[image: image1][image: image34.jpg]



[image: image35.emf]


- 2 -

“There Is Therefore Now No Condemnation . . .”

  - Flesh and Law in Romans 8:1-4
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 Introduction
 At the risk of a serious over-simplification, I would like to suggest that three books of the New Testament, Hebrews, Galatians and Romans teach, amongst other things, about "the relationship of the (Mosaic) law to  the believer" to three contrasting groups in the 1st Century world. (Other NT books do this too, of course!) In Hebrews, Paul (for so I believe) wrote to Jewish Christians and in Galatians, to overwhelmingly Gentile believers who had been pagans prior to this (I hold to the North Galatian Hypothesis). In Romans, however, it seems that Paul is writing predominantly, though certainly not exclusively, (see for example the names in Rom. ch. 16), to Gentile believers who had previously been proselytes and "God fearers", and who had therefore come under the influence of the law prior to believing in Jesus Christ. Interestingly, in the list of nations and peoples represented by devout Jews on the Day of Pentecost in Acts 2, the existence of Jews and proselytes seems to be particularly associated with Rome. With the (temporary) expulsion of Jews from Rome, these Gentiles would have become the dominant representatives of Christianity in that city. Paul seems to recognise that, although he had not been to Rome at the time of writing, these (primarily) Gentiles already adhered to the "law-free" Gospel that Paul himself proclaimed, and no longer considered themselves to be "under the law": in Romans, and in particular, in chs. 7 and 8, Paul seems to be articulating their actual experience, (and in ch. 7 he seems to (creatively) describe this as a re-enactment of Israel's own experience under the law.) Paul is thus here not prescribing a desired course of action. In fact, he says (rather diplomatically) in Rom 15:14-15 that he is reminding them of these things in his apostolic capacity, but that they are already full of knowledge.

In a reversal of the "normal" situation - in which Paul, as the Apostle to the Gentiles, wished Jewish believers to accept Gentile believers on equal terms - here it was a case of Gentile believers needing to accept the returning Jewish believers 
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- who may not all have been as enthusiastic for Paul's understanding of the law as the Gentile believers themselves. (N. T. Wright describes the content of Romans as fitting "like a glove" into this context.)  However, in all these situations, Paul wanted both "sides" of the ethnic divide to have a correct understanding of the purpose and scope of the law including its role as (I believe) prophecy and promise fulfilled in Christ and His Church in the New Covenant. This view of the law in relation to the New Covenant is very well described in Brian S. Rosner's book, Paul and the Law - Keeping the Commandments of God IVP/Apollos.

 In this article, I take the view that  Paul treats the law as applying, not just to Jews, but, in a real sense, to anyone who has been exposed to the law prior to hearing the Gospel of Jesus Christ, and has therefore heard and understood its demands on Israel -  to anyone, in fact, who, as Jon Zens puts it, goes "one-on-one" with the law.) The Jewish Diaspora brought knowledge of God's will (as expressed in the Old Testament writings, and in particular the Mosaic Law given to Israel) to the oikumene. Once God's will for Israel was known, it was possible for Gentiles to realise that here was the One True God speaking - the God with whom they should align themselves. Once the law came to their notice, they were responsible for what they knew of God's standards. Hence proselytes and God fearers were found in association with synagogues throughout the Diaspora.

 This view of things enables me to see the law as explained in Romans as applying, at least in many respects, not only to the Jews, but also to people who had been capable of placing themselves voluntarily "under" the law in the sense of being convinced that God was speaking, of being convicted of sin by the law and of trying to obey some or all of its precepts and of  feeling wretched when they failed - even though the law as given was for the Jews exclusively. There was thus a reasoning process: if God is the God of heaven, and He has given these (in particular, moral) instructions to His people, then I need to shape up, and shape up quickly if I am to have a hope of "standing" before Him in the judgement.

 Further evidence that this is the context for Romans in general, and for  Romans 7 (and 8) in particular is that in Rom. 7:1, Paul says he is speaking to those who know the law (7:1) and, he describes this intimate knowledge using an analogy involving marriage (7:2-4). Earlier in Romans, he has characterised the "one who is named a Jew" also as being very closely connected indeed with knowledge of the law. Here (next page) is a very approximate analysis of that passage (Rom. 2:17-20), although I have not yet looked at this in any great detail:

In Rom 7, unlike in Rom 2, Paul refrains from referring to those who know the law as Jews, so this suggests that he may be referring here to an ethnically more diverse group - Jews, as well as, and perhaps especially, believers who were formerly proselytes and God fearers: "those who know the law".
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I believe that this situation in Romans contrasts with that of the Galatians. Here, in Galatians, I suggest, Paul in preaching the Gospel, did not attempt to 
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bring them under the law" first. I suggest it was enough for Paul to work with the fact (explicated in Romans) that awareness of sin and of God's righteousness are universal human facts - even if denied - and are not confined to those privileged to have received a prior exposure to the law  (i.e. the whole Torah, not just the 9 or 10 Commandments with which the law is equated in much of our contemporary preaching), and that the Gospel came to the Galatians as "law-free sinners", just as it came to the Roman Gentile God-fearers and proselytes (who adhered to aspects of the law)  as "sinners under the law" At any rate, for Paul, in the Gospel,

 " . . the righteousness of God has been manifested without the law, being witnessed by the law and the prophets, a righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ unto all that believe" (Rom. 3:21-22)

Excursus - Law then Gospel?

  If I could make one other observation, it is that the conclusion might be, (and often is!) drawn from Romans (in particular "7 into 8")  that it is necessary to "preach the law" to bring unbelievers under conviction of sin before preaching the glorious Gospel of Jesus Christ - or more accurately, that that glorious Gospel intrinsically includes demonstrating to people that the Mosaic law  (usually as exemplified by the Ten Commandments, or nine of them, and presented as a sort of abstract universal moral code) is eternally binding on all.  (In the same sort of way, Galatians is sometimes (mis)-used because, "the law was our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ" - although it is fortunately quite widely realised that Paul is in fact here speaking of the Jews and of the specific and restricted place of the law, as law, in the course of redemptive history). Thus, in this way of presenting the Gospel, the order of presentation mirrors what is held to be the order everyone must follow to come to Christ, and that order in turn "recapitulates" the experience of the Roman recipients of Paul's letter. In this view of the Gospel, all individuals must pass from being under the law alone to being in Christ (and that, in the "Reformed" understanding) involves being simultaneously under the moral imperative of the same law for subsequent behaviour.)

 I believe this view of the Gospel to be wrong, but, nevertheless, I suggest that incorporating an "under the law" aspect into contemporary Gospel preaching does in fact correspond in some ways to, and therefore is appropriate for, the situation in the Western world with its Christian heritage.

 My reason for saying this is that the Christian legacy of the Reformation in society at large is the understanding that Christianity is the kind of legalistic Christianity described above at the start of this excursus and so Christianity, in the minds of many - both  believers and unbelievers - includes an assumption of the ongoing legal authority of at least some parts of the Mosaic law. The temporal aspect of the "law then Gospel" experience of the Romans does not therefore 
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correspond to the experience of people in the Western world since people in general know something about Christ and Christianity and this includes simultaneously some knowledge about the Ten Commandments. The two are mixed together in the popular imagination. The temporal "7 into 8" experience of the Romans whom Paul is addressing is thus not strictly replicable in the minds and experience of potential recipients of the Gospel today in the West, since Romans 7 applied to the Romans before they heard the Gospel, and Romans 8 to the situation after they believed in Christ. Nevertheless, the person today who has heard simultaneously about the 10 Commandments - a thing - and about Jesus Christ - a Person - is able to be, at that point in time, "under the law" (admittedly in a restricted sense) but not "in Christ". "Law then Gospel", and the experience of the Romans, are thus a sort of model for the contemporary situation, and in that respect a valid  rhetorical strategy in preaching - just as it would have been - at any rate implicitly - for 1st Century preaching to Jews and proselytes and God fearers. For people today, the 10 Commandments declare what God regarded as holiness for Israel then, but this knowledge reflects God's "values" now (if I could put it that way) and so this knowledge now adds to the innate sense of sin and need for Christ. The Torah was a good thing, and since it is "out there" (in the 10 Commandments) in our Christian heritage, we should be thankful for it and use it in every way we can legitimately do so - including Evangelism!

 (The decline in the Western Christian tradition however, may well be in the process of reaching the stage where preaching the Gospel will be able to assume background knowledge of neither law nor Gospel. Should the law be preached as a preliminary to the Gospel in that case? If the above analysis of the Galatian situation is correct, and Galatians is an appropriate model for the post-Christian West,  then perhaps no, it is not necessary to come under the law first, though a full presentation of the Gospel in its redemptive historical aspects would have to include background information on Adam, Abraham and Moses - even if a recapitulation of life under Moses is not a prior necessity for coming to Christ.)

 As an alternative preaching strategy to the above "law then Gospel" - even in the first (contemporary "Christian heritage") scenario described above -  we might simply align ourselves with Paul's teaching that, "If you confess with your lips that Jesus is Lord, and believe in your heart that God raised Him from the dead, you will be saved" (Rom. 10:9)  and "No one who believes in Him will be put to shame" (Rom. 10:11) and "The Lord bestows His riches to all who call upon Him" (Rom. 10:12). The Gospel it seems (and as Paul explains e.g. at the very beginning of Romans) is primarily the announcement that God has vindicated His Son Jesus by raising Him from the dead and that He is now ascended and ruling the world and offering salvation to all who call upon Him in faith. (In his commentary on Romans, N. T. Wright says, " . . for Paul, "the Gospel" is not primarily a message first and foremost about how human beings get saved. It is an announcement about Jesus, the Messiah, the Lord.") According to Paul, people already know they are sinners - with or without the law. (See also Jon Zens' article, "Must the Law be Preached Prior to the Gospel? A Brief Examination of  
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Proof texts for Law Preaching" (downloadable from the Internet)). Also, "law preaching" is never described in Acts. The Gospel then would just tell people to get right with God through the powerful way opened up by the living and reigning Son of God, Jesus Christ, and they know, with or without the law, that they are not "there" yet.

 Nevertheless, in summary, I do think that it is necessary to consider what sort of background information is necessary as part of an adequate explanation of the Gospel in any particular context or culture. It may well be necessary at least to clarify what I take to be the misunderstanding of the relationship between law and Gospel in the Western Christian legacy. Of course, God in His sovereign will can bring anyone to Christ in any way He chooses, and I don't suppose any of us received Christ on the basis of a perfect prior understanding of the full redemptive-historical setting for the arrival of the New Covenant through Christ's death and resurrection. (For example, I didn't realise that I was benefiting from, and indeed was a fulfilment of, God's earlier preaching of the Gospel to Abraham  - as described in Galatians - when I first became a Christian!) As someone who holds to a "New Covenant theology" perspective, I think that Adam, Abraham and Moses would all ideally be part of such background information but that it is a category error to present the Old Covenant law per se as having authority over either believers or unbelievers today. The New has come, and the command today is to repent and believe the Gospel - that applied then to people who had previously been under the Mosaic law and to those who had not. Those who had not, such as the Galatians, went directly to Christ and the Spirit without passing through an intermediate "under the law" stage - as Paul repeatedly points out in Galatians (a state of affairs that unfortunately seems to have left them vulnerable to the enticing but erroneous words about the law of the Judaisers - the grass always being greener etc.) I believe that the relevance of the law to believers and to unbelievers today is for it to be seen (retrospectively) as prophecy and promise of Christ, as in the earlier quoted Rom. 3:21. But I see it as a good thing that the Ten Commandments are known in our society (to the extent that they are) and in a sense, people are under the law if they believe they are under the law.

 All of this shows very clearly that although I recognise some of the issues, I do not have a clear view of how Evangelism should proceed, or a clear view of much else besides! I welcome any help from readers!!

 End of Excursus

I propose to consider three structures in this article -  Rom. 8:1-4 as a whole and then two overlapping structures, in Rom. 8:3-4 and Rom 8:1-3a. (Verses 3-4 are perhaps slightly easier to explain structurally, than verses 1-3a. Therefore I will be looking at that these chiasms in the order stated above). There are doubtless 
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other structures on larger and smaller scales - for example, a chiasm centred on Rom. 7:29?  - but these three are the only ones being considered in detail here. I will also be looking in some detail at the "pivot" clause - Rom. 8:3a - and in particular at how it should be translated.

1) Structure of Rom. 8:1-4

 I suggest that the structure of the opening verses of Rom. ch. 8 can i) be used to inform some of the textual issues and ii) also serve as a factor in exegesis. Here is the Greek of the Received Text of verses 1-4, together with a literal translation.
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 Here, for clarity, is the English translation on its own:

 1) "(There is) then therefore now no condemnation to those in Christ Jesus, not according to flesh who walk but according to Spirit.

 2) For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus set free me from the law of sin and of death. 

 3) For the law (being) powerless  in that it was weak through the flesh, God His own Son having sent, in likeness of flesh of sin, and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh,

 4) that the just requirement of the law should be fulfilled in us, who not 
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according to flesh walk, but according to Spirit."

 This is 81 words. The middle 11 words are:

For the law (being) powerless (5 words)

                         in (1 word)

that it was weak through the flesh (5 words)

 The literal translation of the first five words of verse 3 is a little different from the translation given above. Literally, the expression reads, "For the powerless thing (or the powerlessness) of the law . . " I would like to defer an explanation of why I think this could also be translated into English as "For the law being powerless . ." until later when we will be in a better position to assess this possible translation in the light of  the structures that are present in the Greek of the Received Text. We will also at that time be able to assess the translation of verses 3 and 4 that is given in most bibles - usually something like, "For what the law could not do . . , God did in sending His Son . ." This somewhat more radical translation (really more of a  "creative re-writing" than a proper translation of what Paul actually says and involving the insertion into the text of the two additional verbs - “do” and “did”) will also be assessed.

 This middle section of 11 words has two sections of 35 words each on either side of it, and these two sections are thematically, verbally and numerically (i.e. by word counts) linked as shown in the suggested outline diagram on the next page. 

This is the main diagram of the article - everything else is "structured" around this!

Notes:

 1) The first point to note is that the passage is very carefully and wonderfully structured both thematically and by word count (and in fact in other respects too) - yet commentators rarely seem to show any awareness of this structure, and of its consequences for interpretation. How did Paul achieve this sort of thing, both here and elsewhere in the NT writings? Well, carefully for one thing! The idea of the "anacolouthon" - in which Paul launches out on a long complicated sentence, loses track, and then ends up with a "broken construction" on the parchment does not fit with the evident care that these structures exhibit. I suggest that Paul worked everything out carefully - indeed "one stitch per word" (or per syllable or in some cases even per letter) may not be putting it too fancifully! - in his mind, and it was all memorised before the amanuensis was called for. (Roman tents were symmetrical, so this would suit chiasms too!)

 2) The opening words in the English translation, "there is", have been supplied by the translators - there is no verb at all in the original Greek. What we actually 
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have in the Greek  is, "No therefore now condemnation to those in Christ Jesus . . ." It reads like a banner headline - with Paul wanting to announce his "NO!" to the unsatisfactory situation of Romans ch. 7 right at the start of ch. 8 - presumably for maximum emphasis. (Of course the chapter divisions are not actually part of the original text). The translators are right in including an appropriate form of the verb "to be". They have put the words "there is"  at the beginning of Paul's "banner headline" - so that Paul's words comport with  the strictly formal requirement that clauses must have a verb of some sort, even when an 
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expression functions as a clause without a verb. This requirement is something that we allow for, perhaps almost unconsciously, when we encounter the equivalent absence of verbs in our newspaper headlines. The translators have also inserted the word "there" at the start of Rom 8:1, but if they wanted to insert just the verb "is", I think they could equally have put the word "is" between "condemn" and "to" so that we get something like, "Therefore now no condemnation is to those in Christ Jesus". Although this doesn't sound quite so elegant in English, it is "grammatically valid", and  I think it is perhaps actually closer to what Paul intends in that interpolating the "is" at this point makes clear its function as the "glue" that links the two halves of our expression together. The nature of that glue-like linkage is specified by the next word "to". This shows that Paul his "flinging his paint pot" of "no condemnation" firmly in the direction of the people who are in Christ Jesus! If a different preposition were used, then the nature of the link would have to correspond to that preposition.

 Why did Paul leave out the "is" in the first place? To answer this question, I would like to point out that there are actually five (by my count) places in Rom. 8 alone where Paul has omitted the appropriate form of the verb "to be", so it is, I suggest, something deliberate in Paul's rhetorical repertoire rather than (say) the sort of carelessness that Oscar Wilde deprecates in the matter of parents! It certainly makes for a crisp form of rhetoric just as we aspiring writers are encouraged to improve our style by omitting adjectives and adverbs. (Good advice, cheerfully ignored!) Here, at the start of Rom. 8, the two halves of Paul's expression could be thought of as "welded together" -  so tightly connected that not even the little word "is" is allowed to get between the believer and Paul's welcome announcement of "No Condemnation!"

  Another possible reason for the omission of the word "is" is that the words, "No condemnation to those in Christ Jesus" in themselves constitute a statement of "how things are or how things stand". They thus function as a main clause even without the appropriate indicative verb "is". The stating of this "banner headline" in spoken or written form, in itself brings it into the realm of  "clear, ontological, existential, potential validity", and the addition of the word "is" would not alter this fact. (Speech Act theory?) In this respect, the "is" only serves to meet the conventional requirements of the Grammarians! So perhaps asking why Paul omits a word that is ontologically unnecessary is "asking the wrong question"!

 The omission of the appropriate form of the verb "to be" here and elsewhere in Romans 8 has the effect of making the structures and word count patterns consistent - as we shall see. Paul has worked the whole thing out with great skill and (I suggest) considerable forethought.

 Nevertheless, the commentators all seem pass over the interesting fact that Paul has here "omitted" the verb (I haven't yet found a commentator who remarks on the fact). In contrast, Paul's next omission of the appropriate form of the verb "to 

[image: image13]
be" (as I understand it, in Rom. 8:3a) is the occasion for the radical hermeneutical intervention by the translators discussed above.

 3) There are many interesting features in the structure diagrammed above. On a further textual note, we see that the structure (and word count) clearly require the "X" in box A in the structural diagram above. These seven words are included in the Received Text, but most translators and textual critics exclude them - a textual decision that would, I suggest, have been much more problematic had they been more aware of the level of structural sophistication characteristically employed by Paul in his letters.

 4) W matches W` - the former expressing the matter of righteousness negatively ("no condemnation") and the latter positively. The word translated as "requirement" in W` is dikaioma - so really this is the "righteous requirement", "righteousness aim" or even just "righteousness". W and W` are followed by X and X`, almost identical clauses contrasting flesh and spirit. Here are the two clauses, W and W` set out in parallel:

W:  Ouden ara nun katakrima (esti)     tois en Christou Iesou     [X: me kata sarka etc.]


 
W`:  to dikaioma tou nomou plerothe          en emin tois               [X`: me kata sarka etc.]

 In W, we have a negative idea, "no condemnation"  then an (implied) verb, then an "in" phrase (to those in Christ Jesus) followed by X - a clause about "not according to flesh but according to Spirit".

 Similarly in W`, we have the positive idea (the righteousness of the law), followed by a verb (plerothe), followed by an "in" phrase (in us who), followed by X` - which corresponds almost exactly word for word to X.

 The first halves of W and W`are thus "applied" to or in  the believer - he benefits both "negatively" and "positively"

 However, with the corresponding "in" (ev) phrases in W and W`, "in Christ Jesus" in W corresponds to "in us" in W`! What a privilege and honour! Also we note that "no condemnation" just "is", but the righteous requirement of the law extends beyond itself  in "fulfilment" - the promises of God are indeed yea and amen! There is something fruitful about positive things.

 5) We note that this righteous requirement in W` is "fulfilled" in us who walk according to the Spirit. I take this to mean that Paul sees the law as setting a standard for righteousness for those who come under its authority - this is what the law was aiming at - and that standard is reached by anyone who is walking according to Spirit. Indeed, the use of the word "fulfilled" - the word for
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fulfilment of prophecy (and promise) - rather than say the word "met" - suggests that walking according to the Spirit is actually something "more" (in some sense) than what the law - even if obeyed - could achieve. If this is the import of the word fulfilled in this verse, then an appropriate illustration might be something like this:

 The requirement of the law is for those under the law to get over a high bar or fence. It is too high for anyone to actually jump or pole vault (= the only methods available under the jurisdiction of law) but when someone goes for an aeroplane flight (=walking according to the Spirit), they fly over that particular  fence "in passing" - and the law, good and loyal but chained to a heavy ball called "the flesh", looks up from the ground and cheers! Some of the passengers are particularly thrilled to be aloft - they have tried jumping and pole vaulting and know how hard it is. Other passengers know nothing about athletics, and have never tried any of the events for themselves, but, (somewhat unfairly?), they are nevertheless participating in the flight on exactly the same terms as the others.

 I have suggested this illustration in this particular form because it seems to me that Paul has allowed for this possibility in the way in which he has worded these verses. I fully accept that these verses are also entirely consistent with the view that the Law of Moses applies/applied to everyone, not just Jews/Israelites/proselytes/God fearers (i.e. the Reformed view as found in "Covenant Theology", and also the implicit view of many Evangelicals even they  are not consciously in the "Reformed" camp) but I am here anxious to show that these verses do not imply or require such a view, even if this view (along with other views!) can be inferred from them.

 Alternatively, we could say that Paul is applying these verses throughout only to  "those who know the law" and "who were married to the law" (see Rom 7:1-6) - i.e. the Jewish believers in Rome and those who had previously been proselytes and God fearers, and that Paul is explaining how they specifically have made the transition from "under the law" to "walking according to the Spirit", and that he is not here treating the general issue of "how Gentiles are saved". Paul doesn't always say everything on every possible occasion. For example, Paul says to the Philippians, "Christ, for your sake, became poor . . so that you might become rich". This was of course true of Paul as well, but he does not actually say so in his letter to the Philippians. However, coming back to the subject of the applicability of the law, Paul says elsewhere in Romans, "He who loves has fulfilled the law". He doesn't say, "He who loves has fully obeyed the law". One can fulfil the law - i.e. do that which the law was "prophetically aiming at" only in Christ and with the help of the Spirit, and one can do this even if one is a Gentile, and even if one has never been "under the law" but only those under the law's jurisdiction can attempt to obey it. Paul is always very careful in the way he words these sort of distinctions. And this is a carefulness which has unfortunately not always yielded the harvest of correct theology which it 
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deserves.

 Thus, we could say, I suggest, that when Paul says, in Rom. 8:1 "Therefore there is now no condemnation to those in Christ Jesus who walk . . according to Spirit" - we can mentally say to ourselves - "Yes! Paul's statement here is absolutely right! The Jewish believers and other believers who were also under the law now stand un-condemned by the law, and so can, in the Spirit, join those who were never condemned by the law in the first place!" Likewise, in the (chiastically corresponding) verse 4, when Paul speaks of the righteous requirement or aim of the law being fulfilled in us who "walk according to Spirit", we can say to ourselves, "Yes! Paul's statement here is absolutely right!  Jews proselytes and God fearers who come to Christ now stand, in Christ, as ones who have met - indeed exceeded - the law's demands and are thus free to join their (Gentile) brethren in the Spirit - brethren whose entry to life in the Spirit had never been blocked by failure to attain the law's demands in the first place - since the law had never made any demands on them!"  Thus, this passage is allaying the anxiety of Jewish believers and others who had previously been under the law. This particular interpretation, which clearly supports New Covenant Theology - grows out of a careful structural analysis. It would not be so obvious without that awareness of structure, and of the implications of structure for hermeneutics. In A, Paul is saying that the Jewish/proselyte etc. believers don't need to worry (negatively) about being condemned by the law: they are not condemned! and in A`, Paul is saying that these same  Jewish/proselyte etc. believers don't need to worry (positively) about not meeting the standards of the law: they do meet the standard!

 I have unfortunately rather given the impression that all the problems were for the Jews/proselytes etc. as a result of the imposition of the law, and that things were just "hunky dory" for the remaining Gentiles. Paul repeatedly shows us in Romans that this is most definitely not the case. As regards acceptance with God, the Gentiles were all originally "sunk without trace"- apart from what God had made known to them by other means - a sorry and sinful plight achieved on their part  quite independently of the law, and as Paul makes clear in Galatians, they returned to God and  received the Spirit without first coming under the law either. This might sound quite shocking to Covenant theologians, but I submit it is entirely consistent with Paul's teachings in his letters and with Scripture generally. Furthermore, I suggest that the notion that all Gentiles had been given, and were under, the Law of Moses would have seemed pretty absurd to just about everybody in the Mediterranean world of the First Century. If there was one thing the Jews prided themselves on it was their "favoured nation" status before God - manifested supremely in the giving of the Law to Israel at Sinai. They would have had a ready answer in the unlikely event that a Gentile claimed the law had been given to him too (without attaching himself to Judaism in some way that is)! Furthermore Paul repeatedly teaches that equality between Jews and Gentiles before God could not be achieved whilst the law stood. Paul describes it in Ephesians as "the enmity", the "dividing wall". Rather, God had 
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to bring Jews out from under the law for them to be in Christ and in the Spirit and for there to be equality between Jewish and Gentile believers, and yet the view that we are all - Jew, Gentile, believer, unbeliever - under the Law of Moses (or at least the 10 Commandments) is the majority view amongst Christians today!!!   

 6) Y,Z and Y`,Z` correspond by word count, but they also correspond thematically. Here's how I suggest this "works". We have seen that "C" is divided into two equal statements. The top statement in C is about the law, and the bottom (explanatory) statement is about the flesh. Now Y and Z (the upper pair) are about "law" - and so correspond to the upper statement in C, and Y`,Z` are about flesh and so correspond to the lower statement in C. This is straightforward, and is indicated by the two arrows in the diagram. However there is a further detail.  

 Y and Z are both about laws - and Y describes a "good" law, but Z describes a "bad" law. Likewise, Y` and Z` are both about flesh, but Y` describes a "good" flesh and Z` describes a "bad" flesh. This structure is just one of many strands of evidence that suggests to me that where Paul says here that God condemned sin in the flesh, he means that God condemned the sins that we commit in our  flesh, and not what most commentators claim - namely  that the flesh referred to is Jesus' flesh. There is much, much more to be said about this, but I'm just pointing out here that the structure of the passage points in this direction. (I would however be reluctant to claim that the commentators are wrong here though). Perhaps I should just mention that the second word of our passage is the word "therefore" and  this links this section to Rom. ch. 7 where Paul has repeatedly described his sins as the work of "sin" - sin here being a sort of personification of something bad - and not to his own better wishes. He also describes himself as fleshly and sold under sin. Since his bad actions are here attributed to "sin" working in his members, and he recognises that he is fleshly, the notion that God has somehow dealt with this problem, (the one described in ch. 7) ,by condemning this "sin in the flesh", is an entirely reasonable understanding of Rom.  8:3. God's sending of His Son (v.3b), and the good effects that flow from that, are for all believers, but this includes in particular the Jewish etc believers - whose "sin in the flesh" had been "intensified" by the catalyst of the law. (The causal connection between the first and second parts of v.3 is well described in Gal. 3:21-22.) If this is a correct understanding, Paul is referring here to the appropriateness of Christ being sent in the flesh, and is not specifically here describing an aspect of the mechanism of the Atonement ( i.e. "in His flesh" - which the text does not in fact say). The following phrase "and for sin" (= "and for a sin offering") however, does describe one aspect of the "how" - the mechanism - of the Atonement. but this does not "amount to an explicit statement of the doctrine of penal substitution" (as claimed for example in the book, Pierced for Our Transgressions p. 87) - at least not in the normal understanding of the word "explicit" nor in the understanding of the doctrine of penal substitution as held by the writers of PFOT).
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7) Following up what was said in 5) above, it is possible that there is a further connection between the two aspects of law (Torah) and the two aspects of flesh given in YZ and Y`Z` respectively. This connection is suggested by the structure of the passage, and I put it forward here for the reader's consideration. The law, "wearing its summer clothes", is cheerful and optimistic, and looks forward to a greater fulfilment in Christ and the Spirit. But appearances can be deceptive: the law also appears gaunt and cheerless in the depths of winter as "the law of sin and of death". But this is also (inversely) true in the case of flesh.  Flesh looks unpromising (it is the "location of sin"), but appearances can be deceptive: even though Christ's flesh appeared to be like that  (it had the appearance of the "flesh of sin"), it actually wasn't - it was not in fact sinful at all - and so was acceptable as a sin offering.

 8) There are some other "cross connections" brought out by a structural analysis of our passage. The commentators rightly recognise that Paul, in referring to "condemnation" (in W and Z` in our analysis), is intending a contrast. For example, Douglas Moo says in his Romans commentary (p.477), "Believers are no longer "condemned"  (v.1) because in Christ sin has been "condemned"". (Note: As discussed earlier, and contra Douglas Moo, Romans 8:3 doesn't actually say that "in Christ sin has been condemned. In fact, no verse in Scripture so far as I am aware says such a thing - the connection between the two "condemnations" is correct; the inference about Christ is not found in these verses). There is thus a connection between action and the result of that action (and also a contrast between that which is condemned - sin, which is a "thing" - and those who are not condemned - people). This verbal link and contrast in W and Z` suggests that there should be something similar in W` and Z.

 In  W` and Z, (which both refer to the "first person" - "me" and "us"), we have the contrast between the righteous requirement of the law being fulfilled and the setting free from the law in these two sections. Again, there is the action - "setting free from the law of sin and of death" -  and the result of that action  - the "fulfilment of the righteous requirement of the law". Also the "setting free" is from a "thing", but the fulfilling is, by contrast, in us.

 Likewise, W' and Y are both about the "good" law - in its fulfillment aspects: the "good" law both sets free and fulfils. In the corresponding sections, W and Y' the liberating work is attributed to Jesus Christ/the Son. This corresponds to  the  fulfilment of the law being in Christ. Paul is even so bold as to take an Old Testament text (in Rom. 10:6-11 which refers to the Law of Moses, and, bypassing the literal meaning, to interpret it as Christ and the Gospel!! In Paul's analysis, the word that Moses spoke, spiritually understood, is Christ!! But Paul emphasises that this meaning is available to "the righteousness of faith" - not to the "righteousness which is ‘of the law’". Now, that's fulfillment!! (Reformed theology - take note!!)

 9) I think Paul is careful in the way he refers to people. For example, in "BZ" above, he reverts to the first person singular - an (entirely appropriate) reference back to Rom 7  (at least, that is what is recorded in the Received Text - see 

[image: image18]
below*), but A`, which identifies the beneficiaries of the work of God in Christ described in B` is much more general - it is "us who walk according to the Spirit" - and this obviously includes all believing Gentiles. (Indeed, the requirement that  the Gentiles should be included was the precondition for the giving of the Spirit as Paul points out in Galatians.) So, although Paul's argument in general is "about" the deliverance from the law, Paul is thus careful to make his conclusions more widely applicable where possible. It is the righteousness or "righteous requirement" of the law that is fulfilled in us in v.4. We do not need to be under the law, or to have ever been under the law, (even though the law is "a good thing"!), for that. By running 1500 metres in 3 minutes, I surpass the Olympic qualifying standard for that event, even if I do not run in the Olympic Games themselves. Whatever problems Gentiles in general (as opposed to those who had previously been proselytes or God fearers) may have in coming to faith and being beneficiaries of the Gospel, Paul does not present coming under, and being under, the law as one of them. That is primarily a Jewish "skittle" that needs to be knocked out of the way in their route to Christ and life in the Spirit.

 *On the textual question of  whether Paul says "me" or "you" in 8:2, the meaning is actually very similar, since Paul's "I" in Rom. 7 has, (as is almost universally recognised,) a representative function. Nevertheless, the chiastic structure centred on Rom 8:1 shows that the TR is surely correct in having "me" and not "you" in 8:2. ("I serve the law of sin" in 7:29 and ". . has set me free from the law of sin and death" in 8:2.) This (noteworthy) chiastic correspondence does not appear in the arguments by either "side" in the textual discussion however.

10) As suggested above, our passage structured by number and person:

                         Number              Person

 Rom. 8:1           Plural                3rd                 (those)

 Rom. 8:2           Singular            1st                  (me)

 Rom 8:3            Singular            3rd                  (God)

 Rom 8:4            Plural                1st                   (us)

 Thus, the structure is chiastic with respect to number, but a panel structure (AB, (AB)`) with respect to person.

 Major Excursus: The translation of Rom 8:3a:  "For the law (being) powerless . . ." 
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Before we go on to discuss the two smaller chiasms within this larger chiasm, I would like to explain why I believe the translation of Rom. 8:3a given above (and which is found on the biblehub website as well as in Berry's Interlinear Greek-English New Testament is very likely the correct one.

 Before I do this, however, I would like to review very briefly the current consensus on Rom 8:3a.

 The Greek text reads,

 "The  for  powerless (or impossible) thing of the law in that it was weak through the flesh . . "

 Now "for" is a "postpositive" conjunction, so we can rewrite this as,

 "For the powerless or impossible thing of the law in that it was weak through the flesh . . "

We note immediately that there is no verb linking the two halves of this expression just as there was no verb in Rom. 8:1a - a matter discussed at length earlier. There however,  the translators and commentators rightly assumed the appropriate form of the verb "to be" - i.e. "is".  This "is" would naturally have fitted between the two halves of  8:1a - "no condemnation is to those in Christ Jesus", but for understandable stylistic reasons they have placed "there is . ." at the start of the expression instead.

For some reason, the translators have not attempted to insert an appropriate form of the verb "to be" in the middle of 8:3a.

There are three further places in Romans ch. 8 where Paul has omitted a verb, (and in all of these, the appropriate form of the verb to be has been supplied by the translators - so there seems to be some reason why they should be reluctant to do so here.

Well, the approach taken by the translators is quite complicated. Basically, they start off by placing a comma between "law" and "in" to get,

"For the impossible thing of the law, in that it was weak through the flesh . . " and they assume that Paul intended, later in the long sentence on which he had embarked, to tell us just what the impossible thing of the law actually was or did, but that he got so mixed up as a result of all clauses he had introduced, that he never got around to completing this aspect of the sentence. This is called an "anacolouthon" - a "broken construction". The translators therefore feel under an obligation to identify "the impossible thing of the law" and its role, on Paul's behalf, and to incorporate what Paul intended to say, but didn't, into a grammatically correct sentence - unlike the grammatically incorrect one Paul actually 
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wrote!

 In case this seems like a misrepresentation of the situation, here is what Douglas Moo has to say about 8:3:

 Quotation
 "The syntactical structure of the verse  is unclear - specifically, how the opening clause to . . . adunatov to nomou en o esthenai dia tes sarkos relates to the main clause. . .  But the best solution, which is represented in most English translations, is to posit an anacolouthon, a "broken construction". As he began his sentence, Paul intended to use as his main verb epoiesen  ("he did"), or something equivalent to it, thus establishing a direct contrast between "what the law could not do" and what "God did." Due, perhaps, to the number of prepositional modifiers, Paul does not complete this contrast. Instead he moves immediately to the means by which God has accomplished what the law could not do: "sending his own Son . . . he condemned sin in the flesh". The best way to convey the meaning Paul intended, then, will be to supply the missing verb, as is done, e.g. by the RSV: "For God has done what the law, weakened by the flesh, could not do: sending his own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, he condemned sin in the flesh".

 End of Quotation
 There are, I believe, a number of things wrong with this approach!! I will not list here all the ones that come to mind, but suffice it to say, that if we believe that God inspired our Holy Scriptures, and if Paul lost his way halfway through the sentence, then God inspired Paul to lose his way halfway through the sentence, and it is the sacred duty of the translators to reflect that in their translation, not to "improve" on the word of God by supplying on behalf of God (and Paul) that which God saw fit not to supply. This is a very different matter from an honest attempt to translate what God has in fact written.

 However, we note that the translators identify "the impossible thing of the law" with "the condemnation of sin". Even though I do not believe that the RSV translation is correct, it is, I believe, nevertheless an essentially true statement to say  that "the law weakened through the flesh did not have the power to condemn sin"! Furthermore, I believe this to be true in the very "strong" meaning of the word "condemn" which is meant in God's condemning of sin in 8:4—i.e. sin being both condemned and "executed" - being put out of the way entirely.

If despite all this, one "goes" with the RSV translation, we note that there cannot be an exact equation between "what the law could not do in that it was weak through the flesh", and "what God did". We are restricted to a consideration of what the law could not do in that it was weak through the flesh. Thus we are discussing only those entities that the law would otherwise have been able to do if 
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it had not been weakened by the flesh. Now, in v.4, God condemned sin ina - in order that life "kata pneuma" - i.e. life according to the Spirit - would be possible. This of course was not within the gift of the law: completely obeyed and not undermined by the flesh, law could only continue to give life under the law to its adherents. As the Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges says, "This (to live after the Spirit) was beyond its (the law's) power, as it was never within its scope".

 We have seen that, for the commentators and translators, one option for "the impossible thing of the law" was "to condemn sin in the flesh". Whilst agreeing with this assessment, N.T. Wright sees the essence of "the impossible thing of the law in that it was weakened through the flesh" as its inability to give life - by which he means the sort of life described in the ina clause of 8:4 - namely life in the Spirit. Furthermore, he sees that "condemnation of sin" and "giving life" are closely related (see for example the sentence at the end of p.578 and continuing into p.588 of his New Interpreter's Bible Commentary on Romans) and must be considered together.

 He explains this view in considerable detail - mainly when discussing the related passage Romans 10: 5-11. I have not studied this in the detail which it deserves, but basically, N. T. Wright seems to be saying that a widely-held perception in Second Temple Judaism was that this was "eschatological time", and so the law itself had, as law, been elevated to a higher "end time" pitch - such as was promised by Moses in Deut 30 for the time after the Exile, and Paul agrees, but sees this elevation as taking place in Christ. I think I would say that Christ's death and resurrection is the fulfillment of Exile, as of much else (a view with which N.T. Wright is in wholehearted agreement - indeed he is an expert on it!) and so I would say that "that" is when the real eschatological time starts. In "Second Temple Judaism" prior to the resurrection, the law is still the law as law, and, the respect in which the law, weakened by the flesh was unable to give life was the sort of life that was on offer under the law, as law - namely continued life under the law for Israel in the land as God's people with the attendant blessings of long life, many progeny, abundant crops, healthy cattle etc. Once again, I suggest we should be looking for things potentially within the law's gift - i.e. things that the law would have been able to be or do had it not been for the weakening effect of the flesh, and it is true that the law perfectly obeyed would give this continued life - as Paul says in Rom 10:5, "Moses writes that the man who practises the righteousness that is based on law will life by it, but, the righteousness based on faith says . . .".
 N.T. Wright points out that Paul has been chronologically  "working through" aspects of Israel's history during the course of Romans 9 - aspects such as Abraham and the Exodus and the Exile - and in Romans 10 he has reached the covenant renewal that follows the Exile, and this is an excellent point. N.T. Wright in his commentary does not suggest that Paul, in Romans 8:3-4, "meant" to say what it was that the law could not do (i.e. he does not endorse 
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the "anacolouthon" argument mentioned earlier.) Rather, he bases his view that the "impossible thing" in Paul's view was "life" (i.e. "eschatological life as noted above) - on related passages in Romans - including very importantly Rom. 10:5-11.

 These verses refer to Deut. 30:11-20 - instruction given to the children of Israel prior to their entry to the Promised Land, but N. T. Wright takes these words as being applied by Paul to the time after the Exile (to which they also indeed apply, and likely in an enhanced "eschatological” form, in addition to their immediate context when Moses spoke them.) Now it is true that in the first part of Deut. Ch. 30, in Deut. 30:1-10, Moses speaks about the future exile and return, and the blessings at that time, nevertheless, Moses stresses in Deut 30:11 and 15 that the commands in vs. 11-14 are commands "this day" - Moses repeats this, he is very emphatic. And the life on offer is life in the land - see vs. 16, 18 and 20. These verses applied literally to the Children of Israel prior to entry in the Promised Land, though at N.T. Wright points out, there seems to be an "eschatological time" aspect to their application to the returning exiles (though note the word again in Deut 30:8). However, I suggest that the "eschatological fulfilment" of the law is not something that is lost because of law's weakness due to the flesh, and so is not part of "what was impossible for the law" in Rom. 8:3a - despite N. T. Wright's powerful advocacy for this point of view. Rather, the eschatological fulfilment of the law is something that is only added when the law is fulfilled as Christ. Hence, Paul's radical words in Rom 10:6-11 where he boldly replaces references to the word that Moses speaks with references to Christ Himself.   It requires the "righteousness of faith" (v. 6) for Paul to speak in this radical way about the hidden, deeper meaning to which the law points.  Christ takes the place of Torah by way of prophetic fulfilment. Deut 30:9 for example, speaks of prosperity with respect to progeny, cattle etc. - so there needs to be a spiritual fulfillment of Torah to make the words apply to Christ and the Gospel. (e.g. Cattle are types of men in biblical typology).

 Now all this was really a preamble to saying that the commentators are indeed totally correct in saying that giving life and condemning sin are both things that the law could not do, even if Rom. 8:3-4 does not explicitly say so. Nevertheless, I do believe that from a structural perspective, Romans 8:3-4 does indicate a close connection between the powerlessness of the law and these two desirable conditions for the believer.

 I wish to start my analysis proper of what Rom. 8:3a actually says by questioning whether there is in fact, an "impossible thing of the law" to be identified in the first place! My view is that Rom 8:3a speaks of the powerlessness of the law. I also believe that this powerlessness is very closely connected, though not to be directly equated with the law's weakness due to the flesh. On this view, Rom. 8:3a is "self referential" - there is no "impossible thing" to be identified outside of Rom 8:3a either by means of an anacolouthon or by reference to other parts of Romans - the powerlessness lies in some way in the fact that the law 
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was weak through the flesh. The structure of Rom 8:1-4 shows how this powerlessness plays out with respect to both condemnation and life - we really can simply let these four verses speak for themselves - and they do this with respect to the concepts of law and flesh - as indicated in the outline diagram given earlier.

 As regards these two latter concepts, law and flesh, I would like to suggest a "conceptual model" by which Paul's theological analysis of these terms may be interpreted. (I'm not attempting an "eisegesis", at this point,  I'm saying that this "model" (such as it is!) may be inferred - and inferred only - by the biblical data - I'm going from bible to the inferred model, not imposing an external model onto the text!

 Let us say that the law is what it is, and the flesh is what it is, and let us place them each on the 6th floor of a 12 storey building - "halfway up the stairs", as Christopher Robin might say. Law can be brought down to earth with a bump when weakened by the flesh, but the situation is remedied because Christ is "law, prophetically fulfilled, on the top floor". Likewise flesh in itself is actually morally neutral, but it can be brought down to earth with a bump by sin, but the situation is remedied because of and through Christ's sinless flesh - it is "flesh on the top floor"!

 Let us look again then at the Greek text of Rom 8:3a:

The word for powerless, or the impossible thing is to adunaton. It is technically an adjective, but functioning as a noun - hence the powerless thing. There is an exact analogy in the Lord's prayer - "Deliver us from to poneron - where to poneron is the adjective poneros  functioning as a neuter noun - the evil thing, the evil one, evil things, that which is evil, or, actually, just plain evil - an adjective "personified" into a noun - the abstract quality taking on, as it were, a life of its own (this is called the substantive use). This is a very familiar idea - natural numbers are in fact nouns - abstractions of an adjectival quality of groups of objects. So, as I see it, to adumaton  as the subject of a clause could be validly translated as the impossible thing, the powerless thing, that which is powerless or powerlessness. If to adunaton is a predicate, not a subject (see later!) then powerless - as an adjectival predicate is a possible additional meaning.

 How does lacking power differ from being weak (a quality attributed to law in the second half of 8:3a?  - i.e. what is the difference between powerlessness and weakness? Are they really the same thing? I don't think so - so I don't think they can be directly equated. Here is an example.

 "I was powerless to chase the robbers as I had been shot in the leg".

 Power is an active concept - it is the ability to do something. Weakness is a 
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condition - a state. In the above example, my powerlessness is attributable to the weakness in my leg - as opposed to some other cause. The powerlessness to pursue was in or in the fact of my leg weakness - it was not the leg weakness itself. The above sentence suggests that, had I not been shot in the leg, I would have been off after them!

 Now consider the following sentence:

 "I was powerless to chase  the robbers as they had already taken off in the aeroplane".

 Now this is an alternative explanation for my inability!

 I would suggest that in Rom. 8:3, Paul is attributing the powerlessness of the law to a specific cause (as opposed to other potential, but unstated causes). Thus, the powerlessnessof the law (i.e. its inability to "deliver") was "in" its weakness due to the flesh - it is not to be directly equated with that weakness. This accounts, I believe for the little word "en" that is found between the two halves of 8:3a.

 This is why Paul says, "the powerlessness of the law (was or being) in that the  law was weak due to the flesh", and not just "the powerlessness of the law (was or being) that the law was weak due to the flesh"

 I think that we might understand the clause "that the law was weak through the flesh" more clearly, though this is not actually necessary, if we interpolate "the fact" in front of "that". For example, in a melodrama, the hero might say,

 "That I am dying cannot alter my love for you!"

 "That I am dying" is a noun clause, and the meaning is,

 "The fact that I am dying cannot alter my love for you!"

 This is perhaps another example of Speech Act theory: simply saying the noun clause brings it into the realm of potential "factuality" - in the same way that Paul's "omission" of the appropriate form of the verb "to be" does not prevent the idea expressed from being brought into potential existence in the same way that its inclusion does.

 "That it (the law) was weak through the flesh" is also a noun clause, so mentally we can think, "The powerlessness of the law (being/is) in (the fact) that the law was weak through the flesh" (as opposed to other potential causes of powerlessness).

 Now, whether we should understand the particular form of the verb "to be" that 
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is to be included or understood in 8:3a as "is" or as the participle "being" depends on the function of the clause. Is it a coordinate clause or a subordinate clause? Well, we have seen that 8:3a is the pivot  - the central component of the chiasm in 1-4, and so, like Janus, it "looks both ways" - backwards to verses 1-2 and forwards to 3b-4. The answer to this question will therefore depend on its function with respect to these two separate sentences. We will be in a better position to assess this when we look at these two sub-chiasms individually.

 However, we must now ask, is the translation "the powerlessness of the law is/ being . . " the only option if we wish to explain the reference to powerlessness within 8:3a itself (as opposed to the anacolouthon, or to N.T. Wright's wider reference to "life")? I would like to suggest that we may in fact be looking at a Genitive Absolute construction here - which alters the translation, though not substantially the sense, of the verse.

 In the Greek we have,

 To gar adunaton tou nomou . . 

 if we add "is" or "being" we get,

 To gar adunaton tou nomou esti  (is) or on (being) . . (where on is masculine singular present participle of eimi, I am)

 But . .

 if this is a genitive absolute construction, we would add the genitive masculine singular present participle of eimi - ontos

  To gar adunaton tou nomou ontos . . . 

 Here the literal translation is "For of the law being powerless (or the powerless thing etc.)",

 but the meaning is, "For the law is (or being) powerless . . " - the "Genitive" part of the expression being put in the nominative case.

 Well, does Paul mean,

 "For the law is (or being) powerless in that it (the law) is weak through the flesh"

 or,

 "The powerlessness of the law is (or being) in (the fact) that it (the law) is weak through the flesh"?
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I think the meaning is actually identical. The main question now becomes whether "is" or "being" is the correct meaning. Let us proceed therefore to a consideration of the two sub-chiasms themselves, (in reverse order however), and see how they might affect the translation of 8:3a.

 End of  Major Excursus

 2) Structure of Romans 8:3-4 

Here (opposite page) is a suggested structure for Romans 8:3-4 (there are probably other structures here too as well as features of this structure that I have not noticed, or thought out sufficiently clearly to include)

Notes:

1) The word count divide (21:25 words) does not correspond to the "logical" divide of this ABB`A` structure. However, it does correspond exactly to the 25:21 word count divide of the sub-chiasm in 8:1-3a, as we shall see below.

2) The central words of this chiasm are  "for sin" (ringed in the diagram on the right).

3) A and A`:

The commentators do not seem, in general, to have noticed the remarkable grammatical and structural similarities that exist between A and A`.

 Although I have indicated these in the above diagram, they can also be seen, perhaps even more precisely, in a direct comparison of the two structures as shown below:


 To  gar      adunatov  tou  nomou         en      o    esthenai                        dia  tes sarkos



 
ina   to      dikaioma    tou  nomou        plerothe   en    emin     tois       me    kata sarka etc. 


In 1 and 2, to adunaton and to dikaioma are both nominative in case and neuter in gender. The genitive tou nomou is common to both structures (although I suggest, as discussed earlier, that the first tou nomou might in fact be a "genitive 
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absolute"). The only structural difference is that the definite article, to, and the adjacent  three letter conjunction are swapped in the second structure. Adunaton and dikaioma are both 8 letters, so the letter counts are the same for "1 and 2" in both structures.

 The law here is the law of Moses - to nomos, i.e. nomos with the definite article, This is how  Paul characteristically refers to this law.

 In 3, esthenai contrasts with plerothe (both 8 letters) , and  the "en" is followed by a "thing" in A (law)  but by  people (us) in A`. This contrast is connected with the intervention by a Person (God and Christ) in B and B`. Both A and A` are then followed by a reference to the flesh in 4,  (preceded by me (not) in A` - this being followed by a further contrast involving Spirit.)

 4) In this chiasm, A will be translated with "being" rather than "is". This will make the clause subordinate to the main clause of the chiasm, "God condemned 
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sin in the flesh". If A were a separate sentence, as would be the case if "is" were understood, then its link to the rest of the chiasm would not follow, and there would be an odd "break" in Paul's reasoning.

5) Thus, the subordinate clause, "for the law being powerless in that it was weak through the flesh . ." is presented as a necessary antecedent to God's sending of his son etc. The failure of the law was something that needed to happen as part of God's over-arching plan (his cunning plan if I could put it that way) which was always to produce life according to the Spirit through Christ. The law was never God's ultimate plan. The RSV translation produces an emphasis on the contrast between "what the law could not do", and "what God did" that, I suggest, is not to be found in what Paul has actually written. The emphasis in this chiasm is on God's work in Christ, not on the contrast between that and the role of the law. The law, and its failure, however play a necessary, antecedent role in that plan. How the law fits into this overall plan is something that, I suggest, is answered in the rest of Romans, but, the  accentuation of sin by the law, and the heaping up and concentrating of sin in one place (Israel) and ultimately in one action -  the crucifixion of Christ at the hands of lawless men (Acts 2:23) resulting in Christ as a sin offering dealing with sin decisively on the cross - are, I suggest,  part of this overall plan.

 3) Romans 8:1-3a

The suggested structure is given on the next page.

Notes:

 1)  Again, this is 46 words - the  middle words are "in Christ" which  correspond to "for sin"  - the middle words in the previous chiasm.

 2) Here are A and A`, set out in a similar way as with  the last chiasm:

 
 Ouden ara nun katakrima       tois en Christo Iesou      me  kata sarka      peripatousin etc.


 

 
To gar adunaton tou nomou         en o esthenei                  dia tes sarkos

            1                         2                       3
In 1, no condemnation corresponds to the powerlessness of the law! Thus, the law is powerless to condemn!

In 2, there is again a contrast between the expressions introduced by ev: the contrast is between a  thing (the noun clause, "that it (the law) was weak . . ") and a 
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Person/people - the ones in Christ Jesus. (We again explain this difference as a result of the work of a Person - Jesus Christ, rather than  a "thing" - the law)

In 3, once again there is the contrast between through the flesh and "not according to flesh" and the contrast between flesh and Spirit.

 3) A` here is functioning as a coordinate clause - hence the word "is" should be interpolated, rather than the word "being". A` explains how it was that the "law of the spirit of life" was able to set me free from the law of sin and death! It is because the law is powerless in that it is weak through the flesh! Thus, structurally, the expression "the powerless law, weak through the flesh" has one meaning when it applies to verses 1-3a and another when it applies to vs. 3b-4. I try to explain this view of the matter in more detail in the Addendum at the end of the article. The "law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus (which I take to mean the fulfilment of the law's aim and purpose  through the sending of the Holy Spirit consequent upon Christ's resurrection - as Paul explains in more detail in Galatians and later in Romans) set "me" free.  The law, weakened through the flesh, thereby becoming the law of sin and death wasn't 
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powerful enough to hold on to me! This idea is not emphasised in the commentaries I think but it is here in the structure of the text. The law, in its "winter coat" was something "I" needed to be set free from! Paul describes the law as a sort of gaoler in Galatians (it kept Israel imprisoned in Gal. ch. 3) - it seems he says it here  too!

But how, does it come about in verses 1-3a that the law became weakened through the flesh. I suggest two answers. First, Paul has been explaining that the Torah has become the Torah of sin and death because of sin's deceiving activity with regard to the flesh - the flesh is the environment in which this Torah works. Paul describes in Galatians how the flesh and the spirit are in opposition, and this is a battle that the Spirit wins, and so the strong, "Spirit", version of law liberates Paul from the "weak through the flesh" version. But secondly, I think it may be possible that Paul also, and simultaneously intends us to understand that the mechanism by which this liberation is achieved is indeed "through the flesh" - that is, the "good" flesh of Christ which, as the perfect, successful offering for sin, condemns sin (to death), and so fatally weakens, and so defeats, the law of sin and death. That is a lot to pack into these few words in v. 3a - and that is indeed only half of the meaning of v. 3a that I am suggesting - see below - but it is made plausible I suggest by the extremely careful structuring and word counts of the passage: the structure makes this sort of suggestion possible; without the structure, it would indeed be arbitrary.
So, does the middle of the "big" chiasm (v.3a)   refer back to vs. 1 and 2 or does it refer forwards to 3b-4? Answer, both! The law being powerless is an antecedent for God sending the Son, but it also refers back to explain how it was possible for the law of the Spirit of life to set "me" free from the law of sin and death - it was because that law was too weak to hold on to me and keep me under its sway.

 Why is there no verb in 8:3a? Because the verb is "is" and "being" simultaneously, and there is no single verb that does that - by leaving out the verb, both meanings become possible simultaneously, as, I hope I have shown.

 Finally, there is a further interesting interaction between the two sub-chiasms. Romans 8:1-3a is essentially about "law" but it ends up mentioning the weakness of the flesh. Romans 8:3-4 is basically about flesh, but it ends up by describing the fulfillment of the law.

 Conclusion

 In these verses in Romans, Paul describes "law" - which can have two meanings or tendencies, one powerful and one weak - and also "flesh" - likewise with two meanings or tendencies, one good and one bad. I have suggested that the passage is held together at its very centre  by a clause (8:3a) linking law and flesh and which relates, above and below, both to Paul's "law" argument and to his "flesh" argument - arguments which show how the good and the powerful ultimately triumph over the bad and the weak.  If this is correct, then Paul's "mirroring" of the dualities in his argument with a duality in meaning and reference for this central clause is a remarkable piece of literary and theological artistry!



        
[image: image31]

[image: image32]

Addendum
An additional possibility not mentioned in the original article concerns the wider context of Rom. 8:1-4. In Rom Ch. 7, Paul describes the way that sin - in a sort of personified way - "Sin" - practises a deception: Rom. 7:11 - "sin, seizing an opportunity through the commandment deceived me and through it (the commandment) killed me". Paul explains how this happens in vs. 8-9: "Apart from the law, sin lies dead.  I was once alive apart from the law, but when the commandment came, sin came alive and I died". These verses are admittedly hard to understand, but it is clear that as a result of the deception, the following exchange has taken place:



It is well known that Romans Ch.7 has a number of very strong  "resonances" with the account of the Fall in Genesis Ch. 3, and that there the Serpent seems to function in a similar way (deception etc.) to Sin in Rom Ch. 7. (Paul in Romans does not really invoke Satan in his explanation of the Gospel - indeed there are only two references to the powers and Satan. First in Rom. 8:38, Paul mentions the rulers and the powers only to exclude them from (or perhaps subsume them within) the discussion, and secondly in 16:20, Paul says that the God of peace will soon crush Satan under your feet.")  I would like to suggest however, that the promise of redemption in the Protoevangelium in Gen. 3:15 is perhaps linked to Rom 8:1-4, just as it is linked to Gal. 4:4 - e.g. the expression "God sent (forth) His Son" occurs in both, but the Son-ship is related to flesh in the former and to "a woman" in the latter (c.f. Gen. 2:23 where the two are linked).
In Rom. 8:1-4, as we have seen, law and flesh are structurally linked in Paul's argument, and in Rom. 7, sin has used one of these, the law, to deceive. I would like to suggest that God is not to be outdone by sin, and that He also uses "cunning" to set things right, and make Paul alive and kill sin. In Rom. 8, He does this using the flesh: we read that God sent his Son in the likeness of flesh of sin . . . and in so doing, condemned (to death) sin in the flesh, and with sin in the flesh dealt with, the way is clear for life for Paul in the Spirit (e.g. Rom. 8:2 and 8:9). Now, I don't think Paul explains everything in these verses - he does not for example make explicit here the link between Christ's resurrection and the (sending of the) Spirit. Nevertheless, the Spirit-flesh antithesis is clear.   So, God has reverses what is shown in the previous diagram:


So, law should be good and give life, but by deception by Sin, it produces death. God's "reply" to this was (cunningly) to use flesh - which should be weak and produce death: God sends his Son who appeared to be flesh of sin, but who in reality was "good" flesh to reverse this, and through the Spirit reinstate both Paul and Torah. God has gone one better than Sin - He has used, and reversed sin's deception in such a way that we now have the Spirit! Paul is justified and has the Spirit. And Law is justified and has the Spirit too - it is now no longer the law of sin and death, it is the law of the Spirit of life, and it is fulfilled, not simply obeyed. All the good things are vindicated and resurrected, and all the bad things, like sin and Satan, are condemned and die. 

As a final point, I would like to return to the "big" structural diagram, and show how the additional considerations presented above link in to this. Below is an attempt to incorporate these additional ideas in an outline version of the original diagram:
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Romans 2:17-20 -  a Possible Analysis
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7 Οὐδὲν   ἄρα  νῦν     κατάκριμα    τοῖς   ἐν Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ· μὴ    κατὰ     σάρκα 


   [There is]  then  now no  condemnation to those in    Christ      Jesus,  ³not according to  flesh





περιπατοῦσιν, ἀλλὰ      κατὰ     πνεῦμα.    ὁ γὰρ νόμος τοῦ πνεύματος τῆς ζωῆς 


  ¹who ²walk,         but    according to    Spirit.  2   For the law       of the Spirit           of life 





ἐν  Χριστῷ Ἰησοῦ ἠλευθέρωσέν  με ἀπὸ τοῦ νόμου τῆς ἁμαρτίας   καὶ  τοῦ 


in     Christ      Jesus         set   ²free       ¹me  from  the    law          of sin              and    of    





Θανάτου  3 τὸ γὰρ ἀδύνατον          τοῦ  νόμου ἐν ᾧ  ἠσθένει    διὰ    τῆς σαρκός


 death.               For      ³powerless [²being]    ¹the law,   in that it was weak through the  flesh ,





ὁ θεὸς τὸν ἑαυτοῦ υἱὸν  πέμψας     ἐν ὁμοιώματι σαρκὸς ἁμαρτίας    καὶ   περὶ 


  God,       ³His own Son     ¹having ²sent,     in likeness       of flesh       of sin,        and     for 





ἁμαρτίας κατέκρινεν τὴν ἁμαρτίαν ἐν τῇ σαρκί, 4  ἵνα   τὸ δικαίωμα   τοῦ νόμου 


    sin,            condemned         sin               in   the flesh,        that   the righteousness  of the law 





     πληρωθῇ     ἐν ἡμῖν τοῖς μὴ κατὰ      σάρκα περιπατοῦσιν ἀλλὰ κατὰ πνεῦμα.


should be fulfilled in     us,  who  not according to flesh         walk            but according to Spirit.
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Here are a balanced pair of expressions consisting of 


  i) statement and


 ii) explanation. 














W: No therefore now condemnation (is) to those in Christ Jesus 





X: not according to flesh who walk but according to Spirit 
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Y: For the law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus





Z: set free me from the law of  sin and of death
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W`: the righteous requirement of the law should be fulfilled in us who





X`: not according to flesh walk but according to Spirit 
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Y`: God His own Son having sent in likeness of flesh of sin





Z`: and for sin condemned sin in the flesh in order that
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Structure of Romans 8:3-4
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and    for  sin       (i.e. for a sin offering?)





condemned sin in the flesh in order that
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God His own Son having sent in likeness of flesh of sin 
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a) For powerless (being) the law


b) in that it was weak


c) through the flesh
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a`)  the righteous requirement of the law





b`) should be fulfilled in us who





c1`) not according to flesh  


c2`) walk


c3`) but according to Spirit 
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Structure of Romans 8:1-3a
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 set free me from the law of  sin and of death
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a`: For powerless the law


b`:   (is)               


c`:   in that it was weak 


d`: through the flesh
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a: therefore now no condemnation


b: (is)


c: to those in Christ Jesus 


d: not according to flesh who walk but according to Spirit 











 For the law of the Spirit of life 





  in  Christ    Jesus
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There Is Therefore No Condemnation








There is therefore now no condemnation to those in Christ Jesus who walk, not according to flesh but according to the Spirit. For the Law of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus has set me free from the Law of sin and death. This was because of  the Law's powerlessness resulting from its weakness due to the flesh. And because of which, God, having sent His Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin, condemned sin in the flesh in order that the righteous requirement of the Law might be fulfilled in us who walk not according to flesh but according to the Spirit.
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Rom 7:25b - 8:4





 25b So then, with the mind, I myself serve the torah of God


                 but with the flesh the torah of sin.





1 There is therefore now no condemnation to those in Christ Jesus who walk, not according to flesh  but according to the Spirit.





2 For                   the torah of the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus





                                                     set me free





                               from the  torah of  sin and death





3 This was because the torah (of sin and death) was powerless (to keep me in captivity see 7:23) because this Torah was weak through the flesh (i.e. because it only has flesh to "work with" and  flesh is weak compared with Spirit. - see vs. 1& 2 above!!)


    


             	                                          AND . . . 





 Given that the torah (of  God ) was powerless (to produce righteousness) because this Torah was weak through the flesh 





 God having sent His son in the likeness of  sinful flesh and for sin


                                  condemned (to death) sin in the flesh





4 in order that the righteous  requirement of the torah might be fulfilled


in us who walk , not according to flesh  but according to the Spirit.





Paul is alive                                               Sin is alive


 


Sin is dead                                                   Paul is dead


                            Deception by sin


                            using the law (7:11)





Sin is alive                                                 Paul is alive


 


Paul is dead                                                  Sin is dead


                            "Deception" by God


                            using the flesh (8:3)





Romans 8:1-4





Romans 8:1-2











2 types of law - "good" and "bad"





Romans 8:3a:


The "bad"  law powerless, 


weakened through the "good" flesh (of Christ)





Romans 8:3b-4











2 types of flesh - "good" and "bad"





Law





flesh





Romans 8:3a:


The "good"  law powerless, 


weakened through the "bad" flesh (of e.g. Paul)





Suggested deliberate double meaning by Paul!





Rom. 8:1-3a





Rom. 8:3-4
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