” (4:12): Tpog 10V KoTapTIopOV T@V Qyinv gig Epyov dlakoviag, ig oikodounv Tod
oopartog tod Xpiotod. The difference in prepositions (mpog ... €ig ... €ic) suggests that the gifted men have a
purpose to equip the saints, and that it is the saints who perform “the work of the ministry” with the goal of edifying
the body. “Christ has given gifted leaders to the church not merely to do the ministry, but to invest their time
heavily in developing and preparing fellow believers to engage in ministry to the body” (Arnold, Ephesians, 262).
Agreeing are Best, Ephesians, 395-99; Campbell, Ephesians, 180-82; Hoehner, Ephesians, 548-49; and O’Brien,
Ephesians, 301-04; though this view is not unanimous, e.g., Baugh, Ephesians, 336-40.
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1 Cor. 1:4-7
NKIJV: I thank my God always concerning you for the grace of God which was given to you (€ri
1] xéprrt Tod Beod 11} dobeion vuiv) by Christ Jesus, that you were enriched in everything by
Him in all utterance and all knowledge, even as the testimony of Christ was confirmed in you, 7
so that you come short in no gift (yapicpartt), eagerly waiting for the revelation of our Lord Jesus
Christ.
Eph. 4:7

NKJV: But to each one of us grace was given (£660n 1 xapic) according to the measure of
Christ’s gift.

Though the gifts Paul lists later in 4:11 are ministerial gifts, he is speaking to all the

believers in Ephesus without specification (4:1-6). He moves from the general to the specific.

Primary Application: 2 Timothy 1:9
2 Tim. 1:9

GNT: 10D ocdoovtog NUAg Kol KOAEGAVTOS KANoEL Ayig, oL Katd TO Epya LAV ALY Kotd idiov
npoBectv kai yapuv, Ty 600cicav Nuiv &v Xp1ot® Incod npod ypdévov aioviov

NKJV: Who has saved us and called us with a holy calling, not according to our works, but
according to His own purpose and grace which was given to us in Christ Jesus before time
began.

The first key to interpreting the verse is to recognize that the phrase “grace given”
specifically shows a ministerial context, as one can see from the examples above according to
Paul’s style and usage. This provided the remote context for the verse. However, a more

complete interpretation requires an examination of the immediate context of this Letter to

Timothy, as well as the syntax of the other words and phrases within the verse.

Immediate Context
In his Second Letter to Timothy, Paul is writing to deal with real problems (“tears,” 1:4)

and, by implication, “fear” (1:7), a cause for shame (1:8), hardship (2:3, 12, 4:5), and opponents
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bringing strife and false teaching (2:14-18). Paul’s exhortation to Timothy to share with him in
the sufferings of the gospel (1:8, also 2:9), and the statement that “all who desire to live godly in
Christ Jesus will suffer persecution” (3:12) suggest problems as well.

In order to encourage Timothy in a time of trial, Paul calls upon his own prayers for
Timothy (1:3), Timothy’s godly family heritage (1:5), his gifting by God (ydpiopa tod 6god) and
ordination (1:6), and God’s gifts of enablement, love, and peace of mind (1:7). After inviting
Timothy to share with him in his own similar trials, made possible by the “power of God” (1:8;
dovapv 0£00),'¥ Paul moves to the example and explanation of his and Timothy’s calling to and

gifting for the ministry (1:9).

Syntax

“The One Who has saved us” refers to God (0go?) in 1:8, with the articular substantival
participles (10D c®cavtog ... koAéoavtog), being adjectival modifiers in apposition. The
combination of the article and two personal substantival participles connected by xai (TSKS)
invokes the Granville Sharpe Rule, signifying both have the same referent, 6god (“God”),'®” Who
is both the Savior and Caller. The ministerial context of the verse (ydpv, Tv 600cicav) makes
the “holy calling” the call to the ministry, similar to, “Paul ... called to be an apostle” (Rom. 1:1,

1 Cor. 1:1; see also Gal. 1:15), rather than emphasizing the act of calling.!3® The dative K\rjoet

186 The English gloss “power” can be misleading. The core significance of the d0vau lexeme is ability.
Regarding dvvapot (verb), BDAG has “to possess capability ... for experiencing or doing someth[ing], can, am
able, be capable” (261-62); Svvauic (noun) #2 bears this out as well: “ability, capability” (262).

187 TSKS is the “The-Substantive-Kai-Substantive” construction. According to the Rule, both substantives
“always refer to the same person” (Wallace, ExSyn, 270, author’s emphasis). The most common misunderstanding
of the rule is that the substantives equate to each other, i.e., Saving=Calling, which is not correct. The participles

meet the requirements of the rule in that, “neither is impersonal ... neither is plural ... neither is a proper name”
(272).

138 This is similar to “circumstance involving an event, state, condition” (Danker, Concise, 202; s.v.,
KAMo1g). Danker lists only 1 Cor. 7:20 for this nuance (as does BDAG, 549): “let each one remain in the same
calling (&v tfj K\joer) in which he was called” (8v Tfj kAfoeL 1) £kA0N ... pevétw), though this is close to Eph. 4:1,
“walk worthy of the calling with which you were called” (nepinatiicon tfig KAfcemg g ékMiOnte). Lenski
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ayia is of reference, “with reference to a holy calling.”'® The sense of being called o a holy
calling (direction) would more likely be the accusative, probably with €ig (see 2 Thess. 2:14, 1
Tim. 6:12).

Paul is setting up an analogy between salvation and the ministry, that neither their
salvation, nor their calling as ministers, were meritorious, i.e., “not according to our works” (00
Katd ta Epya Mudv). Having ministered with Paul (Acts 16:1-17:14; Rom. 16:21; 2 Cor. 1:1),
Timothy was likely familiar with Paul’s doctrine regarding salvation apart from merit or works
(Rom. 3:27-28; Gal. 2:16; Eph. 2:8-9). This is the key point of Paul’s encouragement in this
verse. Just as Timothy’s salvation was not meritorious, neither also was his call to ministry
meritorious. Some Christians may think that, after a person is saved, there is a sort of “probation
period,” and that those who score highest in “Christianity points”—those who love and study the
Scriptures and become involved in the ministries of their church—God calls into the ministry of
the Word. Such is not the case; Paul considered himself “not worthy to be called an apostle” (1
Cor. 15:9) and elsewhere declared that “God has chosen the foolish things of the world to put to
shame the wise, and God has chosen the weak things of the world to put to shame the things
which are mighty ... and the things which are despised ... and the things which are not, to bring
to nothing the things that are, that no flesh should glory in His presence” (1 Cor. 1:27-29).

Paul reminds Timothy that his status in the ministry is not about his own choice, his own
qualities, his own ability, his own desires, or his own strength. It was God—the same God Who

had saved him—Who had called Timothy into the ministry without any reference to personal

understands the vocational context, as well as the distinction between salvation and calling in the verse, noting “who
saved us and besides that called us to a holy calling or profession,” though he makes no formal categorization of the
dative (To Timothy, 759).

189 The phrase translated “with a holy calling” is a “pure” dative with no preposition. “To a holy calling” is
a better translation, in this writer’s opinion. “Alternatively, the sense of the dative might be ... to describe the goal
of calling as ‘to ....”” (Towner, Letters, 468). Towner called this construction a “dative of interest” (n. 54). Other
identifications include instrumental (Knight III, Pastoral, 374).
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merit or past accomplishment. In strong contrast, rather (dAAd) Paul tells Timothy that both of
their ministries are according to God’s divine purpose (katd idiav mpdOeosv) and that God had
gifted them for their respective ministries (koi yéptv, Tv doBeicav uiv), Paul as Apostle, and
Timothy as a pastor.!?

Paul uses the phrases “in Christ Jesus” (év Xptot® Incod) and “before time began” (npd
rpOvVoV aiwviov) in much the same way as €v adTd npod katafoifig kocpov in Eph. 1:4. Using
anthropochronistic language, Paul points out that God’s plan for Timothy had always been the
ministry of the gospel, lest Timothy begin to doubt in times of difficulty or persecution. It was
for this ministry that he had been specifically gifted. One may see this eternal aspect in Paul’s
own view of his ministry: “when it pleased God, who separated me from my mother’s womb and
called me through His grace ...” (Gal. 1:15).!°! This understanding is not a Pauline invention, but
may be seen in the call of Jeremiah: “Before I formed you in the womb I knew you; before you
were born I sanctified you; I ordained you a prophet to the nations” (Jer. 1:4-5).1%?

The next verse (2 Tim. 1:10) states, “but has now been revealed by the appearing of our
Savior Jesus Christ, who has abolished death and brought life and immortality to light through
the gospel.” “Has been revealed” translates pavepwBeicav (aorist, passive, participle, acc. sing.
fem.), which describes “grace” (yaptwv). Though God’s ministerial plan and gifting for Paul and

Timothy are eternal, they were not revealed to them until now (vdv), i.e., in this life, through the

190 See also the ministerial context of yéapiopa in 1:6. For the most part, BDAG is not explicit regarding the
unmeritorious nature of ypic: 1. a winning quality or attractiveness ... 2. a beneficent disposition toward someone
... 3. practical application of goodwill ... 4. exceptional effect produced by generosity ... 5. response to generosity
or beneficence” (1079-80), though Zodhiates gives “unearned and unmerited favor” among the list of glosses
(Dictionary, 1469), and Paul Enns rightly states that “grace is the unmerited favor of God” (Handbook, 484).

Y1 Compare “separated” in Gal. 1:15 (dpopicag) with Rom. 1:1: “Paul, a bondservant of Jesus Christ, called
to be an apostle, separated (dpwpiopévog) to the gospel of God.”

192 The LXX reads pd 10D pe mhdoar og v kotMa éniotapai oe Koi mpd tod ot 8EeADeiv ék uqTpog Nylokd
oe TpoeNTnV £ig £0vn 1€0ekd oe. The affinity is conceptual rather than lexical.
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gospel (01 Tod evayyehiov). Though Timothy had to learn about his calling, his call as minister
did not begin at the point in time when he first understood it. Because Paul and Timothy were
bound by time, it was necessary for Christ to appear, abolish death, and bring life and
immortality to make a way for their ministry. Having accomplished these, “when He ascended
on high, He ... gave gifts to men ... some apostles ... some pastors and teachers” (Eph. 4:8, 11).

Paul continues with an example from his own ministry: the gospel (1:10) is that “to which
I was appointed a preacher, an apostle, and a teacher of the Gentiles” (1:11), then he completes
the thought, noting his own associated sufferings and his confidence in God rather than in
himself (1:12). In this latter verse, notice especially the phrase “because He [God] is able” (&1t
duvatdg éotiv). Paul continues his appeals to examples from his own and Timothy’s life
experience. He reminds Timothy that his call to and gifting for the ministry are from God, and
not based upon personal merit, nor contingent, nor a divine afterthought. Rather, they were the
eternal plan of God for Timothy. It is as if Paul writes, “it is not about you Timothys; it is about
God.'” You did not call nor do you sustain yourself. Keep going and endure by faith in the
enablement and power of God” (duvapeg ... dvvauty Beod ... dvvatog; 2 Tim. 1:7, 8, 12). The
use of 2 Tim. 1:9 as a soteriological proof text for a supposed “effectual call”—or for the
prehistoric election of only some humans to salvation!**—fails on linguistic and immediate
contextual grounds, and ignores Paul’s consistent use of the phrase “grace given” in contexts of

ministry and service elsewhere in the New Testament.

193 Yarbrough well states that “the energy and plumb line for Timothy’s duties lie entirely in God” (Letters,
360).

194 See Erickson, Theology, 862; James Leo Garrett, Systematic Theology: Biblical, Historical, and
Evangelical, 2 Vols. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 2:314; Geisler, Systematic, 905; Grudem, Systematic, 819,
826; Knight 111, Pastoral, 374; Lenski, Timothy, 761-62; Mounce, Pastoral, 481; Towner, Letters, 467-68;
Zanchius, Predestination, 62.
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Conclusions

The advances in biblical linguistics must be applied to the text of Scripture and be
allowed to affect the conclusions to which interpreters come with that application. Sensitivity to
historical and literary contexts, syntax, lexicography, genre; and the recognition and
understanding of figures of speech cannot be ignored. These linguistic principles are part of the
so-called “grammatical-historical” method of biblical interpretation. In turn, these conclusions
based upon the text of Scripture must be allowed to affect Christian theology, the content of the
Christian faith. This theology must be “biblical” in the sense that it springs from the Scriptures,
rather than being read into the Scriptures. No disjunction should exist between exegesis and
systematic theology, or between what the Scriptures “say” and what our theology teaches. As
God’s revelation, the Scriptures are meant to be understood and can be understood. The
authority of Scripture is divine, rather than human. In interpreting them, one must not assume
one’s conclusions.

In demonstration of such applications, first, when the preposition £&v modifies the TAnp
lexeme, it excludes nuances of filling and moves the semantic value toward fulfillment or
completion. This construction should not be confused with Luke’s use of the lexeme and mvedpa
in the Genitive of Content construction. Applied to Eph. 5:18, this shows that the translation
“filled with the Spirit” lacks linguistic sensitivity and should be “be fulfilled (or complete) in the
Spirit.” Also, Paul uses the prepositional phrase “in the Spirit” in his Letters to signify one’s
status as a believer, just as he speaks of believers being “in Christ” (cf. Col. 2:10, “in Him”).

Second, the use of particular genders by biblical writers should not be glossed over. For
example, many attempt to gain a deterministic interpretation from John 6:37 by equating the

neuter gender (wdv 0) with the masculine, usually with appeal to John 3:6, 17:2, and 1 John 5:4.
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When all of these passages are examined more closely, they reveal patterns of usage which show
that John uses the neuter and masculine genders for specific purposes; he does not equate them,
nor does he choose them at random. When the neuter gender in John 6:37 is not forced to stand
in for the masculine, and the entirety of the sentence is understood in its linguistic context, Jesus
statements in the verse show a likely allusion to Psalm 2, a Messianic Psalm, verses 8 and 12b,
specifically. Jesus is making a Messianic claim, though it is veiled before an unbelieving
audience, according to His habit (see also Luke 17:21).

Third, biblical writers tend to practice lexical consistency, both in OT allusions and
quotations, and among their own writings. The translation of dkor| as “report” in Rom. 10:16
and as “hearing” in Rom. 10:17 is unwarranted. That it stands for the message of the prophet
(Isaiah) was demonstrated from Hebrew and LXX usage, and NT Greek lexicography confirmed
that this meaning carries over into NT usage. The act of hearing is an unlikely significance for
axon. Translating dion in Rom. 10:17 to stand as a supernaturally assisted act of hearing in
order to create a proof text for a supposed “effectual call to salvation” fall short. The point of the
passage is human instrumentality in the spread of the gospel.

Fourth, one must take the meaning of particular verses in their respective contexts in
which they occur, with due consideration for their literary genre. In the example of Acts 13:48,
one cannot properly interpret the verse by determining the voice significance of a single
participle alone, i.e., the passive or middle voice of tetaypévor. Though the linguistic evidence
favors the passive, the entire periphrastic construction (with ficav) does not allow an appeal to
any remote context to determine when some “were having been ordained,” while excluding an
examination of the immediate context. There is no eternal appeal, e.g., “before the foundation of

the world,” in the verse. However, one may look at the statement from the previous Sabbath—
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that Paul and Barnabas persuaded some “to continue in the grace of God” (Acts 13:43)—to see
that it speaks of saving faith (cf. Acts 17:34). As such, this being “in the grace of God” was
when they “were having been ordained to eternal life” in v. 48. The fact that these “believed” (v.
48) shows the continuation of the faith that began in v. 43 (see 1 John 5:13). If this lacks the
theological precision one might desire, one should remember that Acts is historical narrative by
genre, rather than being a didactic treatise.

Fifth, the interpreter must properly handle matters of predication, i.e., statements of being
or equation. In Rom. 8:29, “conformed” translates the adjective cuppdpeovg, which is the
predicate adjective in the sentence. The equative verb “to be” is elliptical, understood but not
expressed. It describes those foreknown whom God predestined. Some interpreters attempt to
amalgamate the “to be” and “conformed” into a passive verbal idea to say that the verse speaks
of the progressive sanctification which believers experience in this life. However, Paul uses
foreknowledge in this verse (as in Rom. 11:2) to speak of a prior relationship; he does not use it
to speak of divine omniscience or mere prescience. Like Acts 13:48, no eternal appeal is
present, nor should one ignore the immediate context. The prior relationship was while believers
were experiencing progressive sanctification in Rom. 8:28, the previous verse, just as “all things
work together for good to those who love God.” It is these ones, those already believers in prior
relationship with God, whom He predestined to stand “conformed” to the Son’s image (8:29), so
that the Son stands among (€v + plural) them. The verse speaks of believers’ glorification, for
only at that time, after they leave this life, will they be so “conformed” to Christ’s image.

Sixth, word position or order works differently in Greek than in English. Nevertheless,
this does not allow translators to move words around contrary to the syntax of the language. In 1

Pet. 1:1-2, the word “elect” occurs early in 1:1, where it modifies “pilgrims (of the Diaspora).”
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The transplant of “elect” to make it appear that it is modified by the three prepositional phrases
in 1:2 contradicts normal Greek word order, syntax, and context. The three prepositional phrases
modify the greeting which follows, i.e., “grace to you and peace be multiplied.” Comparison
with 2 Pet. 1:2 shows that the greeting may be modified by prepositional phrases. That the three
phrases in 1 Pet. 1:2 come before the greeting places them in “marked” position, according to the
principles of discourse analysis. This argues against any theological reference to 1 Pet. 1:1-2 to
promote the idea of divine “election according to foreknowledge.”

Regarding divine foreknowledge, Peter’s first use of the concept was at Pentecost, where
he argues that the Crucifixion of Jesus was “by the determined purpose and foreknowledge of
God” (Acts 2:23). In his two uses in 1 Pet. 1, similar to Acts 2:23, it is always associated with
Christ’s sacrifice. One finds “the foreknowledge of God” with the “sprinkling of the blood of
Jesus Christ” in 1:2. Later in the chapter, after mentioning that believers were redeemed “with
the precious blood of Christ,” Peter follows by saying that Christ was “was foreknown before the
foundation of the world.” Peter always speaks of divine foreknowledge in a “Christo-sacrificial”
context, i.e., that Christ’s coming as the “suffering Servant”—rather than the conquering King—
was God’s plan A regarding His First Advent. This point was especially significant to a Jewish
audience, whether those to whom Peter spoke at Pentecost or to whom Peter wrote in his First
Letter.

Seen together and harmonized, neither Paul’s nor Peter’s writings on divine foreknow-
ledge teach any “election (or predestination), according to foreknowledge” to justification/
salvation. Such fatalistic/deterministic interpretations have been forced upon the Scriptures; they
do not proceed from them. According to Scripture, those foreknown were in a prior relationship

with God in Paul’s writings, either the Jews prior to Paul’s writing Romans (11:2), or believers
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in Jesus Christ prior to their glorification (8:28-29). In Peter’s speeches and writing, it is Christ
and His sacrifice which were foreknown by God the Father. Jesus Christ came to earth as the
suffering Servant (e.g., Isa. 52:13-53:12); His coming again as the conquering King remains yet
future (see Rev. 19:11-16). This important distinction warranted repetition to Jewish audiences
who were expecting the latter during Christ’s First Advent. Their expectation was proper,
though they misunderstood the timing of those events.

Such consistent linguistic usage among biblical writers brings matters of style to the
forefront. Paul’s consistency of expression and chosen terminology across the body of his
Letters was demonstrated by three linguistic phenomena: resumptive repetition, interrogative
parallelism, and context of usage of the phrase “grace given.” Regarding the first, Paul showed a
tendency to repeat certain key words or phrases in order to resume the flow of thought after the
insertion of intervening material. Examples include three syntactically identical occurrences,
Eph. 1:13; Col. 1:20 and 2:13; and three syntactically non-identical occurrences, Rom. 3:25-26
(difference in prepositions); Gal. 2:6 (difference in case); and Eph. 2:1, 5 (difference in person).
The primary application pertained to Eph. 1:4, where the syntactically identical resumptive
repetition of udg indicates that there is one clause, not two. The infinitive phrase etvon fudg
aylovg Kai dpmpovg katevamiov avtod is the direct object of “chose” (é€ehéEato) rather than
just the first occurrence of fjudg. Moreover, with rare possible exception, Paul does not use the
simple infinitive givo to express purpose; rather he uses £ig 10 &ivoi, as one may see in Eph. 1:12
(see Appendix A).

Moreover, these ones whom God chose to be holy and blameless in His presence were
“in Christ before the foundation of the world.” This form of expression uses time-bound

terminology, e.g., “before,” so that God’s time-bound, finite creatures might understand His
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timeless eternity. Though believers were not always “in Christ” in their temporal existence, from
the divine, timeless point of view, they were “in Christ from the foundation of the world.” The
writer calls such time-bound expressions of divine eternity “anthropochronisms.” It is important
to distinguish between the divine and human points of view in the various passages of Scripture.
It is an interpretive error to project such expressions back onto the eternal and to “time-bind”
God or to attribute some form of finiteness to Him. Most deterministic interpretations depend on
a time-bound God Who looks into the future, Whose acts require sequence, or Whose
“foreknowledge” is merely prescient, rather than being biblically relational or Christo-sacrificial.

Taken together, these exegetical facts show that Eph. 1:4 speaks only of believers—only
those already “in Christ”—and God’s determination of their glorification. There is no
hypothetical, theoretical, or theological mass of unsaved humanity in the context out of whom
God chooses to save the few. The entire context of Eph. 1:3-5 carries this futuristic glorification
theme with 1:3 speaking of the believer’s spiritual (rather than earthly and tangible) blessing in
the heavenly places, a place to which those alive on this earth are yet to go. That the text says
that God has already blessed us in this manner is anthropochronistic, similar to how Eph. 2:6
speaks of believers “in Christ Jesus” already being seated together with Christ in the heavenly
places, both occurrences being futuristic or subsequent anthropochronisms. Eph. 1:5 shows that
God has predestined those in Christ to the Adoption, an event which is yet future for believers
alive today, and involves the redemption of their bodies (Rom. 8:23; cf. 1 Cor. 15:42-44; Phil.
3:21). Moreover, Eph. 1:11 teaches that those in Christ have been predestined to an inheritance,

the reception of which is yet future (cf. 1 Pet. 1:4).
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The significance to Pauline (and systematic) theology is that Paul is consistent in how he
speaks of predestination. It is not enough to ask if one believes in predestination, but one must
add, the predestination “of whom” and “to what.” Taking Rom. 8:29, Eph. 1:4, and 1:11
together, Paul consistently speaks of the predestination of believers—those already “in Christ”™—
to their glorification, which involves final conformity to the image of God’s Son (Rom. 8:29),
the adoption, or the redemption of their bodies (Eph. 1:5; Rom. 8:23), and the reception of their
inheritance (Eph. 1:11). Elsewhere in Paul’s Letters, this glorification—which is the end and
purpose of believers’ progressive sanctification in this life—also involves being perfectly holy
and blameless in God’s very presence (Eph. 1:4; cf. Eph. 5:27), and possessing a perfected
relational knowledge of God (1 Cor. 13:12). Any claim to a biblical basis for Augustinian
determinism finds little support in these contexts when modern exegetical methods are applied.

With the deterministic, soteriological misuse of these verses exegetically and contex-
tually excluded, why is Paul’s teaching on the believer’s glorification so prominent in his Letters,
especially its part in the plan of the eternal, timeless God? Approximately two millennia after
the revelation of the New Testament, believers take for granted that they will go directly into the
presence of God in heaven when they die (cf. 2 Cor. 5:8). However, this was something new at
the time it was revealed. Prior to the death, Resurrection, and Ascension of Christ, the departed
proceeded to the underworld, called Sheol (7ik%) or Hades (¢6n¢).!”> Recall the departed
Samuel’s protest to Saul after the medium had seen “a spirit ascending out of the earth,” when he
said, “Why have you disturbed me by bringing me up?” (1 Sam. 28:13, 15), as well as Jonah’s

poetic description of death (2:6). Prior to His own death, Resurrection, and Ascension; Jesus

195 Sheol is “the abode of the dead ... [and] designates both the grave and the netherworld, particularly the
latter ... a place, one beneath the earth’s surface to which people descend at death” (NIDOTTE, 4:6). Hades is “the
nether world ... place of the dead” (BDAG, 19). One might consider Enoch and Elijah special cases, but these
exceptions should not disallow the general principle from the majority of Scripture.
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spoke of the rich man and Lazarus being “in Hades” (v t@® ¢om) and Abraham’s bosom,
respectively. Even just prior to His death on the cross, Jesus said to the repentant thief, “today
you will be with Me in Paradise” (Luke 23:43), which refers to Abraham's bosom in Hades. If
one wishes to argue that “paradise” in this verse refers to heaven, what does one do with Jesus’
statement immediately after His Resurrection, “I have not yet ascended to My Father” (John
20:17)? Consider Eph. 4:9, where Paul mentions that Christ “first descended into the lower parts
of the earth.”

In that same context, one may take the phrase “when He ascended on high, He led
captivity captive” (Eph. 4:8) to speak of Jesus’ taking the pre-Resurrection saints from
Abraham’s bosom up to heaven with Him to begin the era of immediate, direct access to the
presence of God when believers pass from this earth. It is understood that there is some debate
about these verses and this point of view, but such an understanding puts Paul’s frequent
reference to believers’ glorification and its various aspects—something taken for granted
today—into a historical context. Because it was new, Paul taught it often. Unfortunately, these
glorification passages have been largely misinterpreted and misappropriated to speak of the
justification of a hypothetical pre-historic group—the elect—contrary to established principles of
interpretation.

Paul’s theology of adoption is futuristic. To speak of believers being “adopted into the
family of God” is improper, seeing becoming one of God’s children is pictured using the
metaphor of a birthing act in both Testaments. Though believers in Jesus Christ are presently
children of God (1 John 3:2) and have the legal authority to be so (John 1:12), the Adoption is
attached to the redemption of the bodies of believers in Jesus Christ in Rom. 8:23, which makes

this an aspect of their future glorification. Applying Jesus’ teachings about preparing a place for
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believers and returning for them to bring them to His Father’s house in John 14:2-3 commends
the “orphanage metaphor” to describe the interim period while they are still on this earth,
especially Jesus’ statement in John 14:18 regarding not leaving them as “orphans.” According to
this metaphor, the event called “the Adoption” speaks of the culmination and completion of the
process. When Paul speaks of adoption as it pertains to Israel, Gal. 4:4-5 show that the purposes
of God sending His Son was to redeem those under the law and that they might receive the
adoption, which form a sequence. Israel’s adoption follows their redemption, which follows the
Incarnation. In this way, the Adoption pertains to Israel (Rom. 9:4) and likely refers to her
glorious restoration (Rom. 11:26-27). It would take an act of adoption to restore (Hos. 1:10) a
previously disinherited son (Hos. 1:8-9).

The documentation of the second phenomenon, interrogative parallelism, in both its
twelve symmetric and eight asymmetric occurrences, demonstrated that the various parallel
questions were all asked from the same point of view, either from Paul or his rhetorical
opponent. When the consistency of this phenomenon was applied to Rom. 9:19-21, it showed
that the question in Rom. 9:21 came from Paul’s diatribal opponent, and not from Paul himself.
It is the third question from the opponent, being made parallel to the second question via i
(“or”), left untranslated in the KJV, et al. The context makes clear that the questions come from
the opponent, e.g., “you will say to me” (9:19) and “O man, who are you to reply against God?”
(9:20). The three pragmatic statements made by Paul’s opponent are the following: (1) God’s
will is irresistible; (2) God made me this way; and (3) the Divine Potter unilaterally makes a
vessel for honor or dishonor. The opponent’s third question likely finds its origin in a verse from

the Apocrypha taken out of context (Wis. 15:7). These three arguments have been taken up by
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deterministic theologians as if Paul were affirming them. In doing so, they have placed
themselves in opposition to Paul and his theology.

The third linguistic phenomenon is Paul’s use of the phrase “grace given.” In every
instance where Paul uses the phrase, it is in the context of: (1) Paul’s office as Apostle, most
often as Apostle to the Gentiles (Rom 12:3; 15:15-16; Gal. 2:7-9; Eph. 3:2, 7-8); (2) of ministers
of the Word generally (1 Cor. 3:10; 1 Tim. 4:14); or (3) of believers, generally, regarding their
gifting for service in the Body of Christ (Rom. 12:6; 1 Cor. 1:4-7; Eph. 4:7). With reference to
2 Tim. 1:9, Paul applies the phrase “grace given” to himself and Timothy regarding their
respective ministerial offices, Paul as Apostle and Timothy as pastor. This understanding fits the
context of Paul’s reminding and encouragement to Timothy in a time of trial. In the verse, Paul
reminds Timothy that God is not only the One Who saved them, but also the One Who called
them with reference to their holy ministerial vocation. This calling was not meritorious (“not
according to our works”), but it was the eternal God’s purpose for both Paul and Timothy “in
Christ Jesus before time began” (an antecedent anthropochronism). Timothy’s circumstances
were neither a divine afterthought, nor were they dependent in any way on Timothy. Paul
encourages Timothy toward an “upward focus” pertaining to God’s unmerited call and
enablement, rather than an “inward focus” upon Timothy’s own circumstances or inability, over
which he has no control. This exegesis shows that deterministic uses of the verse, such as to
promote a supposed “effectual call to salvation” or to use “grace” as a catch-all for deterministic
theology do not proceed from the verse when “grace given” is properly understood and the
context in which the verse stands is considered.

This thesis shows that Paul interprets Paul (and Peter interprets Peter, and John interprets

John, etc.) with a marked consistency, and without the necessity to twist word meaning, to
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isolate verses from their immediate and remote contexts, or to force ideas into his Letters which
are foreign to Paul’s own context and style of expression. One should not confuse Augustine’s
theology with Paul’s own theology.

It is unlikely that systematic theologies will change in the face of biblical, exegetical, and
contextual evidence to the contrary. The use of the verses examined as proof texts and the
foundation for the tenets of their system is too valuable to abandon. The academic, intellectual,
and scholarly reputations—and denominational pensions—of too many have been founded upon
and maintained by an adherence to Augustinian theology, often for several decades. Any large-
scale theological paradigm shift'*® is unlikely.

Modern systematic theologies provide answers to almost any theological or philosophical
question one might ask or think to ask (to which their enormous page counts and number of

volumes attest). In that, they are to be commended for their comprehensiveness. However, they

196 The term “paradigm shift” comes from Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3rd. ed.
(Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1996). Regarding the revolutionary shifts which came from the work of
Copernicus, Newton, Lavoisier, and Einstein, Kuhn writes that “each of them necessitated the community’s
rejection of one time-honored scientific theory in favor of another incompatible with it. Each produced a
consequent shift in the problems available for scientific scrutiny and in the standards by which the profession
determined what should count as an admissible problem available or as a legitimate problem-solution. And each
transformed the scientific imagination in ways that we shall ultimately need to describe as transformation of the
world within which scientific work is done. Such changes, together with the controversies that almost always
accompany them, are the defining character of scientific revolutions” (6). This writer was introduced to Kuhn’s
work through Vern S. Poythress, “Science and Hermeneutics” in Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation, ed.
Moisés Silva (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1996), 430-531. Pertinent to this thesis, Poythress writes that
“changes in hermeneutical method might result in revolutions in either systematic theology or exegesis or both ...
exegesis and systematic theology belong together, in one large-scale project of understanding the Bible better. But
in current scholarly practice, the two disciplines have their own distinctive subcultures, so that an analysis of
patterns of development and revolution must to some extent treat the disciplines separately” (“Science,” 477).
Turabian adds that “no more than five centuries ago, the search for better understanding based on evidence was
often regarded as a threat. Among the powerful, many believed that all the important truths were already known and
that the scholar’s job was to preserve and transmit them, certainly not to challenge them. If new facts cast doubt on
an old belief, the belief usually trumped the facts. Many who dared to follow evidence to conclusions that
challenged authority were banished, imprisoned, or killed. Even today, those who reason from evidence can elicit
anger among those who hold cherished belief ... we believe not only that we may question settled belief but that we
must, no matter how much authority cherishes them—so long as we support our answers with sound reasons based
on reliable evidence” (Manual, 134; author’s emphasis). This might remind one of Felix Manz and Balthasar
Hubmaier, who were executed by Reformed Protestants for the crime of following the Scriptures in relation to their
Anabaptist faith in 1526 and 1528, respectively. Hubmaier’s wife was executed three days after her husband by
drowning in the Danube.
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provide answers to questions which the Scriptures themselves neither ask nor seek to answer. In
this they err by going beyond the Scriptures. Then, when such answers are forced back upon and
into the Scriptures, they commit a more dangerous second error.

The writer concludes by borrowing from the Apostle James: “But someone will say, ‘You
have exegesis, and I have theology.” Show me your theology without your exegesis, and I will

show you my theology by my exegesis.”
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Appendix A: Every Occurrence of Eivar in Paul’s Letters

The infinitive of &ip1, elvar, occurs fifty-four times in Paul’s Letters in three different
constructions: forty-three times as the simple infinitive, eight times in the &ig t0 etvon construc-
tion, and three times in other articular constructions. Often called “being verbs,” other terms

include “stative verbs” or copula, though this study will follow Wallace’s term “equative.”!®’

Simple Infinitive

The “simple” infinitive is anarthrous and free from prepositional attachment. Paul uses

198 objects,!” complements, etc.,

the simple infinitive eivon in phrases which function as subjects,
but not purpose.??® Where the infinitive is elliptical, the equative verb is understood but not
expressed. In double accusative constructions, Wallace acknowledges that “although such
elements are lacking, one should normally translate the construction with ‘as,” ‘to be,” or

‘namely’ between two accusatives.”?! Being equative, eivar often takes subjects,???

197 Wallace, ExSyn, 39 (see also 40, B.1 for further definition and examples). Regarding “stative,” Wallace
states that “the equative verb does not imply action, but a state” (38), he also calls equative verbs “copulas” (412).
The terms are interchangeable, depending on the author’s era and preference. Boyer uses the term “predicative
verb” but mentions “copula” in explaining it (James L. Boyer, “The Classification of Infinitives: A Statistical
Study,” GTJ 6, no. 1 [Spring 1985]: 4-5). Eugene Van Ness Goetchius also calls these “equative verbs” (The
Language of the New Testament [New York, NY: Scribner’s, 1965], 44).

198 Wallace, ExSyn, 192-97.
199 Ihid., 602, 3.
200 For a possible exception, see 2 Cor. 9:5 below.

201 Ibid., 184. For dc, see 1 Thess. 2:7 below. Goetchius translates 6 motfp dnéctolkey TOV VIOV cOTHpPA
oD Kocpov (1 John 4:14) by adding the elliptical “to be”: “The Father sent the Son to be the Savior of the world”
(Language, 142).

202 Older grammars called what functioned as the subject of the infinitive the “infinitive of reference” or “of
general reference,” stating “the accusative used with the infinitive is not properly the ‘subject’ of the infinitive, but
is ... used to describe the person connected with the action” (Dana and Mantey, Manual, 93). This was probably
based upon linguistic rules—e.g., only a finite verb can have a subject—rather than on observable usage (see
Robertson, Grammar, 1082-85). Whatever entity is performing the action of the infinitive is its subject, regardless.
Boyer called this “the logical subject, the doer of the action or the possessor of the condition expressed by the
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predicate adjectives, and predicate nominatives.?”> With the double accusative of object
complement, Wallace states that “frequently the complement is an adjective. When this is the

»204 and “a predicate nominative can occur only with an

case, it is always a predicate adjective
equative verb.”?*> The identification of infinitive phrases as “complements” does not preclude
their having direct objects.?% Though, according to Boyer’s understanding, a “large number (79)

207 it is more

of infinitives have as their subjects an accusative direct object of the main verb,
coherent to regard the entire infinitive phrase—with its subject, object, or predicate—as the
direct object. For example, in Rom. 16:19 below, “I want you” makes little sense in context, but
“you to be wise concerning the good” makes sense regarding what Paul wants.

In five cases, one finds a prepositional phrase functioning as the predicate. Though not a
substantive or an adjective, such phrases do not disrupt or negate their predicate function. Such
phrases as “under sin” (Rom. 3:9), “under the law” (Gal. 4:21), “with Christ” (Phil. 1:23),

“among you” (1 Cor. 11:19), and “in silence” (2 Tim. 2:12) make sense regardless of

nomenclature. Because all of these five show physical or logical location, they may be called

infinitive” (19-20; writer’s emphasis). BDF cut through the semantic fog and simply refers to it as the “subject of
the infinitive” (e.g., 211 §410). Wallace also calls it what it is, the “Accusative Subject of the Infinitive” (ExSyn,
192). This thesis will simply call it the “subject” (of the infinitive), especially since not all subjects or predicates of
infinitives are in the accusative case.

203 Robertson calls such predicates “predicate nominatives” and “predicate accusatives” according to their
respective Greek cases (Grammar, 1082). This writer will follow English usage, in that a predicate nominative is
nominal, i.e., that which pertains to a noun or substantive, while the predicate adjective pertains to an adjective or
non-adjectival descriptor. This is to avoid confusion between syntactic functions and the Greek cases.

204 Wallace, ExSyn, 184.
205 Jpid., 39.

206 «“Many verbs take an infinitive as a complement to their meaning; in a sense, the infinitive functions as
the direct object of the verb” (Boyer, “Classification,” 6). See also BDF, 201-05.

207 Boyer, “Classification,” 20. “As a general rule, the subject is omitted when it is the same as the subject
of the governing verb, or when it is the same as the object of the governing verb, or when by reason of its general,
indefinite character or its easy inference from some other portion of the sentence, it is sufficiently clear” (Clyde W.
Votaw, “The Use of the Infinitive in Biblical Greek,” PhD Thesis, University of Chicago, 1896: 58).
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“predicate locatives,” though Lane C. McGaughy called such constructions “predicate

9208

adverbs. Together, predicate nominatives provide identification, predicate adjectives

description, and predicate locatives location.

With Lexemes of Volition (¢0yopai, 0£ho, EmOopim)
Rom. 9:3

NOYOUNY Yap avadepo eivar anTog ym Gmd Tod Xpiotod ...
For I could wish that I myself were accursed from Christ ...

The use of the nominative case (a010g £Y®) is rare, but shows Paul’s rhetorical intensity
in emphasis where one might expect the accusative.??” The nominatives are not the subject of
noxounv (from edyopat, “pray, wish, long for”’). The infinitive phrase—*“I myself to be
accursed”—is the direct object of nuydunv and is what Paul wishes, indicating the strong degree
of feeling Paul had regarding his fellow Jews coming to faith in Christ (Rom. 9:32).

Rom. 16:19

0éLm 58 HUAG GoPoVG tvor gig TO dyadoV, dkepoiong 8¢ €ic TO KAKOV.
But I want you to be wise in what is good, and simple concerning evil.

The infinitive phrase “you to be wise ... simple ...” (Opéic Go@ovg eivar ... dkepoiong 8&
...) s the direct object of 6 (“T will”). “You” (dudg) is the subject of the infinitive while

“wise” and “simple” are the accusative plural predicate adjectives.

208 Lane C. McGaughy, “Toward a Descriptive Analysis of Eivou as a Linking Verb in New Testament
Greek,” PhD diss., Vanderbilt University, 1970: 2.

299 This is probably what Wallace would call a “nominative in apposition to oblique cases.” Similar to “the
Seer of Revelation,” Paul is using “this to emphasize the word in the nominative” (Wallace, ExSyn, 62). Though
Votaw states that “when the subject of the infinitive is expressed it is always in the accusative case,” instances like
this should move “always” toward “almost always” or “usually” (“Use,” 58; Boyer accepts Votaw’s statement as a
proof, “Classification,” 23-24). However, the statement may be true for non-equative verbs, though this qualifica-
tion was never given. “If the infinitive is accompanied by a nominal predicate or a modifying word or phrase
agreeing with its subject, the latter is never and the former is not always the basis for altering the construction to the
acc. with the infinitive. In other words, the modifiers must, and the predicate can, be in the nom. as in classical:
R[om.] 9:3” (BDF, 209). See Gal. 2:9 and Phil. 4:11 below.
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1Cor. 7:7

0éLm 8¢ ThvTag AvOpOTOVG EIVOL OG KOl ELOVTOV”
For I wish that all men were even as [ myself.

The infinitive phrase “all men to be as I myself” (mévtog dvOpdmovg sivan GG Kai
guontdv) is the direct object of 0ého (“I will”), with “all men” as the subject of eivar. Though a
phrase of comparison, o¢ kai épavtov still bears a descriptive predicate relationship to mwévtag
avOpdhmovg.2?

1 Cor. 7:32

0éLm 58 DUAG dpepipvoug etvar.
But I want you to be without care.

The infinitive phrase “you to be without care” is the direct object of 0éAw (“I will”).
“You” (Opdc, accusative plural) is the subject of the infinitive, while “without care”
(auepipvoug) is the accusative plural predicate adjective.
Gal. 4:21

Aéyeté pot, ol 1o vopov BELoVIES Etval, TOV VOLOV ODK GKOVETE;
Tell me, you who desire to be under the law, do you not hear the law?

Here the nominative case?!! of oi ... 8élovteg is unusual. The context puts it in
apposition to the understood subject of the imperative verb Aéyeté, i.e., “you [Opeig] tell me
(nov).” Though “under the law” (Omd vopov) is placed emphatically between the article and
participle (in first attributive position®!?), the basic syntax is “the ones willing” is the subject of

the infinitive while “under the law” is the predicate locative.

210 Wallace, ExSyn, 184, c.

21 The use of the nominative case is either a parenthetic nominative where it “is the subject of an
explanatory clause within another clause,” (ibid., 53, author’s italics) or a nominative for vocative which is “used ...
in direct address to designate the addressee” (ibid., 56). The context favors the latter because of the contentious
nature of Paul’s arguments toward the Galatian believers regarding the place of the Law in their lives, e.g., “O
foolish Galatians! Who has bewitched you” (Gal. 3:1). The note of address is stronger than mere parenthesis.

22bid., 306.
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Phil. 1:23

cuvéyopar 82 &k T@v dvo, TV Embupiav Exov gig 10 dvoidoar koi oV Xpiotd eivar
For I am hard-pressed between the two, having a desire to depart and be with Christ.

The infinitive phrase “the desire ... to be with Christ” (ti)v émbopiav ... cOv Xp1otd
givar) is part of the direct object of the participle &ywv (“having”). The nominal v émbvpiav (a
cognate of émbupéw), with the participle (“having the desire”), carries the same sense as
“desiring” (émBoudv). According to this understanding, the infinitive phrases (dvaidoat ...
givar) are objective, showing what is desired. However, since “the desire” is a noun, the
infinitive phrases are appositional, giving the content of the desire. The phrase cov Xpiotd is
the predicate locative.
1 Tim 1:7

0éLovtec eivat voprodiddckalot
Desiring to be teachers of the law

The infinitive phrase £ivol vopodidackatot (“to be teachers”) is the adjectival
complement to the participle 6éhovteg (“desiring”) showing what “some” (twveg, 1:6) desire. Its
closer relation to the “verb” might make it adverbial, but it still retains an objective nuance
giving the content of the action of the participle.?!* Though the infinitive is complementary,
vopodddokaot retains its function as its predicate nominative of the infinitive.

With Verbs of Perception or Declaration (fyéopo, Loyilopar, vopilm, neifo,
TPOULTLAONON)
Rom. 2:19

Téno104G T GEAVTOV OMYOV £tvar TVEAGY
And are confident that you yourself are a guide to the blind.

213 Wallace, ExSyn, 598-99.
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In Rom. 2:19, the phrasing begins with nénofdc, the sixth verb in a series in 2:17-18—
gmovopddn ... émavamonn ... Kovydoot ... YIVOOKELS ... dokipaleic—which describe Paul’s
rhetorical addressee, a Jew (lovdaiog; v. 17). The perfective tense-form and verbal aspect of
némo10a¢ emphasize how strongly this one is “convinced” or “persuaded.”?!* Their “minds are
made up,” so to speak, and remain in such a state. The infinitive phrase “you yourself to be a
guide of blind ones” is the direct object of the verb showing of what the Jew is convinced. The
English translation of the objective “that” shows this as well. Accordingly, ceavtov is the
accusative singular subject of the infinitive, while 6dnyov is the corresponding predicate
nominative.

Rom. 3:9

npontacauedo yop Tovdaiovg te kai "EAAvag mévtag v¢’ auoptiov sivat
For we have previously charged both Jews and Greeks that they are all under sin.

The infinitive phrase mévtog V¢’ auoptiov givar is the direct object of mpontiocépeda.
The subject is mévtog and the predicate locative is V@’ apaptiov.
Rom. 6:11

Kol DpEIG AoyileoOe Eavtovg elvar veEKpodg
You also, reckon yourselves to be dead.

The infinitive phrase “yourselves to be dead” is the direct object of the verb “consider”
(MoyileoBe). The masculine plural “yourselves” (€avtovg) is the subject of the infinitive, and

“dead” (vexpovg) is the predicate adjective.?!

214 BDAG, s.v., neifow, 791.

215 Wallace considers £avtovg ... vekpolg to be in an object-complement relationship (ExSyn, 186). The
presence of eivor and the fact that “dead” describes “yourselves” argue against it. In most of Wallace’s other
examples of the object-complement constructions, the object and complement tend to be more appositional, e.g.,
him/Lord, you/servants, Son/Savior, example/prophets. In cases where the complement is adjectival, his examples
tend to have a¢, whether expressed or supplied (185-89). However, see Wallace’s discussion of “the Accusative
Subject of the Infinitive” (192-97) where he allows the “subject accusative-predicate accusative construction”
(especially 195, ns. 70 and 71).
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Rom. 14:14

6 Loy1{opévm TL KOOV Etvol
To him who considers anything to be unclean

Here, the infinitive phrase “anything (11) to be (givat) unclean (kowov)” is the direct
object of the participle T® Aoylopéve, showing what the one considers.
2 Cor. 10:7

&l T1g mémodev £ovtd Xpiotod eivar
If anyone is convinced in himself that he is Christ’s

The phrase Xpiotod eivon is complementary to némowdev (“is convinced”) with the
possessive genitive Xpiotod functioning as predicate adjective.
Phil. 3:8

GAL pevodvye kod fyodpon mavto {nuiav ivar
Yet indeed I also count all things loss

The infinitive phrase “all things (mévta) to be (eivar) loss ({nuiav)” is the direct object of
nyodpot. The difference in the number of the accusatives—mndvta (plural), {npiov (singular)—
presents no syntactical contradiction (especially since one may rightly translate the former with
the singular “everything”). Whatever things Paul formerly valued (Phil. 3:5-6) are considered as
a collective loss.

1 Tim. 6:5

voulovIov mopiouov sivar TV £0cEPetay
Who suppose that godliness is a means of gain.

The infinitive phrase “godliness [to be] a means of gain” is the direct object of the participle
vougovimv. Speaking of “men of corrupt minds and destitute of the truth,” these are considering
(voplovtmv) godliness (tv e0céPetav; subject of the infinitive) to be (givat) a means of gain

(mopiopov; predicate nominative).
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With Verbs of Communication (drokaAvnTtm, AaAL®, TOpayYELL®, GUVICTNHL,
VOV OK®, PAOK®)

Rom. 1:22

PAUCKOVTEG £LVOL GOPOL Empbvincay
Professing to be wise, they became fools

In Rom. 1:22, the infinitive phrase “to be wise” (givat cogoi) is the complement of the
participle paoxovieg (pdokm, “to claim, assert”),2!¢ which is likely concessive, i.e., “though
claiming.” The adjective cogoi could be either predicate nominative (“wise ones”) or predicate
adjective (“wise”) of the infinitive; the latter is more likely. The elliptical addition “themselves”
(“professing themselves to be wise”’; see ASV, CSB, and KJV) is a valid understanding from
context and would be the subject of the infinitive if expressed.

2 Cor.7:11

&v TavTi cuvesTHoaTE £0VTONG GyVODG EvVaL T TPAYLATL
In all things you proved yourselves to be clear in this matter.

The infinitive phrase “yourselves to be clear (in this matter)” is the direct object of
ocvveotnoate with éavtolg as the accusative plural subject of the infinitive and ayvovg the
predicate adjective. Though not a verb of speaking, cuviotnu in this context may connote
communication of truth via demonstration (see, e.g., Rom. 5:8).2!7
Eph. 3:6
[¢ vV dmecaldeon, 3:5] etvor o E0vn cvyKANPovOua Kol GOGGmLLA Kol GOULUETOYO

3:5 as it has now been revealed ... 6 that the Gentiles should be fellow heirs, of the same
body, and partakers ...

The infinitive phrase “the Gentiles to be fellow heirs” (givar t& £0vn GuykAnpovoua),
etc., is the direct object of dmexarOeOn in v. 5. The full phrase gives the content of the

revelation, showing what was revealed.

216 BDAG, 1050.

27 Ibid., s.v., cuvictnuu #2, “present, introduce, recommend.” This verse is listed under #3, “to provide
evidence of a personal characteristic or claim through action, demonstrate, show, bring out” (972-73).
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1 Tim. 6:18

dyafoepysiv, mAovteiv &v Epyolg KaAoig, EDUETASOTOVG EIVAL, KOVOVIKOVG,
Let them do good, that they be rich in good works, ready to give, willing to share,

In 1 Tim. 6:18, the infinitive dyaBoepyeilv is complementary to mwapdyyeAie in 6:17,
following pun dynroepoveiv and NAnucévar, and followed by mhovteiv. The phrase edperaddTovg
givat, then, is also complementary to the same verb, i.e., Toig TAOVGIOLC ... TOPAYYEALE . ..
edpetadotovg etvar: “Instruct the rich to be ready to give.”?!® The accusative plural predicate
adjective is edpeTaddTOVG.

Titus 2:2,4,9

2 npecPutac vneaAiovg eival, cepvois, chepovag, vytaivovag Th miotel, Tij dyémm, tfj VTopoVi.
That the older men be sober, reverent, temperate, sound in faith, in love, in patience.

4 tva coepovilmotv Tag vEag IAGVOPOLS VL, PIAOTEKVOVG,
That they admonish the young women to love their husbands, to love their children.

9 dovovg 1diotg deomdtarg HotdocesOat £v TGV, EDAPECTOVS EIVaL, UT) AVTIAEYOVTAG,
Exhort bondservants to be obedient to their own masters, to be well pleasing in all things, not
answering back.

We will examine the three infinitives in Titus 2:1-9 together. The section begins with
Paul exhorting Titus via the emphatic imperative X0 ... AdAet, i.e., “YOU speak!” The content
which Titus is to speak are “the things which are proper for sound doctrine” (2:1; & mpémet T

vylvovon dwackaiq). The accusative plural dominates the verses, which is fitting as Paul

enumerates those things which are “proper” by apposition to the accusative plural @, “the

218 Because the indirect object of the verb mapéyyshhe is the same as the actor of the infinitive, Boyer calls
them “co-functioning,” explaining that “in I Tim 6:18 the predicate complement of the infinitive is accusative even
though the subject referred to is present in a co-functioning dative” (“Classification,” 21). However, this writer
disagrees because though two parts of the sentence have the same referent, they are not syntactically identical within
the sentence. This is similar to the misunderstanding of the Granville Sharpe rule regarding the article. Though the
two substantives in the TSKS construction have the same referent, i.e., they refer to the same person, it does not
equate the two lexically or syntactically (see Wallace, ExSyn, 270-90). One manifestation of this misunderstanding
—as well as applying the rule to concepts rather than persons—is to equate the “the determined purpose and
foreknowledge of God” (tfj ®piopévn Povdij kai Tpoyvadcel tod Beod). Those making this error argue that, in other
contexts where divine foreknowledge occurs, it may be equated with God’s foreordination. This may be
theologically expedient, but it is grammatically misinformed. Boyer appears to be arguing that two words having
the same referent equates to their having the same syntactic function in the sentence. In 1 Tim. 6:18, Toig mhovciolg
(v. 17) is not the dative subject of etvat in addition to being the indirect object of mapdyyehle.
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things.” In 2:2, the sense is “you tell: older men to be sober” with mpespitog vneaiovg sivar,
together with the other accusative plural attributes in the verse, being the direct object of AdAet.
This pattern continues in 2:4 with the older women (npecfutidag; 2:3) counseling
(cwepovilmotv) “younger women (Téc véag) to be (gtvar) husband-lovers (ilav3poug),” etc.
The entire infinitive phrase (“younger women to be ...”), with other following associated
accusatives, being either predicate adjective and nominatives, is the direct object of
coppovilmoty. In 2:9, “bondservants ... to be well-pleasing” (SovAovc ... edapécTovg £ivar)
follows the same pattern, though in this instance the infinitive phrase is the direct object of
napokaAet (“exhort”) in 2:6.
Titus 3:1-2
"Yropipvnoke avtodg apyais E6ovoiong vrotaccesbot, meldapyeiv, mpog mav Epyov (’xyaeby
groipovug gtvat, undéva PAacENULETV, ApLbyovg elval, EMIEIKEIS, TAGHV EVOEIKVUUEVOVS TPAVTNTO
TPOG TAVTAG AVOPOTOVG

Remind them to be subject to rulers and authorities, to obey, to be ready for every good

work, to speak evil of no one, to be peaceable, gentle, showing all humility to all men.

Though the sentence in these verses is somewhat expansive, the two infinitive phrases

(aTOVG ... €tvor ... etvor ...) form the direct objects of the imperative 'Yropiuvnoke. The basic
flow of the sentence is “remind them (atodg) ... to be (etvan) ready (£toipovc) for every good
work (mpdc miv Epyov dyadov)” and, in verse 2, “to be (eivar) peaceable (&péyovg).” The
accusative plural pronoun avtovg is the subject of both infinitives, while £éroipovg and dpéyovg

are their respective predicate adjectives.

With Forms of 0oké®
1 Cor. 3:18

&l T1g SOKET GoPOG lvat &v VUTV &v Td aidvi ToVTE
If anyone among you seems to be wise in this age ...
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In 1 Cor. 3:18, the infinitive phrase coog ivor, with its attendant prepositional phrases
(8v), is complementary to dokei, with copdc as the predicate adjective of givan.
1 Cor. 11:16

Ei 84 11c Sokel grAdvelkog etvol
But if anyone seems to be contentious ...

The phrase @ildveikoc givar is complementary, with gilévetcog as the predicate
adjective.
1 Cor. 12:23

Kai 6 dokoDuey ATdTEPO £Vl TOD GOROTOG
And those members of the body which we think to be less honorable ...

The somewhat disjointed syntax of the infinitive phrase is “what things (&) [of the body,
10D cdpatoc] to be (givar) less honorable (dtypdtepa) ...,” and it is the direct object of
dokoduev. The accusative plural @ is the subject of the infinitive (rather than the first person
dokodpuev, which would expect a nominative) and dtipndtepa is its predicate adjective. The
difference in actors between the subjects of the verb and of the infinitive argues against its being
complementary.

1 Cor. 14:37

E{ 11¢ S0Kel mpo@nNg £lvat §| TVELULOTIKOC
If anyone thinks himself to be a prophet or spiritual, ...

The infinitive phrase, though complementary to dokef, gives the content of what the
subject and verb 11g dokel “thinks.” Most English translations supply an elliptical “himself” or
“he,” which is readily understood from the context. This ellipsis would be the subject of the
infinitive etvor, with Tpo@ritng and mvevpatikdg the predicate nominative and adjective,

respectively. Even if the passive verbal nuance of “seem” is accepted for doxel, and the need for
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the ellipsis disappears—“if anyone seems to be a prophet ...”—the infinitive phrase still stands
in an objective relation to the verb.

2 Cor. 11:16

un ti pe 86&n dppova ivar
Let no one think me a fool.

The infinitive phrase “me to be a fool” (ue ... depova eivar) is the direct object of §6&n
which takes tic as its own subject. The accusative singular pronoun pe is the subject of the
infinitive and d@pova is its predicate nominative. The difference in actors (verbal subjects)
between tig and pe disallows a complementary identification, making the objective use easier to
identify.

Gal. 2:6

4o 82 6V Sokovvtmv etval Tt
But from those who seemed to be something ...

The infinitive phrase “to be something” (eivai tt) is complementary to the participle Tév
dokovvtwv. The neuter accusative indefinite pronoun Tt is the predicate nominative.
Gal. 2:9

kai ... Taxopog kai Knedg koi Tmévvng, ol Sokodviec otdAoL £ivol
And ... James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars ...

The entire participial phrase, oi Sokodvteg oTdAot elvay, is adjectival and appositional to
the three Apostles listed. The nominative masculine plural is the “nominative in simple
apposition.”?!” The three Apostles named are the subjects of £dwkav (“gave”), so that the
nominative case of the infinitive phrase fits. The infinitive phrase is the complement to the

participle oi dokobvtec, with oTdlot as its predicate nominative.

219 Wallace, ExSyn, 48-49.
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Gal. 6:3

el yap Sokel Tig eivai TL uNdEv dv, epevamatd E0VTOV”
For if anyone thinks himself to be something, when he is nothing, he deceives himself.

Here, the infinitive phrase givai Tt is complementary to dokei t1g, with 11 as predicated

nominative.

With Other Verbs (60vapai, ékiéyopor, éheém, EmTpénm, pavlavo, rrotipéopar)
1 Cor. 7:25
yvouny 8¢ didmu dc Arenuévog HId Kupiov TETOG Elvar

“I am offering direction as one being granted mercy by the Lord to be faithful.” [Writer’s

translation. ]

The infinitive phrase is complementary to the participle nienpévog with motog as

predicate adjective. There may be some pragmatic—not semantic or syntactic—nuance of result.
Because English has no verbal cognate for “mercy,” translational modification is necessary. A

transitive translation keeps the objective sense: “as being mercied by the Lord to be faithful.”?2°

2 Cor. 5:9

510 kol rhotnoduedo, ite vdnuodvieg eite dkxdnuodvieg, EDAPESTOL VT Elvar
Therefore we make it our aim, whether present or absent, to be well pleasing to Him.

If the idea of @otuéopan is to make something a goal,??! then the infinitive phrase
gvapectol avtd ivar is the direct object of the verb. Supplying “it” in English translation shows

this understanding.

220 In his Letters Paul uses éAeéw in the active voice with an accusative direct object in Rom. 9:15, 18 (6v),
11:32 (tovg mavtog éhenon), and Phil. 2:27 (6 0g0¢ NAéncevn avtdv). He also uses the passive intransitively in
Rom. 11:30 (MAenOnte); 2 Cor. 4:1 (MAenOnpuev); and 1 Tim. 1:13, 16 (RAen0nv), as in this verse. Verbalizing the
noun “mercy” into English—""mercied” or “being mercied”—helps clarify the syntax of the Greek verbal usage.

221 Boyer, “Classification,” 6, 2.
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2 Cor. 9:5
KOl TPOKOTAPTICOGIY THY TPOETNYYeEAUEVIY eDAOYiaY DUy, Todtny Etoiuny eivat
And prepare your generous gift beforehand, which you had previously promised, that it may
be ready ...

The phrase Tty étoipnv givar (“this to be prepared”) is more referential and
explanatory than appositional, though the latter is the preferred identification. The near
demonstrative tavtnyv is the subject of the infinitive, the antecedent of which is v
TpoemnyyeALEVNY evAoyiav, “the previously promised blessing.” The predicate adjective is
étoiunv. Though the translation (NKJV) shows purpose (“that”), this understanding is
pragmatic, based upon reader expectation, rather than being semantic. Indeed, the goal of
preparation is readiness, but the construction is formally appositional.

Eph. 1:4
Kadog EelEEaTo NpaC &v antd mpd KataPoAfic KOGLOV, tvor TS Gyiovg Kol dpduIovg
KOTEVOTIOV aTOD
Just as He chose us—in Him before the foundation of the world—us to be holy and
blameless in His presence. [Writer’s translation. ]

The phrase “us to be holy and blameless in His presence” is the direct object of
g€elé€aro, with Mudg as the subject of the infinitive and dylovg kai apdpovg as the predicate
adjectives.

Phil. 4:11

ovy, 611 kKo’ VoTépnov Aéym, &ya yap Epadov &v oic eipt adTapkng ivar
Not that I speak in regard to need, for I have learned in whatever state I am, to be content.

The phrase odtapknc eivat (“to be content”) is complementary to “I have learned” (dya
... #uadov), and avtépkng is the predicate adjective. The relative pronoun oig is proleptic giving

a preview of the circumstances Paul will describe in the next verse (4:12).
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1 Thess. 2:6/7%*2

Svvépevol &v Bapet eivar dg Xpiotod dmdotorot
When we might have made demands as apostles of Christ.

The writer’s own translation is “being able in importance**® to be as Apostles of Christ.”
The infinitive phrase givat d¢ Xpiotod dmdotorot is complementary to the participle duvépevor.
Though showing the comparative conjunction ®g, “Apostles of Christ” is the predicate
nominative.
1 Tim. 2:12

S1daokety 82 yovouki 0Ok EmTpénm, 00dE adevTEIV Avdpdc, AL’ etvor &v fouyia
And I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority over a man, but to be in silence.

The sentence flow may read “I allow (émtpénm) a woman (yvovauki) ... to be in silence
(eivon 8v fouyiq)” with “a woman ... to be in silence” being the infinitive phrase. The verb
gmurpéno tends to take dative direct objects, rather than accusative,??* so that yovauki is the
subject of the infinitive etvay, just as it would be if it were in the “normal” accusative. The
phrase €v fiovyiq is the predicate locative. The location is conceptual, rather than physical or

spatial. The infinitive phrase has a (direct) objective relationship to émitpénw.

As the Subject or Object of o0&l
Most English translations of this verb supply an “it” as the subject and, though Boyer

identifies all infinitives with 8¢l to be subjects,?? the presence of nominative and accusative

222 This participial/infinitive phrase occurs at the end of 2:6 in the traditional text, and at the beginning of
2:7in UBS®.

223 Danker: &v Bapet “2. Idiom: make a claim of importance ... (cp. our ‘throw one’s weight around’)”
(Concise, 68; so also BDAG, 167).

224 BDAG, 384-85.

225 Boyer, “Classification,” 4.
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infinitive phrases suggests that they may be either subjects or objects. Nominative or accusative
phrases will be identified as either subjects or objects according to their case.

1Cor.11:19

Sel yap kai aipéoeig &v Huiv eivar
For there must also be factions among you.

The alternative translation of “for indeed, for factions to be among you is necessary”
brings out the nuance of subject rather than object for the infinitive phrase. The nominative
aipéoelg is the subject of the infinitive and the prepositional phrase év dpuiv is its predicate
locative.

1 Tim. 3:2

8¢l 0OV 1OV énickomov dveniAnumtov givat
A bishop then must be blameless ...

The various accusatives in 3:2-7 suggest relations to d&i as objects rather than subjects.
In such a case, it might be better to supply an understood subject for the verb, i.e., “it is
necessary for the bishop to be blameless ...,” with T10v énickonov as the accusative subject of the
infinitive elvon and dverniAnumtov, etc., as its predicate adjectives.
2 Tim. 2:24

SodAov 8¢ kupiov 0v del péyecOat, dALL oy ivat TPOg ThvTag
And a servant of the Lord must not quarrel but be gentle to all ...

The syntax of the accusative here is “it is necessary (d€?) for a servant (dodAov) of the
Lord ... to be (givan) gentle (§mov) to all men,” i.e., the infinitive phrase “servant to be gentle,”
is the direct object to d¢€l.
Titus 1:7

el yap toVv &nickomov dvéykAntov glvar
For a bishop must be blameless ...
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Titus 1:7 is nearly identical to 1 Tim. 3:2 except for conjunctions (ovv, yap) and predicate

adjectives (dveniAnumtov, avéykintov). The infinitive phrase is the direct object of dei.

In Apposition Expressing Content

Rom. 4:13

O yap S1a vopov 1 Emaryyedia 6 APpadp §| 6 onéppatt adTod, T KANPOVOLOV adTOV E1voL
KOGLOV, AAAL 010 S1KOLOGVVIG THOTEWMG'

For the promise that he would be the heir of the world was not to Abraham or to his seed
through the law, but through the righteousness of faith.

The NKIJV correctly places the infinitive phrase 10 KAnpovopov adtdv eivorl KOGLOL next
to “the promise” (1| émayyelia), to which the phrase stands in apposition.??® The phrase gives the
content of the promise. In the phrase, avtov (“him”) is the subject of the infinitive, and 10

KAnpovopov (“the heir”) is its predicate nominative.

Infinitive of Purpose/Result (gig 10 givar)
Rom. 1:20

0 Yap ddpata adTod Gmd KTicemc KOGHOL ToiC mompacty voovueva kabopdtal, fi te didlog
adtod dVvopg kol 0g16tng, &ig O elvan adTOVG AvamToAoyTovG:
For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes are clearly seen, being understood
by the things that are made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they are without
excuse.

The phrase €ic 10 eivou antodg dvomoloyntoug is “so that they (atodg; subj. of the

infinitive) might be (gic o £ivor) without excuse (dvamoroyrtovg; pred. adj.).” In this example,

227

connotations of result are much stronger than purpose.*’ The result of God’s creation

226 Wallace would call this “simple apposition” (ExSyn, 198). Votaw also places this under the category of
apposition (“Use,” 29). BDF call this use of the article (1] éxoyyehia) “anaphoric” and the phrase 10 KAnpovopov ...
“epexegetical to énayy.; the art[icle] both times designates what is well known” (205-06).

227 “The relation between purpose and result is a close one and often difficult, sometimes impossible, to
distinguish. Intended result is purpose; accomplished or realized purpose is result, and it is not clear in every
instance which is in the mind of the author.” (Boyer, “Classification,” 10). Votaw identifies this occurrence as
denoting result (“Use,” 21). See also BDF, 207: “Eig 16 is used to denote purpose or result ... the former
predominates in Paul ....”
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manifesting His attributes is that human beings are without excuse, i.e., are morally accountable
to God. God’s estimation of His own Creation prior to the Fall was that it was “very good”
(Gen. 1:31). That His Creation would show His attributes for the mere purpose of rendering
fallen mankind without excuse does not fit, depending upon one’s theological stance.
Rom. 3:26
&v T dvoyi] ToD Oe0d, Tpog TV EvielEv Thig dikoosHvng avTod v T@ VOV Koupd, &ig TO lvar
avTOV dikaiov Kol dikaodvia 1oV €k Tiotems Incod
to demonstrate at the present time His righteousness, that He might be just and the justifier of
the one who has faith in Jesus.

In the phrase “in order that He (a0tov) might be just and the justifier (dikatov kol
dwkarodvra),” Paul again shows his consistent use of €ig t0 with the infinitive to express purpose.
God set forth Christ Jesus as a propitiation through faith to demonstrate His righteousness for the
purpose (&ig 10 eivar) of validating His justice (by punishing sin in His Son, i.e., “His blood”)
and His imputation of righteousness to “the one who has faith in Jesus. “He” is the subject of the
infinitive, and “just” and “justifier” are the respective predicate adjective and predicate
nominative. This verse juxtaposes and explains the interrelation between God’s justice and His
lovingkindness shown toward sinful creatures created in His image.

Rom. 4:11

Kai onugiov ELafev mepttopc, ... &l 10 elvar odTOV mTOTEPA TAVIOV TAV TIGTEVOVIOV ...
And he received the sign of circumcision, ... that he might be the father of all those who
believe, ...

“He” (awtov) is the subject, and “father” (matépa) is predicate nominative of the
infinitive of purpose. Abraham’s justification prior to his circumcision was for the purpose that
he would be the “father,” the historic example, of all subsequent believers (ndvtov tdv

miotevovimv), whether Jew or Gentile (Rom. 3:29-30). However, connotations of result are also

possible.
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Rom. 4:16
316 TodTo €k mioTEMG, Tva KaTd YApLY, £ig TO elvar Pefaiav v émayyeliov mavii @ onéppart, ...
Therefore it is of faith that it might be according to grace, so that the promise might be sure
to all the seed, ...

Regarding Rom. 4:16, having established that the promise to Abraham came prior to
circumcision (4:9-12) and did not come through the Law (4:13-15), Paul concludes (3w Todto,
“because of this”) that righteousness is from faith (éx nictemg; see 4:13), according to grace, for
the purpose that (£ic 10 lvat) the promise (v émayyedav), the “subject” of the infinitive, might
be “sure” or steadfast,??® the predicate adjective of the infinitive for “all the seed.”**

Rom. 8:29
811 0DG TPOLYV®™, KAl TPOMPIGEV GLILULOPPOVG THiG £ikGVOg ToD VioD adToD, &ig TO lvar odTOV
TPMOTOTOKOV €V TOAAOIG AOEAPOTG
For whom He foreknew, He also predestined to be conformed to the image of His Son, that
He might be the firstborn among many brethren.

The purpose of believers’ predestination to ultimate conformity to the image of Jesus
Christ is in order that Christ (“He,” o0tov; subj. of the infinitive) might be (gic t0 eivon; infinitive
of purpose) the Firstborn (mpmtdtokov; predicate nominative) “among many brethren.” This
speaks of the believer’s future glorification.

Rom. 15:16
glc 10 elvai pe Aertovpyov Xpiotod Incod eig ta E0vn, iepovpyodvra td edayyéliov tod Oeod, tva
YEVITOL 1) TPOGPOPA TV E0VAV EDTPOCIEKTOS, NYIUCUEVT £V TVEDULOTL OYi.
That I might be a minister of Jesus Christ to the Gentiles, ministering the gospel of God, that
the offering of the Gentiles might be acceptable, sanctified [in] the Holy Spirit.

The phrase &ic 10 ivoi gives the purpose regarding “the grace given to [Paul]” in v. 15.

The translation of the accusative pe (literally “me”) as the nominative “I” demonstrates the

228 Regarding Befaiav, see BDAG, 172.

229 The dative movti T onépuart is of interest or advantage, for the benefit of “all the seed.” See Wallace,
ExSyn, 142-43.
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proper understanding of the accusative “subject” of the infinitive, because “in order that me to be
a minister” would be improper. Yet, it could have been translated “in order for me to be
minister.” “Minister” (Aertovpyodv) is the predicate nominative of the infinitive of purpose and
signifies that Paul is performing a religious service on behalf of the Gentiles, rather than being
their servant in the sense of a slave (60DA0¢).
1 Cor. 10:6
tadta 8¢ Tomot UMV Eyevidnoav, &ig to un etvor Hudc mBvunTig Kakdv, Kodhe Kdkeivol
gmebounocayv.

Now these things became our examples, to the intent that we should not lust after evil things

as they also lusted.

“These things” (tadta) refer to the circumstances surrounding those “overthrown in the

wilderness” (10:5), the purpose (gic T pt ivar) of which is that “we” (udg; subject of the
infinitive) should not be “ones who lust” (émBvunrag; predicate nominative) for evil things.

Eph. 1:12

elc 10 elvan Nudg gig Emavov d6ENG avtod Todg TponAmikdTac &v 6 Xp1otd:
That we who first trusted in Christ should be to the praise of His glory.

The infinitive phrase gives the purpose of ékAnpmOnpev (“been granted inheritance”) in
1:11. The pronoun nudg (“we/us”) is the subject of the infinitive. The accusative plural tovg
nponAmikotog is either the predicate nominative of the infinitive (“in order for us to be the ones
having hoped before”), or stands in simple apposition to udg (“in order that we, the ones with

prior expectation, might exist ...”).23°

230 If todg mponAmikdTag is the predicate nominative, the syntax of this verse is not clear without reference
to prior and subsequent context. Eph. 1:11 begins with “in Whom also we have been granted inheritance
(& pobnuev; passive main verb), with “having been predestined ...” (mpoopiofévteg) being explanatory alluding
to 1:5. The infinitive phrase gives the purpose of the verb, i.e., “we have been granted inheritance ... in order that
we (\uéic) might be (&ig 10 eivan) the ones with prior expectation (tovg mponAmicdtoc) who are in the Anointed One”
(év 1@ Xprot®).” Eph. 1:13 continues the thought with the mention of their hearing and believing the gospel, then
being sealed with the promised Holy Spirit, “Who is the guarantee of our inheritance” (1:14; 6¢ €otv dppafav tig
KAnpovouiag nu@v). Between those in Christ being predestined to receive their inheritance, having the Holy Spirit
as the guarantee, and receiving it, i.e. “until the redemption of the purchase possession” (gig dmoAVTP®GIV THG
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Paul teaches believers about future: (1) blessings in heaven (1:3); (2) glorification (1:4);
(3) completion of the adoption (1:5; see Rom. 8:23); and (4) inheritance (1:11; see 1 Pet. 1:4), of
which the ultimate purpose is believers’ existence to praise God’s glory (1:12). Paul’s emphasis
in this verse is akin to John’s in Rev. 4:11 (KJV): “Thou art worthy, O Lord, to receive glory and
honor and power: for thou hast created all things, and for thy pleasure they are and were
created.” [Of note, other than the eight occurrences in Paul’s writings, the only other NT

occurrence of &ig 10 eivar is in James 1:18.]

Articular Uses

1 Cor. 7:26

Nopilw ovv ... 811 kardv dvOpdre T obtme eiva.
I think, then, ... that it is good for a man to remain as he is.

The article (t0) likely marks the comparative conjunction of manner obtwc as the subject,
i.e. “I think this manner to be good for a man” (611 untranslated), with kaAov as the predicate
adjective. The article also substantivizes*! 10 obtwg ivar, with the English gerund helping the
sense: “[the] being in this manner is good for a man.” The pragmatics of the statement are
understood though the analysis may prove a challenge. The infinitive phrase is the direct object
of vopilw.
Phil. 2:6

0¢ &v pop@f| B£od Vrhpywv ovy dpmoyudv HyMoato T sivar ico O
who, being in the form of God, did not consider it [an advantage] to be equal with God,

TEPIMON|0EMC), believers are the ones who hoped before (tovg mponinicotag). The prior hope (mpo-) is from the
point of view of completion looking back. It is the believers present expectation; in the future it will become a prior
expectation, a hope they had before.

21 See Wallace, ExSyn, 234-35.
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In Phil. 2:6, the “wooden” sentence flow is “Who (6¢) did not consider (ovy ... y1cato)
the to be equal with God (10 eivar ica 0e®) an advantage to be exploited (Gpmorynov).23? The
article with the infinitive acts as a substantiver, grouping the entire phrase into a single syntactic
entity. Within the phrase, ica (“equal”) is the predicate adjective of the infinitive. The result is
that the equality with God and the advantage form a sort of double accusative construction, both

,233 while Wright identifies 10 etvon ica 0gd as the “grammatical object”

direct objects of the verb
of ovy ... Nyooro.23
Rom. 7:3

&\ev0épa dotiv 4md Tod vopov, Tod un eivar ety potyodida yevoudvny dvdpi £tépo.
She is free from that law, so that she is no adulteress, though she has married another man.

If a woman’s husband has passed on and she marries another, the result is that she is not
an adulteress (tod un eivan oty potyoida). The infinitive takes the neuter genitive article
(toD) and makes a semantically negative statement (u1}). Even as an infinitive of result,?* the
accusative singular avtniv (“her/she”) is the subject of the infinitive and powyoiida (“adulteress”)

is its predicate nominative.?3

232 See Roy W. Hoover, “The Harpagmos Enigma: A Philological Solution,” The Harvard Theological
Review (HTR) 64, no. 1 (Jan. 1971): 95-119. “Wooden” means that the “literal” English is awkward, but necessary
to demonstrate the Greek syntax.

233 Wallace makes this identification for this verse (ExSyn, 186). Votaw includes this verse in a category in
which “the infinitive preceded by the article 16 is used as the object of another verb to complete or make specific its
meaning,” and adds that “this use of the articular infinitive is found mainly in the N. T., where it is for the most part
Pauline, and infrequent” (“Use,” 22). Pertaining to the article, BDF lists this verse under “anaphoric” (206),
referencing something previous, though the only note in the previous context regarding Jesus’ divinity is His being
in the “form of God” (8¢ &év popefj Oeod vrhpywv), noted also by N. T. Wright (“aprayudc and the Meaning of
Philippians 2:5-11,” Journal of Theological Studies 37 [JTS], no. 2 [Oct. 1986]: 344) Another remote possibility is
that it is kataphoric, pointing to what follows in 2:9-11. Wright’s proposed translation of the phrase 10 €ivat ica
Oe® as “this divine equality” fits linguistically and theologically (ibid.)

234 Wright, “Meaning,” 329.
235 Wallace, ExSyn, 592-93, 3.b. See also Boyer, “Classification,” 12.

236 S0 concurs Votaw, “Use,” 25.
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Summary

Paul’s uses of the infinitive of gipt (glvat) twenty-seven times in infinitive phrases which
function as the direct object of a verbal form; twelve cases show a complementary relationship to
the verb; four stand in phrases with an appositional function; and two in phrases as subject of the
verb. Paul consistently uses the &i¢ 10 ivot construction to express purpose (seven times) or
result (once). Once, Paul uses the neuter genitive articular infinitive to express result. A
pragmatic nuance of purpose is possible in one of the cases of apposition (2 Cor. 9:5), but this is
exceptional. Some may appeal to this exception to deny the overall pattern demonstrated,
providing justification for other applications which are otherwise strained or forced. Even so, the
translation of eivon in Eph. 1:4 as a purpose clause, i.e., “that we should be ... ,” is unjustifiable

on syntactic, lexical, and contextual grounds.
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Appendix B: The Three Stylistic Constructions and Pauline Authorship

According to Turner, in the context of the question of Pauline authorship of the Letters
attributed to him, “modern scholarly opinion requires that, as far as possible, we consider the
various groups separately: group (1) 1 and 2 Thessalonian; group (2) Galatians, 1 and 2
Corinthians, Romans; group (3) Philippians, Colossians, Philemon; group (4) Ephesians. We
have excluded the Pastoral Epistles, but have noted parallels there ....”?37 This brings up the
question whether the three characteristics of Pauline style shown in this thesis cross these
groupings, and whether that data may be used to argue for or against Pauline authorship of

certain of his Letters.>*® None of the three occur in Group 1, so it is omitted.

Table 1. Turner’s groups
Group Letter Resumptive Repetition Interrogative Parallelism  “Grace Given”
2 Rom. X X
1 Cor. X
2 Cor.
Gal. X
3 Phil.
Col. X
Phmn.
4 Eph. X
Pastoral 1 Tim.
2 Tim.
Titus

ool

ool

In the case of resumptive repetition, groups 2-4 overlap; interrogative parallelism is
confined to group 2, though represented in all members; and “grace given” spans groups 2, 4,
and the Pastoral Epistles. Taken together, these three usages span all of Turner’s groups, though

none are present in Group 1.

27 Turner, “Style,” 4:80.

238 For this thesis, the writer assumes Pauline authorship of all of the New Testament Letters traditionally
attributed to him. Questioning such authorship is beyond the scope of this thesis. James A. Libby provides a
historical survey of past scholars using a synchronic approach, and the disparity and variety of the Letters attributed
to or denied Pauline authorship, then concludes “the jumble of results could, of course, be used by diachrony-only
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Other non-traditional approaches yield similar results. Derek King analyzed Pauline
authorship according to personality typing techniques, starting with Brown’s seven genuine
Letters as a baseline: “1 Thessalonians, Philippians, Philemon, Galatians, 1 Corinthians, 2
Corinthians and Romans.”?*° King noted two basic personality types, ESTJ and INFP, but four
authorial “Pauls”: Paul and Trito-Paul (ESTJ); and Deutero-Paul and Tetarto-Paul (INFP).24
King accepted Brown’s list as authentic, then argued that Col. and Eph. were authored by
Deutero-Paul, 2 Thess. was authored by Trito-Paul, and the Pastorals were authored by Tetaro

1241

Pau The groups look thus:

Table 2. King’s groups

Group Type Resumptive Repetition Interrogative Parallelism  “Grace Given”
Paul ESTJ X X X
Deut-P INFP X X
Trit-P  ESTJ

Tetr-P INFP X

All of King’s “Pauls” except Trito-Paul (2 Thess.) are represented. Both personality
types exhibit one of the three stylistic phenomena examined above.
Moving into the present century, after noting past studies which used word length,

sentence length, letter occurrence frequencies, short letter sequence distribution, and part-of-

scholars to dismiss the whole quantitative/synchronic enterprise” (“The Pauline Canon Sung in a Linguistic Key:
Visualizing New Testament Text Proximity by Linguistic Structure, System, and Strata,” Biblical and Ancient Greek
Linguistics 5 [BAGL], no. 2 [2016]: 125-26).

23 Derek Edwin Noel King, “The Four Pauls and Their Letters: A Study in Personality-Critical Analysis,”
Mental Health, Religion, and Culture 15, (R&C), no. 9 (Nov. 2012): 863. King’s reference is to Raymond E.
Brown, An introduction to the New Testament (New York, NY: Doubleday, 1999).

240 King, ibid. ESTJ is Extraverted, Sensing, Thinking, Judging; and INFP is Introverted, Intuitive, Feeling,
and Prospecting. For further information see, for example, Naomi L. Quenk, Essentials of Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator Assessment, 2nd ed. (Hoboken, NJ: Wiley, 2009). Paul, Deutero-Paul, Trito-Paul, and Tetarto-Paul are the
first, second, third, and fourth of King’s theoretical “Pauls.”

241 King, “Pauls,” 870.
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speech (POS) tags; as well as various calculation methodologies,?*? Jacques Savoy showed the

243

following groups*** clustered according to vocabulary usage models as follows:

Table 3. Savoy’s groups

Group Letter Resumptive Repetition Interrogative Parallelism  “Grace Given”

1 Eph. X X
Col. X

2 1 Thess.
2 Thess.

3 1 Tim. X
2 Tim. X

4 Rom. X X X
1 Cor. X X
2 Cor. X
Gal. X X X

In Savoy’s analysis, neither Philippians, Philemon, nor Titus were assigned groups
because, according to the analytical statistical method employed, their authorship was deemed
statistically improbable according to the model. However, as with Turner’s groups, the three
stylistic constructions examined above cut across all of Savoy’s groups, except for Group 2, the
Thessalonian Letters.

Without attempting to explain his complex calculation methodology or rigorous controls,
James A. Libby’s investigative framework featured “eleven measures in three linguistic

categories: structure (syntagmatics), system (paradigmatics), and strata (semantics).”?*

242 Jacques Savoy, “Authorship of Pauline Epistles Revisited,” Journal of the Association for Information
Science and Technology 70 (JAIST), no. 10 (2019): 1089-90.

23 Ibid., 1091-92.

24 Libby, “Visualizing,” 135. Explained, the categories involve: syntagmatics (grammar): words, phrases,
clauses, sequences of clauses/clause complexes, sentences; paradigmatics: undefined but examines the grammatical
annotations from GramCord, AGNT (Barbara Friberg, Timothy Friberg, and Kurt Aland, eds., The Analytical Greek
New Testament [ Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1984]), and Logos; semantics: semantic domains and subdomains, e.g.,
those from L&N (135-39).
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With his multiple analyses, plotting, and displays necessarily simplified; the groupings in his
Figure 16 were?**:

Table 4. Libby’s groups
Group / Cluster Letter Resumptive Repetition  Interrogative Parallelism  “Grace Given”

Cluster 1 Tim. X
Titus
Cluster Col. X
Eph. X X
The Cluster 1 Thess.
Grouping 2 Thess.
of 1 Cor. X X
Eight Cluster Phil.
Rom. X X X
2 Cor. X
Gal. X X X
Alone  Phmn. [but within The Grouping of Eight]
Cluster 2 Tim. X

2 Pet.

The three stylistic constructions were represented in each of Libby’s five clusters/
groupings, even the unexpected clustering of 2 Tim. with 2 Pet.

Paul Robertson expanded further away from lexemes and syntax, analyzing the Pauline
Corpus compared with two extra-biblical writers using a list of 19 figures and patterns of speech
such as Universal Claims or Assertions, Metaphors and Analogies, Caustic Injunctions, First
Person Reflection, etc.2* The study did not produce groupings like those above®*’ but did

provide a different set of analytical criteria which proved beneficial in subsequent study.

245 Libby, “Visualizing,” 180.

246 Paul Robertson, “Visualizing Data in the Quantitative Comparison of Ancient Texts: A Study of Paul,
Epictetus, and Philodemus,” in Ancient Manuscripts in Digital Culture, ed. David Hamidovic, Claire Clivaz and
Sarah Bowen Savant (Leiden, Netherlands: Brill, 2019), 160-61.

247 Robertson did note some specifics, however: “Removing 2 Thessalonians (contested authenticity) and
Philemon (extremely short length resulting in data outliers due to small sample size) results in an even clearer
picture of the way that Paul’s Letters cluster around each other”; also, “as a polythetic classification ..., we note
some outlying data points in 1 Thessalonians and Philippians, which in this understanding are less typical of Paul’s
overall style” (ibid., 166).
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Pracht and McCauley’s research regarding the Pauline authorship of just the Pastoral
Letters draws upon past research, including that by Libby and Savoy,?*® and utilizes Robertson’s
19 categories, plus several distribution models.?* Along the way, they note that “the ways Paul
relates to his audiences—whether declaring facts or making arguments, fashioning communal
identity or disparaging outsiders, giving praise or issuing blame—can be quantified as features
that exhibit certain statistical behaviors.”>° However, this should not ignore that these Letters
were occasional documents written to individuals and groups for specific reasons. Paul censured
the churches of Galatia (a group of groups), yet sought to encourage Timothy, an individual.
The evidence more likely suggests occasional and audience variability rather than authorial
plurality. Nevertheless, they conclude that

our literature review has shown that two major computational studies in recent years ... have
concluded that stylistic differences between both corpora are not as significant as has
previously been thought .... Based on our results, we agree with the findings of van Nes and
Libby and argue that the differences in style between the Pauline and Pastoral Letters are not
sufficient to discriminate between authors.?>!

Finally, regarding the absence of the three phenomena in the Thessalonian Epistles, one
may observe constructions which resemble the Three. First, regarding repetition, one may see:
(1) “[just as] you know” (xaBmg oidarte, etc.; 1 Thess. 1:5,2:1, 2, 5, 11, 3:3-4, 4:2, 5:2; 2 Thess.
2:6, 3:7); (2) “to have need” (ypeiav &yewv, etc.; 1 Thess. 1:8, 4:9, 12, 5:1); and (3) “your faith”
(v oty Oudv, etc.; 1 Thess. 3:6-7, 10; 2 Thess. 1:3-4). However, none of these

repetitions are resumptive. Second, one sees two questions separated by “or” (1}; QoQ

248 Erich Benjamin Pracht and Thomas McCauley, “Paul’s Style and the Problem of the Pastoral Letters:
Assessing Statistical Models of Description and Inference,” Open Theology 11 (OT), no. 1. (Jan. 2025): 3-6.

2% For example, binomial, Poisson, and negative binomial.
230 Jbid., 25.
231 Pracht and McCauley, “Pastoral,” 25. For a critique of criteria used either to question or validate

Pauline authorship of the Pastorals, see Stanley E. Porter, “Pauline Authorship and the Pastoral Epistles:
Implications for Canon,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 5 (BBR) (1995): 105-23.
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construction) in 1 Thess. 2:19: “For what is our hope, or joy, or crown of rejoicing? Is it not even
you (1 o0yl xoi Vuei) in the presence of our Lord Jesus Christ at His coming?” Yet, the two
questions are not parallel in the same way as shown previously—the second question answers the
first—though they are parallel in that Paul asks both. Third, regarding “grace given,” though one
finds both words present in 2 Thess 2:16—“now may our Lord Jesus Christ ... who has loved us
and given (d00¢) us everlasting consolation ... by grace (év yépitt)”"—the syntactical relationship
between the two differs, and there is no context of service or ministry.

Though some have disputed the Pauline authorship of the Letters traditionally attributed
to him, more modern techniques have tended to question such disputes and their conclusions.
The three phenomena—resumptive repetition, interrogative parallelism, “grace given”—have
found distribution among all of the various groupings, though the Thessalonian Letters find a
place in such groups only in Libby’s study. One may use the three phenomena to argue in favor
of Pauline authorship for all but the Thessalonian Letters, though this writer does not dispute

Paul as the writer of these latter two.
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