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The Abstract

Makoto Noguchi, The Purpose of God: An Exegetical and
Theological Study of Romans 8:28 (an MA Thesis 1996).. .

This study aims to attempt a full treatment of Romans
8:28. First, there are preliminary observations of the
verse. Second, there is a detailed word-for-word analysis
of it. Third, there is a theological consideration of the
relation between ol dyam@dvtes TOV Bedv and ol kAnTol.
Fourth, there is an approach made to it in its first-
century setting.

Among the major conclusions are these: (1) A chiasmus
and a parallelism can be discerned in v. 28. (2) The new
evidence in support of the longer text is suggested. The
fact that the word order of the shorter text (wdvTa
ouvepyeEl), which order should normally be "ouvepyel wdvTa"
from its context, is the same as that of the longest text
(Tavta ouvepyel 6 Beds) proves that the longer text lost 6
Bebés for some reason or other and keeps the order of the
remaining part of them the same as before. (3) It is
pointed out that Paul expresses from both sides purely
human and purely divine an act which God leads the elect
to do. This two-sidedness which Paul frequently uses is
one of Paul's' theological features. Human free will for
Paul is exercised under the control of God's sovereign
will. (4) It is assumed that Paul dared to pick up the
common Stoic expression of pantheistic and impersonal
optimism and to Christianize it (e.g. by adding 0 0Oeds as

expressed subject, replacing dpétn with dyafov, etc.).
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PREFACE

At first the theme of the election and predestination in
the thought of Paul occupied my interest for long, but I
had extreme difficulties in finding my supervisor about
this special subject. In the meantime I narrowed the
extent of my thesis outline down to three verses in the
book of Romans, i.e., Rom. 8:28-30.

At least almost ten years had passed before I had the
opportunity to work with Dr. A. J. M. Wedderburn and that
in the University of Durham with a brilliant tradition of
studies of Romans. I enjoyed his valuable instructions and
warm encouragement. Before long he came to move to the
University of Munich.

But happily Professor James D. G. Dunn, the world's
leading authority on New Testament studies, was gracious
enough to permit me to make a smooth transition to his
supervision. Under his skilful and perfect supervision I
had my eyes opened to the academic way of writing a
thesis.

Under Dr. Wedderburn I spent much of my time in
surveying various interpretations of previous expositors
in a historical perspective and after my transfer to Prof.
Dunn I began to make a critical review of those
interpretations in real earnest. And then on the occasion
of his research leave he was kind enough to put me into

the hands of Dr. Loren T. Stuckenbruck, appropriate
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competent supérvisor. Under his valuable guidance I put my
thesis in final shape.

In presenting this thesis I am indebted first and
foremost to bdth Dr. Dunn, Lightfoot professor of Divinity
and Dr. Stuckenbruck, my respected supervisor in the

University of Durham.
P.S. The limited number of words required in an MA thesis

has led me to change my thesis topic, "The Theological

Structure of Rom. 8:28-30" to the present one.
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INTRODUCTION

No one can deny:that the 01ld and the New Testaments
contain clear statements concerning divine election and
predestination. In the 0Old Testament Israel is the chosen
people of God (Deut. 7:6), while in the New Testament the
church is the héir of the divine election (Eph. 1:4-14,
etc.). In fact the idea of divine election and
predestination is so interwoven in the Holy Scriptures
that it is quite impossible to understand their message
fully without a proper understanding of it!.

But it is true that in the history of the church and
theology this idea has been the cause of bitter polemics?.
It is not too much to say that there is no other doctrine
so frequently dismissed as too controversial3.

Nevertheless it does not necessarily follow that this
impairs the validity of that thought. We may well agree
with G. E. Wrigh# when he writes with regret, "modern
scholars have done little with this doctrine, perhaps in

no small measure because they felt they could not take its

1cf., B. B. Warfield, Biblical and Theological
Studies, p. 270; F. Davidson, Pauline Predestination, p.
3; S. Sohn, The Divine Election of Israel, pp. 1-4; G.
Clark, Biblical Predestination, p. 4; H. H. Rowley, The
Biblical Doctrine of Election, p. 15.

2cf. G. C. Berkouwer, Divine Election, pp. 7-9.

3cf. P. K. Jewett, Election & Predestination, p. 1.




validity seriously"¢, and foremost among these is R.
Bultmann, who pays only scanty attention to divine
predestination as he emphasizes a human decision from his
existential standpointS.

H. H. Rowley has observed that "whether we like it or
not, the doctrine of election is a Biblical doctrine, and
whatever our view of its validity, it demands some
attention from the students of the Bible"¢. We cannot but
admit that it is a very important theme from a theological
viewpoint, because it is organically related to a matter
of salvation by grace’. At the same time it should be
remembered that this idea "does not foreclose human
freedom but rather human merit; it does not relieve us of
responsibility but of the need to achieve salvation by our
own works, which are bound to fail"®. It is also
explicitly relaﬁed to the certainty of salvation (Rom.

8:28-39, etc.)?.

4Cf. Theology Today 3 (1946): p. 187; cited in
Rowley, op. cit.; K. Stendahl, "The Called and Chosen",
The Root of the Vine, pp. 63f. says that this problem is
largely ignored by Biblical theologians and in more
general modern theological discussion because it is remote
from modern thought and the more obvious problems raised
in ordinary pastoral work.

5cf. R. Bultmann, Theology, l:p. 329f., etc. Since
man's decision determines everything, election and the

like cannot be understood literally, because that could
destroy the character of faith as decision and obedience.
6Rowley, op. cit.
Jewett, op. cit., p. 3.
8Ibid., p. 113.

9%C. K. Barrett, Romans, p. 169.



But in modern Biblical studies this subject has
received very little attention, especially in the field of
New Testament studies. I believe that it is the duty of
the Biblical exégete first to extract as precisely as
possible from the text what it really means, whether or
not it pleases him or her, next to set people free from
various prejudiées against the ideal%?, and last to furnish
reliable data to the systematic theologianil,

When it comes to this doctrine, it is the apostle
Paul that most fully develops the idea in its strictly
theological aspectsl?. But it is clear that his
distinguishing interest lies in the realm of soteriology,
i.e., the application of redemption to the electl3, for
neither election nor predestination has any independent
function as a positive doctrinel4. For Paul election and

predestination make sense as the means which God uses to

10cf. A. Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology
of the New Testament, pp. 274f.; K. Stendahl, "The Called

and the Chosen", The Root of the Vine, pp. 63f.

l1cf. G. E. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, p.
25; D. Guthrie, New Testament Theology, p. 27.

12cf. T. Nicol, "Election", in Dictionary of the
Apostolic Church, ed. J. Hastings, 2:p. 326. A. Nygren,
Romans, p. 354, rightly suggests that we should use Romans
8:28-30 called the locus classicus de praedestinatione as
our point of departure in studying Paul's view of election
and predestination instead of using chs. 9-11 as such.

13T7he relation between salvation and election for Paul
stands in tension with Israel's election which still
continues only through "a remnant chosen by grace (NIV)"
(Rom. 11:5; 9:27-29) despite the fact that many Israelites
have rejected Christ. In this sense Paul's language
concerning election has ultimately a social dimension to
it.

14Cf, H. Conzelmann, An Outline of Theology of the New
Testament, ET, p. 253.




take the initiative;in accomplishing his saving purpose.
They have two theolégical aspects regarding salvation,
i.e., divine sovereignty and divine absolute grace (cf.
Rom. 9:11-26).

In my judgment;it is Romans 8:28-30 that presents the
relationship of eleEtion and predestination with salvation
in a skilfully comﬁressed form. Furthermore this passage
occupies a very important portion in the eighth chapter
which serves as thé hinge for structure of the whole
letter whose impacf on the history of the church of Christ
is incalculable. The passage is well worthy of being
called the summing}up or conclusion of Paul's theologyls.
Moreover it is no exaggeration to say that this passage is
one of the most popular, consoling, important texts in the
New Testament forfthe Christianls.

Neverthelessfthe textual, exegetical, linguistic, and
theological compléxities of Rom. 8:28-20 have perplexed
the exegete since;the early patristic periodl!’. So those
verses have been dealt with partially or wholly from
various angles id many writings on the Bible. But we
cannot but recognize that there remain many difficult
problems in that‘passage, which we regard as still

unsolved and unexplored.

15cf. H. R. Balz, Heilsvertrauen und Welterfahrung, p.
102. ‘

16cf, F. Pack, "A Study of Romans viii. 28", RQ 22, p.
44, !

17Cf£. C. D. Osburn, "The Interpretation of Romans
8:28", WIJ 44, p. 99.




1. BACKGROUND AND INTERPRETATION

1.1. The Problem

The main exegetical problems in Rom. 8:28 with which I

will deal in this thesis are given below.

1.1.1. Exegetical Problems

(i) Does otSauEv have the classical sense of knowledge
characterized by assurance as Burdick claims?

(ii) What kind of literary genre can be recognized in this
verse?

(iii) Is this verse traditional? Or how far is it so?
(iv) Did Paul write O 6eds?

(v) Is Ovvepyel intransitive or transitive?

(vi) Does the article Tols qualify KAnTolS or oloLy?
(vii) why is mpdbeoLs anarthrous?

(viii) Is the adjective KANTOS in Rom. 8:28 the same with
that of Mt. 22:14 in meaning?

(ix) What is the life-setting of this verse?

1.1.2. A Theological Problem
How should we formulate the balance between the love to
God as a human decision and the call to salvation as a

divine will in Paul (cf. v. 28)?



1.2. Romans 8:28--The Text and Translation

1.2.1. Text
olSapey &€
6TL TOlS dyam@oly TOV Bedv
TavTa ouvepyel 6 Beost els dyabdv,

TOlS KkaTd wpdheoy kAnTols oloLy

"1.2.2. Translation

1.2.2.1. The Literal Translation

And we know that
for the ones loving God
all things co-works God for good,

being the called according to purpose

1.2.2.2. The Free Translation

And we know well that

for those who love Him

God makes all things work together for good,
because they are the called according to

His purpose.

lFor my detailed argument in favour of this longer
text, see especially Sections 1.7 and 4.



1.3. Romans 8:28--Tts Contextual Consideration

Now we need to define the relation of Rom. 8:28 to the
argument of which it is part. 1:16-4:25 are generally
recognized as a unit, in which Paul discusses his theme
about justification by faith without the deeds of the law.

In 5:12-7:25, after the introductory paragraph of
5:1-11, three freedoms from sin and death (5:12-21), from
self and sin (6:1-23), and from the law (7:1-25) prepare
the way for the discussion of life in the Holy Spirit
(8:1-39).

As is true in respect of chs. 5, 6, and 7, so ch. 8
points to a result of justification by faith. The opening
statement, "There is therefore now no condemnation for
those who are in Christ Jesus" (8:1) is closely connected
with the main theme of Paul's previous reasoning, for
condemnation is the opposite of justification. Those in
Christ (8:1-8) are indwelt by the Spirit who will raise
their mortal bodies gloriously (8:9-11).

The words "Apa olv at 8:12 introduce the logical
consequences to be drawn from the preceding discussion of
the opposition of the flesh and the Spirit (8:1-11). Then
Paul moves to the thought that the sons of God have an
obligation to behave according to the Spirit, not to the
flesh (8:12-16). As may be judged from 8:17, this thought
involves both suffering and glory: "and if children, then

heirs, heirs of God and fellow heirs with Christ, provided




we suffer with him in order that we may also be glorified
with him" (v. 17).

This double theme occupies the rest of this chapter.
In 8:18 the suffering and the glory are compared and Paul
is firmly convinced of the fact that the sufferings of
this present time are not worthy to be compared with the
glory that is to be revealed in us. The particle ydp (for)
in v. 19 introduces the reason for the previous conviction
(v. 18). The glory to be revealed (v. 18) is so marvelous
that in 8:18-27 Paul speaks about a threefold groaning:
that is, (1) the whole creation (vv. 19-22); (2) we
ourselves (vv. 23-25); and (3) the Spirit too joining us
(vv. 26, 27) groan in travail, hopefully looking forward
to the promised glory.

And then, by a not entirely obvious transition, in v.
28 Paul makes, in a sense, a restatement of v. 18 through
a kind of summary of vv. 1-27, because the dyaBév as the
final object for which God makes all things work together
for the called shoﬁld be undoubtedly interpreted as "the
glory that is to be revealed", 1 péAovoa 86Ea in v. 18
for the first meaning at least. At the same time this
restatement of v. 18 forms a propositional verse, which is
furthermore confirmed by vv. 29-30, where Paul directs our
attention to the way the purpose of God is worked out in
God's elect: whatever the circumstances may be, that
purpose will not be upset but culminate in their final
glory, which picks up on vv. 17 and 18.

In the next verse Paul begins to introduce the last

rhetorical paragraph 8:31-39 which holds together both



suffering and élory by asserting the love of God with a
triumphant conviction as a logical inference from what he
has been saying.

Paul has now prepared a position from which he can
appeal to the elect for ethical endeavour in their daily
life (12:1ff.),:but before doing that he discusses the
problem of the Jews and Gentiles in God's plan (Rom. chs.

9-11) in connection with the way it is pursued (8:28-30).

10



1.4. Romans 8:28--Its Structural Analysis

Romans 8:28 is a kind of summary of 8:1-27! and moreover a
Christian conviction (oi8apev?). The dyamdv of v. 28a is
the central idea (Ger. Leitmotiv) of the following verses
28b-393.

(oldapev 8¢ 67L)

(v. 28a) TOlS ayamdoww TOV OedV

TAvTA CuvEpPYEL O Beds €ls dyabov,

(v. 28b) TOls KaTd Tpdbeoiy kAnTols oloLy.

As in v. 28 Paul begins a new statement with oidaev
and 8¢, v. 28 is marked off from v. 27. In v. 28 TolS
dyamwaoLy Tov 0edv is put at the beginning of the main
clause for emphasis¢ and qualifies the main verb ouvepyet.
And the verb as transitive takes WdvTa as its direct
accusative object5. The direct object mdvTa is placed
before the verb for its own emphasis and at the same time
this inversion is partly due to the previoué phrase placed

in an emphatic position. It is because of the inversion

Icf. W. Hendriksen, Romans, p. 279.

2cf. H. P. Liddon, Romans, p. 138. Here Paul uses
this formula so as not to introduce the view of the others
(contra J. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, p.
126 n. 2) but to assert the firm belief (pro B. Byrne,
Reckoning with Romans, p. 173). For a detailed discussion
of the usage and meaning of o{8apev in v. 28, see 2.2. The
Firm Conviction.

3cf. H. Paulsen, op. cit., p. 133.
4Cf. L. Morris, Romans, p. 331.

5cf. J. H. Moulton, Grammar, l:p. 65; BDF §148[1].

11



that the emphasis on TAVTA brings about that ¢ 0€0S comes
behind the verb. The words €is dyaBér qualify the verb as
an adverbial phrase. Then v. 28a forms a oneness.

Verse 28a is explained by v. 28bé. Furthermore this
decisive addition (v. 28b) is explicated in the following
soritic verses 29-307. So vv. 29-30 are closely connected
in content with v. 28a through the subject and through v.
28b8,

The latter participle in the dative oloLY (v. 28Db)
qualifies directly the preceding participle phrase as an
adjective?. The verbal adjective substantivized with an
article TOLS KknTbiglo is qualified by the words KaTd
TpOBeoLy as an adjective phrase and this dative nominal
phrase Tols kata wpoBeowy kAnTols functions as an
appositive to the preceding dative nominal phrase TOLlS
ayamdoly TOVv Oedv. The participle olOL as a copula and as

a participial adjective connects the latter phrase with

6Ccf. Paulsen, op. cit., p. 154.

Cf. U. Wilckens, Die ROmer, p. 163. OTL in v. 29 is
to be translated "for" (Ger. denn), not "because" (Ger.
weil) (BDR §456.1) so that vv. 29f. are not anacoluthic
(contra U. Luz, who takes OTL as causal,
Geschichtsverstdndnis, p. 251, and G. Schille, who takes
it as rezitative, Friihchristliche Hymnen, p. 90).

8Cf. Paulsen, bp. cit., p. 135; P. v. d. Osten-
Sacken, Romer 8 als Beispiel Paulinischer Soteriologie, p.

67.

9%cf. C. K. Barrett, Romans, p. 169.

10cf. BDF, op. cit., §236.

12



the former in meaning. And the participle oVOLV is placed
at the end for emphasisil,

The whole verse 28 prepares for the grand climax in
the Christian life found in vv. 37-3912, In other words, it
draws a comforting conclusion for the called amidst
sufferingsi3,

From the above analysis v. 28a is independent and
self-contained in contentl4. What is more important is that

it is placed as propositional (Ger. thesenartig)?!s.

11p. wWiederker, Die Theologie der Berufung, p. 154,
says, "olOLV ist betont: sind sie doch berufen". Cf.
Moulton, op. cit., 3:p. 151; BDF §413. Normally the
participle WV is used in such contexts in which further
defining words are added to the predicate, e.g., TOUS
Svtas TOV Tovdalwy mWpWTOUS (Acts 28:17), etc.

12cf. W. Hendriksen, Romans, p. 278.

13Tbid.

143, M. Ross, op. cit., says, "Verse 28 is not just an
appendage to the previous verses but is itself explained
by 29".

15cf. Paulsen, op. cit., p. 135.

13



1.5. Romans 8:28--Its Literarv Form

New Testament writers use various kinds of literary
devices to produce a powerful effect. R. P. Martin

suggests the classification of New Testament hymns in his

Carmen Christil, but our passage Rom. 8:28 is not found
there. P. v. d. Osten-Sacken regards verse 28 as a maxim?2.
It is clear that the style and vocabulary of this

verse is different from those of the surrounding context
in which it occurs. To give an example, Paul uses d{YLOL in
the sense of Christians at the end of verse 27, but in the
next verse he adopts ol dYQWQVTEQ instead of the pronoun
avTol referring to the preceding dyLoL. Furthermore in the
same verse he puts it in a different expression, namely,
ol kAnTol. This leads me to assume that he uses some
literary device in Rom. 8:28 to express his own thought to
good effect.

The first device that we should notice here is a
rudimentary form of a Greek rhetorical device, chiasmus
(modern Latin, f. GK XLOOWOS cross arrangement f. YLd{w
make letter khi [with two lines crossing like an English

X])3. This is an inversion of the first or the second of

IMartin, Carmen Christi, p. 19.
20sten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 63.

3As for chiasmus Smyth, Greek Grammar, par. 3020,
gives the following example:

14




two parallel phrases, clauses, etc., as in the sentence
"In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God"
(Jn. 1:1)4.

The chiastic analysis of v.28 is as follows:

a. TotsS...0edv TAVTO. . .dYadov,
A B

b. (TdvTa...dyaddv,) TOlS. . .OUCLY.
B’ A

The antitheses A and A' fall at opposite ends of their
respective lines and form an X. Since B' is understood in
this case, this is a kind of variation. The rhyming of
Bedr with olOLV seems to be intentional, because the

location of the latter results from the inversion.

eV oRLa
PUxNY uiav

e odpéxwr kal Ysuxny plar having one body and one soul
D.19. 227. He defines this literary device as "the
crosswise arrangement of contrasted pairs to give
alternate stress. By this figure both the extremes and the
means are correlated. Cp. 'Sweet is the breath of morn,
her rising sweet': Milton".

In this Greek arrangement €V and pLiav are the
extremes and OGpa and Yuxny the means. €V rhymes with
Liav. In our verse A and A' are the extremes and their
respective last words rhyme with each other (Greek sound
v, hence consonance), while wdvTd . . . dyafdv is the
means, cf. R. P. Martin, "Poetry in the NT", ISBE, 3:pp.
898f.; F. E. Gaebelein, "Poetry, New Testament", ZPEB,
4:pp. 813f.; Nils W. Lund, Chiasmus in the New Testament,
pp. 3-47; Friend, WNWD, p. 252; and Fowler, COD, p. 202.

4Koine, Kenkyusha's New English-Japanese Dictionary,
p. 369.
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The second device which I claim to recognize here is
"parallelism", that is, the complementary or antithetical
juxtaposition of poetic linesS5. This pattern is one of the
most common stylistic forms of the 0ld Testament which the
New Testament takes over.

This verse uses "synonymous parallelism", where the
thought expressed in the first part of the line is

repeated in the second, in different but equivalent words.

(a) Tols dyamdow TOv Beov
TdvTa ouvepyel 6 Beds els dyabov,

(b) (TdvTa ouvepyel O Beos €is dyabdv,)
TOlS KATA TPOOETLY KANTOLS oUoLY

The words enclosed with the parentheses are
understood and this form can be expressed by the formula A
(B+C). E.g. Ps. 19:1 "The heavens are telling the glory of
God; and the firmament proclaims his handiwork".

(a) "Those loving God" in the first part of the verse
do so as a response, or as an effect of (b) their being
the called according to (God's) purposefé. In this sense
both participial phrases are synonymous. This structure
can be also classified as "synthetic parallelism", where
the idea expressed in the first part of the verse is

developed and completed in the following line. E.g., Ps.

5Encyclopedia of the Bible, ed. W. A. Elwell, s.v.
"Poetry, Biblical", 2:pp. 1729f. R. Lowth, who in 1753
developed the principle of parallelism, distinguished the
following three types: synonymous parallelism; synthetic
parallelism; antithetic parallelism, where the idea in the
first part of the verse is contrasted with its opposite in
the second (Ps. 1.6, etc.). These three are very common,
but there are more complicated form of parallelism.

6Cf. E. Dinkler, "Pradestination bei Paulus",
Festschrift fiir G. Dehn, p. 87.
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3:5 "I lie dbwn and sleep; I wake again, for the Lord
sustains me", for R. C. H. Lenski says, "From what we are
as lovers of God, Paul advances to the divine acts by
which we have been made what we are, God'’s purposing and
his gospel call, which leads Paul to unfold the whole
chain of acts involved"’.

The parallelism found in v. 28 consists of two
members or parts (a) & (b) that in one way or another run
parallel to each other and correspond with each other. The
first part is built up in a couplet and the second in a
couplet, or rather it can be understood that the entire
verse is made up in a triplet. Each line rhymes. The rhyme
of dyafév with oloLr is a close rhyme (e.g., house and
thus) of the imperfect rhymesS®.

This imperfect parallelism attains a certain effect,
i.e., the escape, from the peril of monotony or the economy
of language without repeating the same clause (Tavta . . .
dyafév). This irregularity in the use of parallelism is
quite natural and in no way detracts from the refinement
of the sentence even though it is rather possible to
increase it?. This carefully formulated style makes this

passage more gnomic.

Lenski, Romans, p. 553.
8Koine, op. cit., p. 1815.

9cf. Prov. 3:14, of which verse in the latter clause
W8 is understood.
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The summing-up

Not a few scholars have attempted to make a tradition-
historical approéch to Rom. 8:28, but almost no attempt
has been made to detect and classify the unusual literary
character of this verse.

So my analygis of the verse assumes that it shows not
only a Hebrew and Greek rhetorical device, "chiasmus", but
also a Hebrew stylistic form, "synonymous or synthetic
parallelisms buiit up in a couplet or triplet"19, It uses

these rhetorical;forms to good effect and makes the entire

verse adagial.

10cf, Lk. 2.14 also shows both parallelism and
chiasmus heavily influenced by the Hebrew style:

"Glory to God in the highest,
and on earth peace among men
with whom he is pleased!" (RSV).

In the above compound sentence we recognize antithetical
parallelism, where the thought in the first part of the
verse is contrasted with that of the second. The same
example also shows chiasmus. The antitheses a pair of
"Glory" & "in the highest" and a pair of "on earth" &
"peace" fall at opposite ends of their respective lines
and form an X.

Glory in thé highest
>
on earth peace

In passing I may point out that the influence of
synonymous parallelism is traceable in LK. 1.46f., "My
soul magnifies the Lord, and my spirit rejoices in God my
Savior" (RSV) and later in the same hymn is an instance of
antithetical parallelism: " . . . , he has put down the
mighty from their thrones, and exalted those of low
degree" (RSV).
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1.6. Romans 8:28--Main Lines of Its Exegesis

This part of my $tudy attempts a history of exegesis, that
is, what German New Testament scholarship calls

Auslequngsgeschichte in respect of Rom. 8:28. When I

survey this exegetical tradition in its historical
perspective, the following four main problems come up to
the surface:

(i) what the subject of cuvepyel should be;

(ii) whose mpoBeoLy is intended;

(iii) what KAnTOlS means;

(iv) whether or how far it is traditional material.

The problemfwhich has been most disputed among them
since the early patristic period is about (i). It is not
too much to say that the history of exegesis about this
verse is that of'the interpretation of what is the subject
of the finite vefb in it. Therefore it will be convenient
to focus my survey on (i) in 1.6.1. "Predecessors' Legacy"
and deal with (iv) in 1.6.2. "Twentieth Century

Hypotheses" and treat the rest of them in the section of

2. "An Exegetical Study of Romans 8:28".

1;,6.1° Predecessors' Legacy
There is a long-étanding dispute about the text in this
verse. As far as%the textual tradition is concerned, there
are admittedly tWo forms of the text. One is the shorter
text--TavTa vaepyei (all things co-operate or he co-

operates in all ﬁhings) and the other is the longer text--

TdrTa owvepyel O Beds (God co-operates [in] all things).




As for the manuscript support Metzger in his Textual

Commentary on the Greek New Testament, 3rd ed., claims

that "although the longer text is both ancient and
noteworthy, a majority of the committee deemed it to be
too narrowly supported to be admitted into the text,
especially in view of the diversified support for the
shorter text"l,

I admit that the shorter text is attested by & C D G,
the great bulk of MSS and many quotations from the
patristic writings, but John A. T. Robinson asserts that
the manuscript support is about equally divided between
both texts. His claim seems to be more likely to be based
upon the fact that the longer text has the support of the
earliest manuscript (P46) in contrast with the shorter
. one2, I believe that the manuscript support is
appropriately fifty-fifty between the two readings if they
are compared in point of their number and oldness or
earliness.

There are at least ten monographic exegetical
examinations made of this verse in modern times3. The most
comprehensive examinations made in recent years among them
are those of C. E. B. Cranfield, Matthew Black, and C. D.

Osburn. Cranfield's article first appeared in 1966 and has

Icf. B. M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek
New Testament, p. 518.

2cf, J. A. T. Robinson, Wrestling with Romans, p.
102. ‘

3cf. The articles on the interpretation of Rom. 8:28
by Griffiths (1938), Blackman (1938-39), Wilson (1948),
Daniell (1949-50), Wood (1957), Black (1962), Cranfield
(1966), Ross (1978), Pack (1979), and Osburn (1982). See
SELECT BIBLIOGRAPHY.

20




been almost entirely incorporated in his commentary on
Romans (ICC). He lists nine options for wdvTa ouvepyel and
considers them?. In his contribution to the Cullmann
Festschrift Black gives classic expression to Wilson's
claim that the Spirit is the subject of Ouvepyel. Osburn
lists four major options and after having examined them he
asserts that from the preceding clause "God" is the

understood subject and that TdvTa is an internal

accusative.

1.6.1.1. "All things co-operate"

TAVTO CUVEPYEL
The above transiation is what was accepted by the Western
Church from early times as the Latin Vulgate (omnia co-
operantur) bears witness. This interpretation has very
strong support not only from the early versions of Luther,

Tyndale, the Great Bible, the Geneva Bible, and the King

4Cranfield, "Romans 8.28", SJT, pp. 206-11, discusses
each of the nine options in the following order.
(1) God cooperates in all things.
(2) God makes all things work together.
(3) He (God) co-operates in all things.
(4) He (God) makes all things work together.
(5) All things co-operate.
(6) He (the Spirit) co-operates in all things.
(7) He (the Spirit) makes all things work together.
(8) The Spirit (by the emendation of TAVTA to TVEVUA or
TO Tvebua) co—operates.
(9) The Universe (TO TAv) co-operates. The ninth option is
suggested by W. L. Knox in his St. Paul and the Church of
the Gentiles, p. 105., who says that the Chester Beatty
Papyrus variant av for TAvTa might point to an orlglnal
readlng TO AV OUVGpVEL = "The Universe co-operates"; TO
T4y in this sense is common in Philo though not in the New
Testament, but this suggestion does not seem to have been
taken seriously.
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James Version but also from the modern English versions of
the Revised Version and the American Standard Version.

C. H. Dodd> affirms that "whichever reading be
adopted, the familiar translation is not an admissible
rendering of the Greek". He objects very strongly to this
rendering on the ground that it expresses a kind of
fatalistic optimism that "it will all come right in the
end", foreign to the thought of Paul or of any other New
Testament writef°

In reply to Dodd's comments about "evolutionary
optimism" Cranfield objects that neither Jerome in the
Vulgate nor the 1611 English translators of KJV could be
charged with such an outlook. The reason for Dodd's
encounter with this criticism from Cranfield is that he
objects that the traditional rendering expresses "the

evolutionary optimism of the nineteenth century" (Dodd,

5podd, Romans, p. 137. G. Bertram also, "ovvepyém",
TDNT, 7:pp. 874f., sees this reading reflecting "An
optimistic Stoic philosophy of life and view of the world"
in contemporary Jewish literature, which ideas Judaism
undoubtedly took over from the Hellenistic world around.
He infers that this idea is contrary to Paul’s thought on
election as expanded in Rom. 8:29 and concludes that "God
must be supplied as the subject of cuvepyel". C. D. Osburn,
"The Interpretation of Romans 8:28", WTJ 44 (1982): pp.
99-102, points out that Dodd has charged the traditional
translation with a kind of "universal optimism" more akin
to Stoicism than to Paul. He explains the difference
between Stoicism and Paul's thought as follows: Stoicism
advocates a resignation to one's Fate, for "whatever
happens must be construed as 'good', the will of God
(Cicero, De finibus 2.34; 3.14)". What Paul means in v.28
"differs radically from Stoic resignation to Fate in that
the unfortunate occurrences of life are not considered
'good', for the tribulation, distress, persecution, etc.
of v. 35 are not presented as 'good'". As Paul means here
that God changes everything for the good of the Christian,
it is natural to admit that evolutionary or universal
optimism is foreign to Paul's thought.
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Romans, p. 139). Dodd should rather have charged the
translation with the Stoic optimism of the first century.

Cranfield further objects that there is no need to
understand this translation in any such sense because all
things are in God's control® and says that the reason why
Paul does not make "God" the subject of the verb here is
"because he wants to draw attention to the transcendent
power of Him who helps us"7.

From a different standpoint from that of Cranfield,
E. C. Blackman hazards "the suggestion that A.V. may be
right after all, and that in this verse Paul is as a
matter of fact not distinctively Christian; but he has in
mind a conception of Providence which might be roughly
expressed: Tols dVBpwmols TAvTa ouvepyel €ls dyabév". He
assumes that Paul is influenced by such a conception of
Providence as widely popularized by the Stoics in the
first century A.D. and Christianizes the pagan wisdom he
borrows by substituting Tols dyam®dolL TOVv Oedv for a vague
humankind and by adding the weighty phrase Tols KaTd

7pdfeciy kAnTols oloLv, which provides a link with the

following two predestinarian versesS.

6Ccranfield, "Romans 8:28", SJT, p. 211. Grayston,
"The Doctrine of Election in Romans 8,28-30", SE II, p.
578, claims that "It matters little whether mdvTa or O
Peds is regarded as the subject of Ouvepyel" because "TdvTa
is not to be explained in a general way as the changes and
chances of this mortal life, but as the series of actions
described in the verbs from 'foreknew' to 'glorified'".

7Ibid., p. 212.

8Blackman, "A Further Note on Romans viii.28", ExpTim
50, pp. 378f.
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The problem with this view is that it is quite

unnatural for the expressed subject of the preceding verb

OUVEPYEL to be impersonal, because the unexpressed subject
of the following finite verbs in vv. 29-30 is clearly

sovereign God.

1.6.1.2. "He (God) co-operates (in) all things"

TAVTA CUVEPYEL
There are a number of early Greek patristic writers who
use texts without 0 0e€d6s and nevertheless interpret the
subject as God. Origen provides some support for the
longer reading? though clearly supporting the shorter both
in Rufinus's Latin version of his commentary!® and "in one
place in an extract in the Philocalia"1l.

Sanday and Headlam cite Chrysostom as arguing "at
some length as if he were taking Ovvepyel transitively with
0 Bebés for subject"12. Further examples of this
interpretation in‘Gennandius of Constantinople (d. 471)

and Theodore of Mopsuestia (d. 428) are found, the former

9as for the evidence from Church Fathers the UBS
textual commentary says that Origen uses the longer
reading two times while using the shorter three times in
the Greek text. C. D. Osburn, "The Interpretation of
Romans 8:28", WIJ, cites Origen in his commentary on John
20:23 as clearly taking God as subject.

103,-P. Migne, Patrologia Graeca (cited below as a
P.G.), cols. 1121f. The Greek fragments of his commentary
do not include his comments on this verse.

licranfield, op. cit., p. 209, who refers to J. A.
Robinson, The Philocalia of Origen, xxv.3, p.229. Cf. F.
Prat, The Theology of Saint Paul, 1:P. 445.

12sanday and Headlam, Romans, p. 215. Cf. PG, LX, 540-
42.
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in Cramer's catena, p. 14813 and the latter in PG, LXV1,
83214, It may be too much to claim all these writers as
witness to thé longer text. The reading of the Peshitta:
""3\2\,) \om}a M mam das rdalned ENC RN 2| (el @] -
({and we know] he helps [brings help to] in all things
those who love God for good) supports that the subject of
OuveEpYEL is understood. This is the first of the RSV
marginal alternatives ("in everything he works for good",
and "everything works for good").

Godet points out that there are no examples where the

OUVEPYELY is used in the sense "God makes all things work

together"16, The translation of Sanday and Headlam which
infers "God" as subject, but takes OUVEpYeEl in a transitive
sense is said to be grammatically problematical, because
it has been claimed that ouvepyel is an intransitive verb
since Theodore Beza's edition of 159817 which the King

James translators of 1611 use largely. Cranfield adduces

13cf. F. Prat, op. cit., p. 447; Sanday and Headlam,
op. cit.

l4Ccf. Prat, op. cit., p. 446f.

1>The Syriac Text cited from M. Black, "Interpretation
of Romans viii.28", Neotestimentica et Patristica, p. 166.
My interlinear word-for-word translation:

(o3 gaa)

(and we ‘know]

], 1 [las },,«qwlg-—am 3 el

things|in all | ' God love f[for those who

'l ,réh:ﬁvk »‘\Sozl

for good he

>
helps

6Cf. F. L. Godet, Romans, p. 105.

17Cf. B. M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, p.

105.
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this as a strong evidence against "God" as the unexpressed

subjectl®. But the notion that OuVepY€lV is here transitive
has gained the considerable support of J. H. Moultonl!?,
Milligan2??, and Blass & Debrunner?!, but against this view
Griffiths?? has offered evidence that in each of the Greek
examples quoted by the above scholars "the accusative" may
not be the direct object of the verb, but an "Inner
accusative after an intransitive" that is, "in all
things".

Consequently Black?3 is led to say that if God is the
understood subject in v. 28, it is not necessary to take
the verb as transitive (with Sanday and Headlam, cf.
"causes all things to work") but possible to understand
TAVTA as an internal accusative ("work for good in all

things for those who love God"). But one difficulty he

18cf. C. E. B. Cranfield, "Romans 8:28", SJT 19, pp.
208f.

193, H. Moulton, A Grammar of NTG, 1:P. 65, points out
"a category of intransitive verbs which in Hellenistic
have begun to take a direct object in the acc".

20Tdem & G. Milligan, The vocabulary of GT, p. 605,

refer us to Rom. 8:28 AB with the note by Sanday and
Headlam in their Romans, p. 215, who for the transitive

use of OuUVEpYel compare Test. xii. Patr. Issach. 3 and Gad.
4, but ovvepyelv used there does not govern an accusative
in either of them.

21p, Blass and A. Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the

NT, 148{1}, cite évepyelv as an example of the transitive
use of an original intransitive verb (e.g. "to be at work"
[Mt. 14:2 etc.] becomes "to be at work at something" = "to

effect something" [1 Cor. 12:6, etc.]) and infer Guvepyely
(v. 28) as the same usage with évepyelv as transitive.

223, G. Griffiths, "Romans viii.28", ExpTim, pp.
474ff.

23M. Black, op. cit., pp. 168f.
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finds with this reading is that TdvTa in this meaning is
by no means usual and he refers to Zahn's critique that if
this were Paul's meaning, he would have written év mAoLY
instead of TdvTa24.

To this Osburn?> raises the objection that "év maoLv
could then be taken confusedly with Tol§ dyawdoLy rather
than with the verb". Pace Osburn there can be no such a
confusion unless év WAOLY is placed just before Tols
dyaw@oLv. He appeals as another objection to a close
parallel cited by Bauer?6 in Alexander Aphrodisiensis, De
fato 31, €ig dyabov oudev 6 wibos T® Aalw ovvepyel, "in
no respect does Apollo work with Laius for good". But this
parallel does not necessarily justify the analysis of
TAVTAd in v. 28 as an accusative of specification, for the
main difference between this parallel and v. 28 is that
the former is in the negative and the latter not and that
the latter is in the predestinarian context and the former
not. Furthermore the weakness of Osburn's argument here is
that he uses oU8ér for the usage of WdvTa.

Daniell agrees to the view of Sanday and Headlam, and
Dodd in that the subject of ouvepyel should not be
something impersonal and claims that three further facts

may be noted: (1)‘there is a parallel passage to Rom. 8:28

where ouvepyel is transitive and TAvTa is the object, in 1

243, Zahn, Der Brief des Paulus an die Romer, p. 414
n. 38.

25C. D. Osburn, "The Interpretation of Romans 8:28",
WTJ 44, pp. 104.

26wy, Bauer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New
Testament (1979), p. 787.
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Cor. 12:6 where similar words are used (0 €évepywy Ta
TavTo €v WAOoLY); (2) nowhere else Paul uses TAVTA as
subject; and (3) in Rom. 8:37 the phrase "all these

things" is used to denote adverse circumstances.

He infers that the statement Paul made is not that
"all things work together for good" but rather that "Some
One is at work for the benefit of those who love God and
that nothing is outside the scope of His activity"?’. His
argument is persuasive, but I cannot support his
conclusion that the subject is the Holy Spirit.

In this connection another problem before us is that
M. Black?® opposes Dodd's proposal that Paul promises God's
co-operation to those who love God. Black?? agrees with
Wilson's view that "Indeed 0 0€0$ is never said in the New
Testament to co-operate with man. . . . Man may co-operate
with 'God', but not 'God' with man. Reverence forbids such
equalization"30,

To the contrary Robinson3! emphasizes the co-operating

action of God with us in Rom. 8:28 and says, "The idea of

27TE. H. Daniell, "Romans viii.28", ExpTim 61, p. 59.
28M, Black, op. cit., p. 171.

29Tbid.

30g, P. Wilson, "Romans viii.28", ExpTim 60, p. 111;
cf. Black, op. cit., p. 171.

313, A. T. Robinson, Wrestling with Romans, p. 105. We
understand what Robinson claims, but 1 Cor. 3:9, "OBeob ydp
¢€opev owvepyol" to which he refers in evidence means that
"In the service of God we are fellow workers" (W.-H.
Ollrog in EDNE, ed. Balz & Schneider, 3:P. 304). S. J.
Kistemaker, I_Corinthians, p. 109, explains that "the
genitive case in this particular phrase is objective ('for
God' or 'in the interests of God')". Cf. G. Bertram, TDNT,
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God co-operating with us is thoroughly Pauline, as is our
description as 'co-operators with God' (1 Cor. 3:9)".

Black and Robinson are distinctly divided upon this
point. Osburn favours God's co-operation with man,
appealing to Pack's objection to Black's idea in view of
Phil. 2:13, "it is God who worketh in you"32. I support
Osburn's view from the Pauline context (cf. Phil. 4:13,
etc.). But what we must notice here is that the reason why
Wilson and Black claim this matter is that they see in it
one of the advantages of taking "the Spirit" as the
subject of cuvepyel33.

In the last analysis the problem with the
interpretation that the subject of ouvvepyel is unexpressed
is that the subject of the 6TL clause is left unexpressed

in the clause introduced by ol8apev 7L, where it is

naturally demanded.

1.6.1.3. "He (the Spirit) co-operates (in) all things"

TAVTA CUVEPYEL
A third possibility that TO mvebpua of vv. 26-27 is the
understood subject of gurepyel is an ancient one which

occurs in Diodorus of Tarsus3¢. There is a parallel for

7:P. 874. Consequently this example conflicts with
Robinson's assertion.

32cf, F. Pack, "A Study of Romans viii.28", RQ, p. 51
n. 26.

331pid., p. 50; cf. Wilson, op. cit., p. 1ll1l.

34K, Staab, Pauluskommentare aus der griechischen
Kirche (1933) xxv, pp. 95, 141, presents the two main

passages which occur in the Catenae of Diodorus of Tarsus
and Theodore of Mopsuestla respectlvely as commentarles on
Rom. 8:28-30:"H kai olTws: Ald TobTo, énol, cuvvepyel 7o
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this usage in the Jewish work The Testaments of the Twelve

Patriarchs (140-110 B.C.): "But the spirit of love
patiently co-operates with the law of God for the
salvation of men" (Géd 4.7)35, Luther comments, "For He
wills that to the elect who are loved by God and who love
God the Spirit works all things for good, even things
which in themseives are evil"3¢, This view is first put
forward in recent times by Wilson, who argues that in the
New Testament it is not God who is the transcendent
Sovereign (cf. 8:29), but the Spirit (8:26-28) that co-

operates (OUVeEpYEl) with man3’.

mredpa Tols katd wpbdbeoww kAnTols, OTL auTols Tpo€yvw O
feds délovs Ths Tob mretpatos Bonbelas. (p. 95) and”H 10
mredpa ouvepyel, & €o0TL oupmpdTTEL €l TO dyabov Tols
dayamdoww Tov Bedy k.T.A. (p. 141). Staab suggests that
both of them come from Diodorus, the master of Theodore.

cf. F. Prat, The Theology of Saint Paul, ET (1926), l:p.
448, who attributes this interpretation to an unknown
writer supposed to have lived in 6th century, whom the
Catenae call Theodore the Monk. For some information of
this figure, see Hastlngs, Dictionary of the Bible, extra

vol. 1904, p. 519.

35Gad 4:7 TO y‘dp Trvef)ua Tob utoovg e TAS
o)\wod;vxtag ovvepyeL T® Zatavd év mwaow els Bdvatov TV
avepcowmv TO O€ TvebjLa Ths ayaTrng év pakpobBupia cuvepyel
T® Vvopw Tob Oeol €ls cgwtnplary dvbpwmwy. Cf. Sanday and
Headlam's Romans, p. 215; M. Black, op. cit., p. 171; J.
A. T. Robinson, op. cit., p. 105.

36M. Luther, Lectures on Romans, p. 371. But Luther,
Die Bibel, p. 158, translates as "denen, die Gott lieben,
alle dinge zum Besten dienen, . . ." T. Aquinas, Romans,
p. 103f., also speaks of the Holy Spirit helping us, and
then of God turning all things to good through expounding
the Latin text where the subject is clearly "all things".

373, P. Wilson, op. cit., p. 111, points out that
Theodorus Monachus (Cramer, Catenae, iv., 263), one of the
Greek commentators of the Eastern church admits "the
Spirit" to be subject of sunergei' from the context.
Wilson refers to n TO Th%vua,ovvepyeL 6 €oTL, GvuwpaTTeL
€ls T0 ayaﬁov TOLS ayaﬂwOI TOV Bedv as Theodorus' words.
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In the next number of the same journal Daniell
contributes his paper on the same subject perhaps
independently of Wilson. What he suggests is that it is
the Holy Spirit that Paul had in mind as the subject of
ouvepYEL. One of the ideas that he submits in support of
this view is that in 1 Cor. 12:11 (wdvta 8¢ TabTa €vepyel
TO €v kal TO avTd Tvebpa, . . .) the Holy Spirit is the
subject, which chapter also is steeped in the thought of
the Holy Spirit38,

Later Wilson's interpretation has been given fuller
explanation in M. Black's contribution to the Cullmann
Festschrift (1962)3°., Dodd supports this interpretation in
the revised edition of his Moffatt Commentary (1959). It
has been adopted by the New English Bible (1961) and
accepted into the commentaries of F. F. Bruce (1963), E.
Best (1967), Guthrie et al as editors (1970), Black
(1973), and J. A. T. Robinson (1979).

Pack sums up the five advantages Black sees in
understanding "the Spirit" as the implicit subject of
ouvepyel: "(l) It removes the 'awkwardness' of the RSV
translation, the insertion of ho theos here. (2) It makes
the subject of sunergei the same as the subject of the

preceding verbs (sunantilambanetai, huperentugchanei,

entugchanei) in verses 26, 27. (3) God is never said in

the New Testament to 'cooperate' with man. (4) Black is
impressed with the argument made by Dodd and Wilson that

Paul distinguishes between the transcendent Divine, God,

38paniell, op. cit., p. 59.

3%9Black, op. cit., pp. 166-72.
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and the immanent Divine, the Spirit. (5) On the whole it

is less difficult than supplying ho theos as the subject.
He does recognize the importance of the objection that if
to _pneuma were the subject of sunergei it should have been
expressed in the light of the following verses"40,

As with the other interpretations, this view also has
certain difficulties. Ross admits that verses 26 and 27
speak about the Spirit, but points out that the
grammatical subject of v. 27 is God4., He further claims
that "Verse 27 was about God’s relation to the Spirit's
intercessions, and we are now ready for another statement
about God, and especially about his will and intention for
the saints"42, Moo claims that "the subject of the verbs
that follow in vv. 29-30 is clearly" God, "and the close
relationship between these verses and v. 28 makes it
likely that Paul has moved away from his focus on the
Spirit in v. 28"43,

Morris# understands ouvepyel in v. 28 and all the
other finite verbs in vv. 29, 30 to have the same subject
(God) as the main verb (ol8ev) in the principal clause in

v. 27 does but as an unexpressed one.

40pack, "A Study of Romans 8:28", RQ, pp. 50f.

41cf, J. M. Ross, "Panta synerge?, Rom. viii.28", TZ,
p. 85.

421bid.

43p. Moo, Romans 1-8, WEC, p. 565.

441,, Morris, Romans, p. 331; cf. F. Pack, op. cit., p.
53.
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Cranfield4> criticizes this interpretation in four
respects. (i) An objection to the Spirit as subject is the
difficulty of adducing instances of OuvepyelV used in a
transitive sense. So his objection has merit against the
view of Sanday and Headlam that the verb is transitive.
(11) Cranfield objects that if the subject of the verb is
the Spirit understood, then it is far from clear that the
mpdbeols is God's and not the Spirit's. (iii) Cranfield
further objects that it is difficult to envisage Paul
leaving the subject of the OTL clause unexpressed in the
sentence of a sott in which rather careful formulation is
to be expected. (iv) Cranfield's serious objection to
Black's view is that TO TveUUa as understood subject in v.
28 involves a harsh change of subject between v. 28 and
vv. 29f.

As for (i) [the difficulty of the transitive use of
ouvepyelr] Griffiths suggests the use of WdvTa in an
adverbial accusative4é. As for (iii) [the difficulty of
leaving the subject of the OTL clause unexpressed] Wilson
is led to suspect a textual corruption in which TdvTa is a
corruption of TO TveDpat?’. Black supports the
palaeographical possibility of that supposition (see
1.6.1.4.)48,

As for (iv) [the harsh transition from v. 28 to v.

29] I agree with Cranfield. It is clearly God, not the

45Cranfield, op. cit., p. 206ff.
46Griffiths, op. cit., p. 475.
47Wilson, op. cit., p. 1l1.

48Black, op. cit., p. 171.
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Spirit that is understood as subject of all the finite
verbs in vv. 29-30, because in the Pauline context there
is no possibility at all that "his son" in v. 29 is the
Spirit's Son#%?.

In his argument against the reading with the Spirit
as subject Cranfield argues that

whereas the proximity of TOv Oedr makes it easy to
supply ¢ ©eds in verse 28, the presence of a verb with
another personal subject between TOVv ©Ocdv in verse 28
and the beginning of verse 29 makes the supplying of 0
Oeds as the subject of the verbs of verses 29-30
difficult39,

If so, does the presence of a verb with an impersonal
subject TAVTA not make it all the more difficult? This
seems to destroy‘his own argument for the reading with
TdvTa as subject.

While admitting that the strength of the claim of the
Spirit as subject is in its attempt to read the verse in
context rather than in isolation, Osburn suggests a
criticism against "the Spirit" as understood subject. It
lies in whether discourse analysis of the context actually
supports "the Spirit"5!. According to this view the section
in which v. 28 occurs begins with woalTws O€ kal in v. 26.
And within vv. 26-30 the subject shifts from "Spirit" to
"God", but the problem is precisely where it does. As it
is somewhat difficult to locate that switch at the

beginning of v. 29, he considers that it is more likely

49W. Hendriksen, Romans, p. 280, points out rightly,
"nowhere in Scripture is Jesus Christ called the Son of
the Holy Spirit". Cf. Cranfield, op. cit., p. 207.
50cranfield, op. cit., p. 207.

510sburn, op. cit., p. 108.
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that the change of subjects has occurred as early as v.
27, in which "he (i.e., God) who searches the hearts of
men knows what is the mind of the Spirit". Then his claim
here is, "This reference to the Father who listens to the
Spirit quite naturally would be followed by the readers'
question as to whether God will then act on behalf of
Christians. Anticipating this query, v. 28 underscores
Paul's confidence that He who hears does in fact work in
all things with those who believe"5Z,

After all, this problem is so difficult as to make
Fitzmyer still say, "Verse 28 is problematic in that one
cannot be sure whether the discussion about the Spirit
comes to an end with it"33. One of the two main problems
with this view is that in my judgment even if the subject
of the clause which, though subordinate, is closest to v.
28 is the Spirit, it is quite unnatural for CUVeEpYEL to
pick up as its own subject the Spirit, that is, the
understood subject of the &Ti-clause in v. 27, for it is
unthinkable that such a carefully formulated propositional
§Tl-clause introduced by the formula oidajev 8¢ OTL should
lack an expressed subject. The other is that in case the
Spirit is the unexpressed subject of Ouvepy€el, the
transition from v. 28 to v. 29 is very harsh and involves

quite an unnatural change of subject.

520sburn, op. cit., p. 108,

53J. Fitzmyer, Romans, p. 521.
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1.6.1.4. "God works all things together"

TAvTa owvvePYEL O Beds
A number of ancient and influential witnesses read 0 feés
after ouvvepyel. These are the Chester Beatty Papyrus (P46,
Codex Alexandrinus (A), Codex Vaticanus (B), Minuscule 81,
the Sahidic version (Sah) (cf. Bohairic [Boh] & Ethiopic
[Eth]), and some references in the Greek Father Origen
(3rd century). K. Lachmann's and B. Weiss' editions of the
Greek New Testament follow this reading.

But it has met with a number of objections. For one
thing from a téxt-critical standpoint the majority of the
UBS editors reject this reading as unauthentic because it
is "too narrowly supported"54. Deeming the extra words (O
B0e6s) to have inadequate textual support, they suppose
that they must have been only a natural explanatofy
addition made by a later Alexandrian editor who thought
that ouvepyel ought to have a personal subject.

Against it Ross objects that such a conjecture would
only have removed one difficulty by importing the others,
that is, the awkward style of O 6€6S so closely following
the preceding TOv 0edv and the unknown use of CUVEpYEL in a
transitive sense. He further objects that if it is certain
on external grounds that ¢ €4S was not in the original,
this is a possible explanation of how they got into such
good manuscripts P46 & B and were known to Origen by the

end of the second century, but that if we are to give this

54Metzger, A Textual Commentary, p. 518.
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problem internal careful consideration, then the
probability of ¢ Beds having been inserted in a text that
did not include them would seem to be much smaller than
the probability that they were omitted from a text that
included them.

Sanday and Headlam in their Romans commentary
advocate that those manuscripts that have the longer
reading have préserved the original text "[God] causes all
things to work [together]"55. The free translation of this
reading by Moffatt leads Dodd to observe, "In verse 28,
Dr. Moffatt has corrected a serious mistranslation in the
Authorized Version"5¢. Black5’ argues the longer text to be
stylistically extremely difficult in view of the preceding
TOV Oedv and comments, "St. Paul was not so poor a stylist
as to write 0 6e6s immediately after the words Tols
dyanm@ol Tov Oedv". Against this claim Pack objects that
though there is merit in his comment, it is not quite
accurate because the words TdvTa Ouvepyel do intervene8.

Wilson objects that "0 6eds is a questionable
insertion which Westcott and Hort admitted to their text
not simpliciter but within brackets" and further points
out that "The Sahidic version agrees with AB, but the
Peshitta and the Bohairic, while agreeing with the old
Greek commentators in not taking TdvTa as subject of

ouvepyel, evidently had not ¢ 6€dS in the text before

55sanday and Headlam, op. cit., p. 215.
56podd, op. cit., p. 137.
57Black, op. cit., p. 168.

58cf. Pack, op. cit., p. 50.
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them"5%. At last he suggests regarding TAvTad as a scribal
error to be replaced by mvelpa or TO TveDua as a
conjectural emendation on the hypothesis that the
abbreviation for TYeVUpd as a sacred name in the Greek
Mss., TOIINA, has been corrupted by a scribe or scribes to
read wWdvTa instead of TVeUUA. Black observes that this
supposition is palaeographically possible if an original
contraction of wvebpa vid. IINA led to the primitive error
Tav (as in P46), out of which comes the TdvTa of the
extant MSS6°. But as he himself admits, the weakness of
this view is that there is no MS authority for the change
involving the deletion of WdvTasl.

Against this view Cranfield objects that if the
subject of ouvepyel be TO Ilveljla understood (or expressed
according to this view), then it is not clear at all that
the "purpose" is God's and not the Spirit's%2. In fact from
the Pauline context "the Spirit's purpose" is quite
impossible, cf. 9:11. In case the Spirit is understood,
it is very unnatural that the subject of the verb is left
unexpressed in the statement introduced by the formula
oL8ajer OTL where the explicit subject is naturally
expected.

As for the English versions of the Bible which have
adopted this longer reading the Revised Standard Version

(RSV) follows it and translates this verse, " . . . in

59Cf. Wilson, op. cit., p. 1l11.
60cf. Black, op. cit., p. 172.
61Cf. Wilson, op. cit.

62Cf. Cranfield, op. cit., 207.
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everything God works for good with those . . . ". This

reading is also found in the Jerusalem Bible (JB), the New
International Version (NIV), New American Standard Version
(NASV), Today's English Version (TEV), and Newman & Nida®3.

But Osburn contends that the presence of ¢ 0e€4$ in
certain manuscripts has no clear claim to acceptance among
textual critics®, authenticity and originality and that
the translation of Sanday and Headlam which infers 6 Beds
as subject but treats ouvepy€l as transitive is not
linguistically defensible®5,

But K. Walkenhorst6 has the same view as Sanday and
Headlam except taking Ouvepyel as intransitive. Though
Walkenhorst takes WdvTa as an adverbial accusative like
some others, his explanation of how TdvTa became adverbial
is very unique. He assumes that Paul used TdvTa in the

sense of €V TAOLY by the attraction of the frequent

63Cf. Newman and Nida, Romans, p. 165; cf. Kummel, The
Theology of the NT, p. 234.

640sburn, op. cit., p. 102, claims that the contention
of Kenneth Clark, "Textual Criticism and Doctrine", Studia
Pauline, p. 57, that the support of P46 tips the scale in
favour of an original 0 6¢€d6s "has not found acceptance
among textual critics".

65Ibid., p. 109.

66Cf. Walkenhorst, Romans, pp. 440f., 570. He refers
to Prov. 16:4: kol pa al YHWH 1®ma anehli as the parallel
in the order of words to Rom. 8:28a, which he translates
in Hebrew by kol pa al 'aelohim 1€téb to show the
similarity in word order between both of them. But since
Walkenhorst assumes that Paul used TAvTd in the sense of
¢y waowv, he should translate Rom. 8:28a as b€kol pa al
"aelohim 1©t6b if he is to put into Hebrew what he assumes
that Paul understands by TdvTd. In passing LXX takes pa al
as po'al and translates it as Ildvta Ta épya 70D kuplov
(Prov. 16:5; LXX).
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emphatic use of 55 in Hebrew at the beginning of a
sentence.%” But unless it is customary that the preposition
"3 (in) in the adverbial phrase bgg (in all ) drops at the
beginning of a sentence, his claim is less persuasive.

As for this reading Osburn asserts that it is
linguistically indefensible to take 0 8eds as explicit
subject of Ouvepyel, the verb as transitive, and mdvTa as
the direct accusative of object, but my principal claim is
that it is quite possible. This claim will be demonstrated

in the succeeding issue.

1.6.2. Twentieth Century Hypotheses on V. 28 as Tradition
All cultures have traditions which one generation passes
on to another. Such traditions give expressions to
peoples' systems of belief. These traditions are
transmitted in form of stories, sayings, songs, poems,
confessions, creeds, and so on. Some parts of the Bible
are composed of such traditions and reflect the
crystallization of the traditions at a particular stage.
Tradition history (or criticism), which German New

Testament scholarship calls Traditionsgeschichte is

concerned with both the nature of these traditions and how
they are adopted and modified in the course of the history
of a community.%® Consequently it is said that "Redaction

criticism and tradition criticism complement each other in

delineating the two foci of form criticism, the latter

67As for the Hebrew emphatic use Walkenhorst refers to
E. Kbnig, Syntax der hebraeischen Sprache, p. 436.

68Hayes and Holladay, Biblical Exegesis, pp. 85-93;
Catchpole, "Tradition History", in New Testament
Scholarship, ed. Marshall, pp. 165-80.
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dealing with the development of the individual traditions
and the former with the use of traditions within the whole
work" 69,

Dunn points out that the Pauline corpus contains the
fullest evidence of early community tradition (outside the
Gospel) and Paul himself consciously wrestles with the
question of tradition's role in the life of a Christian
community and observes that three types of tradition may
be isolated in Paul: (i) kerygmatic tradition, i. e.,
tradition concerning the main Gospel message (e.g., 1 Cor.
15:1~3); (ii) Church tradition, i.e., tradition passed on
to govern the practice of the Church (e.g., 1 Cor. 11:23-
25); and (iii) ethical tradition, i.e., tradition dealing
with Christians' conduct and moral responsibilities (1
Cor. 7:10; 11:2; 1 Thes. 4:1)70,

Next the course which a tradition-historical study of
this verse has followed so far will be surveyed. Romans
8:28 is still problematic in that one cannot be sure
whether or how far it is traditional material and in what
part it is redacted. This verse is already claimed by some
critics as partially or wholly pre-Pauline or partly

edited.

89Encyclopedia of the Bible, ed. W. A. Elwell, s.v.
"Tradition Criticism", 2:pp. 2094f.

7°punn, Unity and Diversity, pp. 66-69, adds,
"Tradition in the Pastorals" and says that "if the
faithful sayings are any guide, it includes all three
categories distinguished above--kerygmatic tradition (I
Tim. 1.15; II Tim. 2.11; Titus 3.5-8), Church tradition (I
Tim. 3.1; Titus 1.9), and ethical tradition (I Tim. 4.8f.;
II Tim. 2.11-13)".
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{

(1) The Tradition- historical Analysis of Romans 8:28

The views of our expositors are classified according to
. {

the community to which pre-Pauline material is

attributed.

(i) The Undesignated Background
Any pericope detected with no suggestion of its own origin
belongs to this category. A. Feuillet takes Rom. 8:28 just

1

as a pericope’l, ;

(ii) The Jewish Backbround

P. Billerbeck finds ?he parallel of v. 28a in the oft-
cited saying of Rabbi Akiba: Immer gewohne sich ein Mensch
zu sagen: Alles, wasider Allbarmherzige tut, tut er zum
Guten T2y avb"72, O. Michel says at first, "Paul setzt mit
einem iiberlieferten Lehrsatz ein"73, so P. v. d. Osten-
Sacken classifies hié view under the "Neutrale
Feststellung", that ﬁs, the classification Osten-Sacken
invented’4. But actuélly Michel says a little later, " . .

. unser Lehrsatz in die friihjlidische Uberlieferung

NlFeuillet, "Le Plan Salvifique de Dieu", p. 382.

72gtrack and Billerbeck, Kommenter zum Neuen Testament
aus Talmud und Midrasch, p. 256. The Aramaic word N7 in
Barakhoth 60b is translated as "der Allbarmherzige = the
all-merciful"; "the Almighty" (Moo); "the compassionate
man" E. tr. (Leenhardt), all these translations are
possible from the context, but the literal translation is
"merciful”. J '

Michel, ROmer, p. 275.

40sten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 63, says, "Die Frage der
Herkunft ist jedoch umstritten. Teils begniigt man sich mit
der neutralen Feststellung, es handle sich um einen,
iiberlieferten Lehrsatz" (= Michel, Roémer, p. 210).
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eingebettet ist"75. J. B. Bauer says that this teaching is
seen in late-Judaic tradition and points out that there is
a hitherto unnoticed parallel to this verse in Ahiqgar's
sayings: "The righteous among men, all who meet him are
for his help" (tr. A. Cowley)’¢, E. Fuchs takes v. 28 to be
a doctrinal statement from a Jewish tradition’?’. C. E. B.
Cranfield, E. Kdsemann, J. D. G. Dunn, D. Zeller, etc.

favour it.

(iii) The 0Old Testament Background
W. Hendriksen bases this knowledge on (a) Paul's

experience of how God dealt with him and others; on (b)

his acquaintance with "specific biblical passages which
teach that in God's providence all things result in
blessing for God’s children, evil being overruled for good

(Gen. 45:5, 7, 8; 50:20)"78,

i

(iv) The Greek Background

H. Hommel claims that there are so many similarities
between Rom. 8:28 and Plato's statements in Republic 612E-
613A that one must suppose that Paul uses a familiar

quotation which Plato has as its ultimate source’.

’Michel, op. cit.
76J, B. Bauer, "Rom. 8:28", ZNW, p. 106.

77E. Fuchs, Die Freiheit des Glaubens: Romer 5-8
ausgelegt, p. 113.

8W. Hendriksen, Romans, p. 278f.

Hommel, "Denen, die Gott lieben . . . Erwdgungen 2zu
Rémer 8, 28", ZNW, pp. 126-29. Cf. 612E T( 8¢ BeodLiel ovx
opoloyfoopey, 6oa ye dmo Bedv yiveTar mdvta yiyveobe ws
olov Te dpLoTa 613A wept Tob Sikaiov dudpds, édv Tév meviq
yiyumTar édv Tév véools 1 Tl dAw TOV SokolrTwv KAKGV,
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(v) The Hellenistic Background

Osten-Sacken quotes two examples as
"religionsgeschichtliche" parallels from Corpus Hermeticum
9,48 and Plotinus, Enneades IV 3, 168!, but the latter is
clearly post-Pauline, for he lived between c. 204 and 270
A.D. In the Corpus Hermeticum in Libellus IX, §4b K. G.
Manz finds the statement TAvTa dvadépeL €is THY YVAOLY
parallel to ouvepyel €ls dyaBdy (Rom. 8:28)82. E. C.
Blackman supposes that the clause TArTa Ouvepyel (all
things co-operate) is a piece of popular Stoic optimism
Paul only édapted "as a digression to which Paul was
tempted by a stray memory of some book of popular

philosophy, or words of some Stoic preacher . . . "83,

(vi) The Christian Background
K. Grayston regards Rom. 8:28 as one of the pericopes of
"early Christian gnosis"8¢. U. Luz says that referring to

Rom. 8:18ff. and 23ff. (8:23ff.) "nimmt Paulus einen

s ToUTw TabTa €ls dyabév Tu TeheuThoeL {@AvTL 1 Kal
amobfavdévTt.

800sten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 64; p. 64 n. 9, "O [EVTOL
OcooePns TavTd UTOOTNOEL ALOOOHEVOS TNS YVWOEWS' TavTd
vap Tw TOLOUT®, KAV TOLS dANOLS Ta Kaka, ayabda eoTw".

81Tpid., "eL & ayabos o wabwv, €ls ayabov T TEAEUTY
TOUTWV" .

82Manz, "2UVVEpYEL €ls dyafév", CIM, p. 615.
- 83Blackman, op. cit., pp. 378f.

84Grayston, "The Doctrine of Election in Romans 8,28-
30", SE_II, p. 576.
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christlichen Lehrsatz auf: Denen, die Gott lieben, wirkt

alles zum Guten"$85,

85Luz, Das Geschichtsverstdndnis, p. 250.
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Appendix

The Views of E. C. Blackman, H. Paulsen,
and P. v. d. Osten-Sacken

A. Blackman's Analysis of v. 28!

E. C. Blackman's article, "A Further Note on Romans viii.

28", The Expository Times, appeared in 1938-39. It must be

Blackman that made the first tradition-historical
examination of Rom. 8:28a. He assumes that Paul is only
adapting a piece of non-Christian optimism he borrows for
a Christian purpose 'in two ways: (1) in his substitution
of TOlS dyamdoL TOv BedOr for a vague humankind and (2) by
the addition of the last phrase of the verse ToOlS KaTd
TpdBeoLy kAnTols oloLr (v. 28b), which supplements v. 28a
with the following two predestinarian verses 29 and 30.
He explains the disparity of thought between v. 28a
and v. 28b & the following verses by regarding the former
as a digression to which Paul was tempted by a stray Stoic
memory and the latter as Paul's essentially Christian

argument.

The Summing-Up
The main point in this essay is Blackman's suggestion of
Paul's redaction of ‘a traditional pagan thought. I admit
that there is merit in Blackman's claim that in v. 28a
Paul redacts a traditional pagan conception of Providence

he has in mind. I understand from the Stoic context that

1cf. Blackman, op. cit., pp. 378-79.
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Blackman affirms what the A.V. makes Paul say, but from a
Pauline predestinarian context and a text-critical

viewpoint of v. 28a I cannot support that affirmation2.

B. Paulsen's Analysis of v. 283

H. Paulsen's monograph Uberlieferung und Auslegung in

Rémer 8 is a very weighty and important contribution made
to the tradition-historical study of Romans chap. 8 in
1972. He is primarily concerned with the traditions and
motifs found in the 8th chapter. After preliminary
observations on the passage as a whole this study deals
with a detailed pericope-by-pericope analysis on
structure, form, tradition-history, and Paul's use of the
traditional material. It points out that chapter 8
functions as the hinge for the structure of the whole

letter and 8:28a serves as a thematic clause.

1. The Demarcation of Rom. 8:28-39
Paulsen demarcates the oneness 8:28-39 from 8:18-27 and

chs. 9-11.

2. The Structure of Rom. 8:28-39

Verses 28-39 form a oneness (eine Einheit). V. 28a stands
contextually independent. Verses 28b-30 are closely
connected with v. 28a through the subject and through v.
28b and yet they separate themselves in form and context

from v. 28a.

2For a further argument about this problem, see 1.7.

3cf. Paulsen, op. cit., pp. 133-6; 152-60.
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3. The Form-Critical Observation of Rom. 8:28-30

(a) 8:28a

8:28a is proposed as the thesis of the unit 8:28-39. The
thorough formulation of v. 28a is conspicuous.

(b) 8:28b.29-30

Verse 28b is formally separated from vv. 29-30 and
explains the content of v. 28a. The oneness (vv. 29-30)

has been annexed to v. 28a through v. 28b.

4. The Tradition-Critical Approach to Rom. 8:28-30

(a) 8:28a

There are two different readings found in a handwritten
tradition: (i) mdvta owvepyel €is dyabdv; (ii) ouvepyel 6
Be0s €ls dyabér. Paulsen takes God as the implied subject
of TAvTa ouvepyel and TAVTA as an accusative of respect.
He points out that the evidence that Paul adopted a
tradition prior to him in v. 28a is that he interprets v.
28a clearly through vv. 28b.29-30. He refers us to the
exact definition of v. 28a by v. 28b, the introduction of
v. 28a through oi8apev, and the analogical formulation
found in 1 Cor. 2:9 and 8:3 in Paul, which makes clear
that the dyamdyr TOV 0edv is a pre-Pauline motif. He says
that the exact origin of v. 28a is difficult to determine.
(b) 8:28b-30

The problem which Paulsen offers is whether the connection
of vv. 28b.29-30 with v. 28a is pre-Pauline. He
understands that v. 28b functions clearly as the
interpretation of v. 28a and differs from vv. 29-30. He

points out that in v. 28a and vv. 29-30 there are two
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different traditional pericopes and that though in v. 28a
a generally known saying whose exact origin is no more to
determine is adopted by Paul, above all vv. 29-30 use
early-Christian terminology very effectively. He supposes
that it means that v. 28a is near what Paul intends. His
reason for it is that v. 28a includes the theme of dydmm
which has the tone up to v. 39. He claims that verses 29-
30 is quoted by Paul for the explanation and exegesis of
v. 28a so that they may define the dyamdv Tov 6edv more
exactly. He adds that v. 28a acts as a bridge between v.
28a and vv. 29-30. He emphasizes the importance of the

separate studies of v. 28b, vv. 29aa.30 and v. 29af+b?.

The Summing-Up
The summary of Paulsen's analysis centering around v. 28
is as follows: Paulsen assumes that v. 28a is a
traditional pericope and takes God as the implied subject
of the verse and TdVTda as an accusative of respect. He
understands v. 28a to be put forward as the thesis of the
oneness 8:28-39. He takes Paul to explain the content of

v. 28a by his words, v. 28b, which phrase sums up the

4Cf. Paulsen's analysis of Rom. 8:28-29.

(1) Rom. 8:28a: TOIS dAyawdoLy TOV BedOv TAVTA OUVEPYEL
els dyabov. A
(ii) Rom. 8:28b: TOlS KATA TPOOETLY KANTOLS OUGLY.
(1iii) Rom. 8:29ad:
obs TPOEYVW (a)
KAl TPOWPLOEV (v. 29a)
(iv) Rom. 8: 29aB+b ovuuopdmvg ™S GLKOVOS‘ ToU vlod
avtol (B) €ls TO €lvar avTOV TPOTOHTOKOV €V TOANOLS

adedols (b).

Rom. 8:28-30 consists of v. 28ab and v. 29aaf+b.30.
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content of vv. 29-30 beforehand. Consequently v. 28b acts
as a bridge between v. 28 and vv. 29-30, that is, prepares
the way for vv. 29-30.

I am against his view in three respects: (i) v. 28a
is a traditional fragment; (ii) God is the understood
subject of the verse; (iii) mdvTa is an adverbial

accusatives.

C. Osten-Sacken's Analysis of v. 286

Peter von der Osten-Sacken's monograph, Romer 8 als

Beispiel Paulinischer Soteriologie, was published in 1975.

This study was accepted as a dissertation for habilitation
by the Theological Faculty of Gottingen University in the
Winter Semester in 1972/73. The stronger emphasis in
Osten-Sacken's study is put on the phase of Pauline
interpretation, while Paulsen's analysis is rather
interested in the examination pre-Pauline tradition. There
is no opposition made between the two analyses but rather
great is the harmony.

Osten-Sacken points out that Rom. 8:28a is not
difficult to recognize as a self-contained maxim, because
it is already regarded as a traditional fragment. The
problem of its origin is so controversial that he
classifies the expositors' hypotheses of its origin into

three groups: (i) the neutral confirmation (die neutrale

Feststellung)--a pericope whose origin is not designated;

5The evidence against each of them will be given
passim.

6Cf. Osten-Sacken, op. cit., pp. 63-7.
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e.g., a traditional teaching?; (ii) a Jewish tradition®;
(iii) a Christian doctrine?®.

Osten-Sacken presents "Religionsgeschichtliche"
parallels out of the different areas of the New Testament
environment: the Saying of Ahigar 167; Berakhoth 60b;
Corpus Hermeticum 9,4; Plotinus, Enneades IV 3,16.

He sees that the saying underlying Rom. 8:28
corresponds to the one attributed to Rabbi Akiba
(Berakhoth 60b): "Let a man always accustom himself to
say, 'All that the Merciful (Aram. Ripmm) does, he does for
good'". He bases ol dyamdTes TOV HBedv upon the Jewish
origin of a pre-Pauline saying. He supports that it is
possible to concede that the saying in Rom. 8:28 was
already admitted into the Christian circle before Paul
adopted it.

He suggests that the key to understand the saying
lies exactly in the specifically defined designation TOLS
ayam@ow TOv Bedv, which points to the circle of those for
whose good all things work together. For him on condition
of the love to God all things work together for good. He
says that since the working of "all things" depends upon
those to whom they happen, the things themselves are only
actors for good. So he concludes that in actuality all
things are placed in the service of good by the lovers of

God according to what the maxim means. So he cites

cf. Michel, ROmer, p. 210.

8cf. Fuchs, op. cit., p. 113.

9cf. Luz, Das Geschichtsverstdandnis Des Paulus, p.

250.
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Luther's translation of OuUVEpYELV as appropriate: "Denen,
die Gott lieben, dienen alle Dinge zum Besten".

The problem he poses is "Who are those who love God?"
He says that the love to God manifests itself in the
observance of the command in that the request of the love
to God is regarded as the same with that of the obedience
to the law, in other words, ol dyamdTes TOV Bedv is
complemented by Kdl GUAACOOOVTES TAS EVTOACS.

Osten-Sacken's interpretation is: if the maxim in v.
28 adopted as a Jewish statement is understood in the
sense that for those who observe the law as lovers of God
all things lead to good, they are in a position to do so,
for they may be assured of God's protection. He
discriminates v. 28a from v. 28b and takes the former as
purely traditional (or un-Pauline) and the latter as
purely Pauline. Osten-Sacken sees that Paul wishes to
avoid the understanding of the love to God as a human work
and to ensure ‘that the possibility of the love to God is
based upon the antecedent providence based upon God's
election.

The appositive phrase in Rom. 8:28b has a literary
function: it prepares the way for the annexation to the
passage in a chain series: Rom. 8:29f., on which Rom. 8:28

should be based.

The Summing-Up
Osten—Sacken‘favours the shorter text and TdvTd as
subject. His strong claim is that on the condition of the
love to God all things work together for good (Unter

dieser Bedingung der Liebe zu Gott wirkt alles zum Guten
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zusammen), in other words, all things are made by those
who obey God's command as the lovers of him to serve their
good ( . . . von den Gott Liebenden in den Dienst zum
Guten gestellt werden). But he admits that for Paul the
possibility of the love to God is grounded in the
antecedent divine election.

I am against Osten-Sacken's view of favouring the
shorter text and taking TdvTad as subject, and the problem
with his exegesis of v. 28 is that he does not make clear
the relation between human will and divine election. The
problem with his tradition-historical view of v. 28 is
that he assumes that there is every possibility that the
saying in 8:28 was already taken over by the Christian
circle before Paul used it. From his context Osten-Sacken
seems to take the saying to be "Tols dyamdoly TOV BedV
TdvTa cuvepyel €ls dyafdév'.

In my judgment the Stoic optimistic phrase "mdvTa
ouvepyel €ls dyaBov" was popularized by the Stoics at
first, but the Deuteronomic phrase "TOlS dAyaw@oLV TOV
Bedv" was added to the saying after it was accepted by the
Jewish circle. Then there is a strong likelihood of ?aul
having dared to remove a pantheistic and fatalistic
element from the saying by adding ¢ 6edés as subject behind
the verb.

Consequently I am against Osten-Sacken's view that
Paul adopted the shorter text (Tols dyamaow TOV Bedv

TAvTa Ouvepyel €ls ayabdév) in his autographlo.

0For the reason why I support the longer text, see
1.7.
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As Tarsus, his birthplace where he spent the early
years of his life, was one of the main areas of Stoic
philosophy, it would have been difficult for him to escape
the Stoic atmosphere and the Stoic phraseology. But his
use of terminology does not always mean the adoption of

the ideas which it expressesl!

l1aAndrews, The Meaning of Christ for Paul, pp. 188-96.
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1.7. Romans 8:28--Its Textual Consideration

In the previous section of my study an attempt was made to
clarify that from a tradition-historical viewpoint it is
assumed by some expositors that v. 28a, which forms a
closely-knit section, 1is a traditional periscope and Paul
explains it by his own words (v. 28b)!, which prepares for
the following chain-like series of clauses (vv. 29-30).

The purpose of my attempt here is to determine the
text. More concretely the problem is in short whether Paul
wrote 0 6€6s in v. 28a or not. In other words, which was
in Paul's autograph, the longer text (WAVTa GCUVEPYEL 6
0e6s) or the shorter (TAVTA CUVEPYEL)?

The fact that v. 28a begins with olSajev (a word
sometimes used by Paul to express his conviction; cf. Rom.
2:2 [we are sure that . . . A.V.]; 1 Cor. 15:58, etc.),
which use may be discriminated from that for introducing
what is common knowledge, indicates that Paul is
introducing a fresh line of thought as elsewhereZ.

V. 28a is not a mere appendage to the previous
verses, but is itself the thesis proposed by one section

vv. 28-39, for v. 28a is explained not only by v. 28b, but

lyalkenhorst, op. cit., p. 441, observes rightly that
though 28b qualifies the opening participle phrase, it is
because 28b tries to explain the clause TdvTa ouvepyel O
feds that it is put at the end of the verse. He adds that
the presence of ooV at the end of 28b proves that 28b
explains the reason for the clause TdvTa ouvepyel O 0eds.

cf. 2.2.
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also by vv. 29-30. The word dvyLoL in v. 27 for Christians
is not replaced by the personal pronoun aUTol in v. 28a,
but actually by the opening phrase ol dyam@vTes TOV Bedv.
This fact also supports that v. 28a is not a mere
continuation of the preceding verse. Further the careful

formulation of v. 28 reinforces my above claims.

Therefore it is naturally demanded that this
propositional verse should have an expressed subject. In
this sense the view that God or the Spirit is understood
as subject of the finite verb in v. 28a must be rejected.
The remaining alternative as the subject of the verb is
TavTa or 6 Oeds.

If TavTa is subject, the transition from v. 28 to v.
29 is very harsh and involves an unexpected change of
subject, because it is clear that the understood subject
of vv. 29-30 is God. If TdrTa had been subject, Paul would
have inserted ¢ 6edés between kal and TpowpLoev in v. 29,
even if using a traditional pericope.

Consequently, it is rather natural that 0 6eds should
come immediately after the verb as the earliest
Alexandrian text (P46 . . . o O[s) and early and later
Alexandrian uncial and muniscule manuscripts supports3.

Pace M. Black? the interval between TOV Bedv and O

Beds is stylistically permissible because the words TdvTa

3Spenser, Paul's Literary Style, p. 136.

4Black, op. cit., p. 168, says, "It is an extremely
difficult reading, however, in view of the preceding TOV
Bedv: St. Paul was not so poor a stylist as to write ¢ Oeds
immediately after the words TOlS dydamwolL (sic) Tov Bedv.
But this comment is not quite accurate, because ¢ 0e€ds is
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ovvepyel do interveneS. I suppose that it is rather natural

for Paul, even at the cost of some elegance of style, to

put into v. 28a the words 0 0€dS necessary to express
God's sovereign initiative in action®. The necessary or
emphatic repetition of the same wordé is not unusual in
Paul. For example, in 2 Cor. 1:3-7 TapdKANOLS occurs 6
times and moreover its cognate verb TapaKaiéw 4 times?.
For him clarity, necessity, and emphasis prevail over

considerations of styleS8.

not put immediately after Tols dyam®doly TOv Bedv. The
words TAvTa Oouvepyel lie between.

5cf. F. Pack, op. cit., p. 50.

6cf. J. M. Ross, op. cit., p. 85. Black says, "It
seems best explained as an insertion by a scribe who
interpreted the text by understanding ¢ 0eds as its
subject, yet felt the need for an expressed subject in the
sentence: the addition of 0 6€ds is an amelioration of the
difficult words WdVTa OUVEPYEL". But in my judgment, if O
fedés had been in the autograph, an early copyist would
have been under strong temptation to omit 0 6€0S to smooth
out or improve a seemingly clumsy construction into a more
refined literary production, i.e., the shorter text in
this case. That is because if O 6¢06s was not in the
autograph, there would have been no strong inducement to
an earlier copyist to produce an inelegant style by
inserting it, whereas I admit that it is difficult to
explain how 0 6€ds could have dropped out of the majority
of witnesses to the text (cf. E. F. Harrison, “"Romans",
EBC, p. 100.).

cf. T. Yamamoto, Korinto I & II [l & 2 Corinthians],
p. 234. He further points out at pp. 7-8 that Paul uses
the name of Jesus Christ many times in I Cor. 1:4-9.
According to my calculation there are thirteen occurrences
of the word which stands for Christ Jesus including the
relative pronoun. At pp. 239f., Yamamoto directs the
attention of his readers to Paul's repetition of the
cognate words to emphasize a special pride in his
apostrate and gospel, as follows: the word Kavxdopat and
its cognates kavxNa and KaUXNnoLs occur in 2 Corinthians
twenty-nine times out of the fifty-nine Pauline instances
in the NT (nearly 50 per cent).

8cf. J. M. Ross, op. cit., p. 85 n. 10.
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If 0 6eds is understood to be the expressed subject
of OuvePYEL, the verb must be transitive. But Godet points
out that the transitive use of this verb in the sense
"make (all things) work together" is foreign to the NT and
probably to classic Greek?. But Black suggests that
ouveEpYel should be understood as intransitive and TdvTa as
an internal accusative "in all things"19, Zahn, however,
argues that if Paul meant "in all things" in v. 28a, he
would have written €V TAOLY rather than TdvTall. His claim
is very persuasive from the Pauline context (1 Thes. 5:18;
Rom. 8:37; 1 Cor. 12:6).

Lagrange in his commentary follows Sanday and Headlam
in giving a transitive sense to the verb Ouvepyel: "nous
savons que Dieu fait tout concourir au bien de ceux qui
l'aiment" and quotes Xen. Memor. iii.5.16, GVTL |LEV ToD
OUVEPYELY €auTols Ta ouludépovTa "Instead of contributing
fitting services to one another"iz,

The problem is whether ouvepyel is used in a
transitive sense or whether TAVTA is used in an accusative
of respect. I admit that, after all, not a single instance
can be cited for the construction cuvepyely TL (as a direct
accusative) TLVL €lS TUL from elsewhere in the New Testament
at least.

But it is possible to view OuVepY€elY as an example of

the process whereby some intransitive verbs were beginning

9F. L. Godet, Romans, p. 105.
oBlack, op. cit., p. 168f.
l1zahn, ROmer, p. 414 n. 38.

121agrange, Romains, p. 214.
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to take a direct accusative in Hellenistic timesl3. For
example it helps to consider the transitive use of the

original intransitive in the verb €vepyely similar to
owvepyeLry (oUV + évepy€Elv). "The action, originally
conceived absolutely, is placed in relation to an object:
€VepyELlY 'to be at work' (Mt 14:2 etc.) = 'to effect
something' (1 C 12:6 etc; since Polyb.: Trunk 9); treated,
therefore, like old transitives such as mpdTTeLv"14,
Consequently there is a strong possibility that Paul used
OUVeEPYELY as a transitive at least in 28a as hapax
legomenon (cf. Eph. 1:11, ToU T4 TdvTad €vepyolvTos).

In the first-century environment, wherein the
universal optimism that everything will turn all right in
the end, had been popularized by the Stoics, Paul seems to
have dared to express from Jewish influences God as
sovereign, not as a partner working together with his
creation in distinction from the Stoic deity which is
pantheistic and impersonall>. It is unthinkable that Paul
simply repeated a commonplace, leaving out God who leads
and turns all things for the good of his children. This is
supported by the structure of each following clause in vv.
29-30, (the subject [God] + the transitive verb [the act
of God] + the direct accusative [the persons as the direct
object of God's action]) and the other Biblical context

(cf. Rom. 8:33; Isa. 44:24 [LXX] €yn Kiplos 0 ocwvreddv

Moulton, Grammar, l:p. 65.
14BpF, §148 [1].

15Ccf., F. W. Beare, "Greek Religion and Philosophy", in
The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, 2:p. 497.
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mTdvTa. "I am the Lord that performs all things" by tr. L.
L. Brentonls),

If ouvepyely is correlated with the lovers of God in
interpretation, the "with" connotation of the prefix "ouv"
of the verb will come out and will be "God works in all
things for good together with the lovers of God", but I
would take OUVEpPYELV to retain no "with" connotation, but
to have the force of mutuality and to mean to cause (all
things) to interact and converge (for good for the lovers
of God)17.

As for the grammatical person of the subject of
ouvepyely Griffiths points out rightly that ouvepyelv takes
not only a personal subject but also a neuter subject,
adding that the latter "is much more frequently followed
by the preposition €is or mpds when the subject is neuter
than when it is personal"1®, But this mention of the
following of the preposition does not necessarily weaken
the support of the longer reading, for it is only a
problem of frequency.

Here from the standpoint of a textual criticism I
would give a fresh light to which text we should choose of
the two, the longer and the shorter. It can be considered
that there are three causes that give rise to the word
order WdvTa ovvepyel O Beds. One is that the opening

phrase inverts the logical order that ¢ Beds ocuvepyel

16The Septuagint, p. 880.

17For a further discussion on the meaning of Cuvepyelv
see 2.5.

18griffiths, op. cit., p. 474f.
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TdrTo to the present order as seen in the longer text.
Another is that when TdvTa itself is put in an emphatic
position (or at the beginning), ouvepyel is put before 6
Beds®. A third is a contamination of the above two. In my
judgment v. 28a is applied to the third type.

What one should note here is that the word order in
the shorter text: WAVTA OUVEPYEL seems to show in this
context that the words 6 6€d6s dropped from behind the
verb. The evidence for it is that if 0 6€dés had been
absent from the beginning, the word order should be
normally ToOlS dyamadow TOv Bedv ouvepyet mdvTa, for as the
logical order is TAvTa cuvepyEl Tols dyamaoly Tov Bedv,
the last participial phrase, when put at an emphatic
position, should invert the logical order to the due order
TOlS dyam@owy Tov Bedv ouvepyel wdvTta. The close parallel
is found in John 1:1, 'Ev dpx{ v 6 Adyos.

Consequently the fact that the word order in the
shorter text is TWdvTa ovvepyel is the conclusive evidence
to show that 0 6eds alone dropped out of one longer
closely-knit textile (or text): TAvTa ouvepyel O Beds. In
brief, the shorter text keeps perfect the original form or
word order of the longer text. To take an illustration, in
case part of a vessel of china is broken off, the rest of
it remains the same. Similarly since 0 6eds dropped out of
the frozen longer text, the rest retains its original
form. Therefore the shorter text itself is stylistically

or in word order anacolutic from a grammatical usage of

19Cf. the second type is found in 1 Cor. 12:11 "mwdvTa
8¢ TabTa évepyel TO €v kal TO avTo mvedpar, cf. Mt. 9:6.
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the inversion in the Greek language. After all my claim is

that Paul wrote the longer text (TWAvTa ouvepyel O BedS).
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1.8. Romans 8:28--Its Authorship

The majority of scholars make a tradition-historical
analysis of v. 28a and take v. 28a as un-Pauline or pre-
Pauline. But my claim is that Paul composed this clause.

The reason why v. 28a seems to be un-Pauline is as
follows: (1) the use of the introductory formula ol8ajev
8¢ OTL; (2) that of the third person plural; (3) the
designation ol ayamdTes TOv Bedy "for believers as a

terminus technicus from Deuteronomic tradition to denote

the godly person"!; and (4) the careful formulation of the
clause.

As for (1), Paul expresses his firm belief by
oldajev; as for (2), he uses the third person to make his
own description more objective. He already starts this use
in the previous verse; as for (3), he dares to use the
expression which is not usual with him so as to emphasize
human freedom or responsibility from a human side; as for
(4), v. 28a is not just an appendage to the previous
verse, but a new thesis proposed by Paul. This is why this
clause has been elaborated.

Next I will demonstrate the Pauline authorship from
the antinomy between the human subjective attitude in v.
28a and the exclusive divine action in v. 28b. From a
tradition-historical viewpoint the phrase oL dyamavTes TOV

fcdv is taken to be pre-Pauline, and I admit that it is

lvolf, Paul and Perseverance, p. 59.
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quite right, but since Paul as well as anyone else uses
the idiomatic expression as his own to say something, we
have to say that the phrase is Pauline, for in a broad
sense not only an idiomatic expression but also almost
every word except what one has coined by oneself is a
traditional piece for one.

It is because Paul emphasizes the condition of the
love to God that the first participial phrase is placed at
the beginning of the clause. In this manner Paul retains
human freedom. The designation Tols dyam@oiy TOV Bedv
implies a condition for its fulfillment. Paul claims from
a human side first that if men love God, "God makes all
things interact for good" (WdvTa Owvepyel O Beds eis
dyafov) in response to their love for him. But at the same
time Paul explains from a divine side why "those who love
God" do so. The explanation for it is that they do so as a
response, as an effect of their being "called" according
to divine purpose (Q. 28a), or "because of God's work in
them"2 (cf. 1 Cor. 8:3; 1 Jn. 4:19).

The compatibility of divine will with human will is
the main characteristic of Paul's theology. Davidson
observes rightly that "Paul conceives of grace, not as
diminishing, but as increasing moral responsibility, e.qg.,
Philippians 2:12, 13, "Work out your own salvation with
fear and trembling. For it is God which worketh in you
both to will and to do of his good pleasure"3. Something

similar to the reciprocal explanation of the opening

2Hendriksen, op. cit., p. 28f.

3pavidson, Pauline Predestination, p. 20.
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phrase and the closing one in v. 28 is found in 1 Cor.
8:3, "but if anyone loves God, this one has been known by
him" (el 8¢ Tis dyamd TOV Oedv, obTos &yvwoTar UT alTod).

Blackman suggests that "in this verse Paul is as a
matter of fact not distinctively Christian; but that he
has in mind a conception of Providence which might be
roughly expressed: Tolg avbpyTmols TAVTA CuvepyeEl €ls
dayabév4, adding it as the reason for the above that such
a conception of Providence had been widely popularized by
the Stoics in the first century A. D. as seen in the works
of Seneca, the Jew Philo and Cicero, himself no Stoic, and
in the Book of Wisdom which uses the term Tpdroia (14:3;
17:2)5.

Besides he claims that "there is no reason why the
Christian apostle Paul should not have found a place in
his faith for the same Stoic wisdom"é and regards v. 28a
as "a digression to which Paul was tempted by a stray
memory of some book of popular philosophy or words of some
Stoic preacher"7.

I admit that Paul was in so much contact with an
optimistic Stoic philosophy of life and view of the world?
that his style of expression at least was somewhat
influenced by it, but what one must notice here is that

there is a strong possibility that in order to convey his

4Blackman, op. cit., p. 378.
5Ibid.

6Ibid.

7Ibid., p. 379.

8Cf. Bertram, "OUvEpYéw", TDNT, p. 875.
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own belief or theological idea more effectively Paul dared
to employ or borrow a providential way of thinking and a
stylé of writing or expressing in a providential way,
which were popular in his contemporary environment, for
instance, such as the use of "all things" (5> or mdvTa) as
the subject or the direct object of the verb, as seen in
the sayings of Rabbi Akiba, Achikar, etc.? This is the
same with the‘writer of the Fourth Gospel who adopted the
term Adyos commonly used among the Greeks and the Hebrews!o
in order to designate Christ Jesus. In this case also the
effect of expression must have been intended. While
borrowing such a form of thought or expression Paul
arranges it iﬁ his own way and presents his own
theological idea by the use of the expression with his own
tinge, that is, with 0 8€d0s as subject. Thus TAvTd
ouvepyel O Beds els dyabdv.

In v. 28b Paul describes from a human side the
relation of the human free will with the divine response
to it. And then from a divine side he explains that same
relation by adding a causal adjectival participial phrase
(O§OIV) intended to qualify the opening participial phrase
(v. 28a).

From linguistic evidence all the words used in v. 28
occur elsewhere in Paul's undisputed letters. From
theological evidence Paul sums up in one short complex
sentence (v. 28a) his theological ideas that he has

expressed so far and proposes it as a new thesis. Then he

9Ccf. Osten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 63.

10cf. Morris, John, pp. 115-26.
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begins to explain or prove the thesis by the use of the
second participial phrase (v. 28b). Furthermore he
amplifies the same explanatory phrase (v. 28b) into the
following verses 29-30.

From a stylistic, linguistic, and theological
standpoint after all my principal claim is that Paul
himself composed the whole sentence in v. 28 and the whole
idea is purely Pauline. Balz rightly observes that Rom.

8:28-30 is "Der theologische SchluB"1l,

11cf, Balz, Heilsvertrauen, p. 102.
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2. AN EXEGETICAL STUDY OF ROMANS 8:28

2.1 The Contextual Setting

8¢ (verse 28b)!

The postpositive conjunctive particle 8¢ in verse 28
clearly marks a close connection with the preceding
verses. Verses 28-30 form a kind of climax to the teaching
of the Christian hope for the future final glory? in
verses 11-273, for God's salvific mWpdbeols and the
certainty of its realization are analyzed there.

The sense of the connecting 8¢ has been understood in
two ways. Some (F. L. Godet, etc.) take 8¢ to be
adversative and to mean "but", perceiving a contrast

between v. 28 and the preceding verses, e.g., "we

IThis particle 8¢ is the fourth most frequent term in
the NT. As a coordinating conjunction it is second to Katl
in frequency (cf. EDNT). As an adversative particle o€
(but) without pév (8¢ is originally adverbial: "on the
other hand" in the [év-0é correlative construction)

designates a contrast to a preceding statement. This
contrast is sometimes strong and sometimes weak. The

particle 8¢ is normally weaker than the particle GAAG,
which usually refers to a previous negative (Ger.

sondern) . ‘
It is suggested in BDF §447.1. that with regard to

content dAd signifies opposition and 8¢, contrast, but
K.-H. Pridik (EDNT, p. 278) denies the possibility of the
differentiation between the two. "’AMG is a conjunction,
which is grammatically a neuter plural word of dANoS, but
with a change of accent.

2c£., J. P. Heil, Romans: Paul's Letter of Hope, p.

50'
3In Rom. 8:11 to 27 there are six verses connected

with the future final glorification of God's children,
that is, verses 11, 18, 19, 21, 23, and 24.
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ourselves groan" (v. 23); "we do not know what we should
pray" (v. 26), but God works . . . (V. 28). Others (H. A.
W. Meyer, etc.) favour the view that &¢ is continuative
and means "and", seeing not a contrast with the previous
section but a transition to a further thought of a very
similar kind, e.g., in this age of distress and
expectation (vv. 18-25) the Spirit helps believers by
interceding for them (vv. 26 and 27) and God works all
things together for their good (v. 28). L. Morris
concludes by saying, "Either is possible"4. Perhaps this
is why some translators solve the problem by leaving out
the connective (e.g., JB, RSV, etc.).

F. Godet takes this &¢ as adversative: "but" from
paul's contrast of the universal groaning with the full
certainty of the glorious goal®. Meyer claims that if such
a contrast was intended, "it must have been marked in some
way or other (at least by the stronger adversative
GAAd) 6.

In fact every suffering of God's children described
in the preceding verses is backed by the expectation of
their final glory (cf. vv. 11, 18, 19, 21, 23, and 24)
and, moreover, the main content of vv. 26 and 27 is the
Spirit's help of believers in their weakness. So neither
of the verses offer a basis for an assumed contrast to the
certainty of their final glory which Paul deals with in

vv. 28-30.

4acf. Morris, Romans, p. 330.
5cf. Godet, Romans, p. 104.

6cf. Meyer, Romans, p. 333.
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What should be noticed here is that the use of the
first person which makes the description subjective comes
to an end with v. 26 and that of the third person which
makes it objective begins with v. 27 and continues to V.
30. The objectivity or generality of the description of v.
27 is supported by the fact that in the last clause aylwv
is used in place of the first person TUGV.

This objective description of vv. 27-30 shows the
closer connection between them. So it is more natural to
determine the meaning of 8¢ here from the closest
preceding context (v. 27).

Consequently in the previous verse (27) Paul mentions
the intercession of the Spirit for believers (saints) in
accordance with God and then adds another comfort by the
use of the usual de metabatikon in the sense of
nfurther"’?. That consolation is none other than Paul's
assured knowledge that God makes all things work together

for the good of the called according to his purpose.

D. E. Hiebert, "Romans 8:28-29", Bsac, p. 172, says,
"It is more natural to hold that O¢ here has the force of
rand' or 'further', adding ground for encouragement amid
the sufferings of this present life. This accords with the
contents of verses 18-27". Cf. O. Kuss, Der ROmer Brief,
p. 645; Lenski, Romans, p. 550: L. Poellot, "The Doctrine
of Predestination in Rom. 8:28-39", CTM, p. 342.
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2.2. The Assured Knowledge

oldaper 6TL (verse 28a)
Our interest in this verse is immediately focused upon the
verb ol8apev, translated in the A.V. and R.S.V. as "we
(We) know" and in the individual translations as "we know"
(Dunn)! and "We realize" (Fitzmyer)?2.

There are approximately four main views about oiSauev
here.

1) It indicates the formula which Paul uses to
introduce a quotation or traditional material which he
knows to be generally recognized as true among Christians
(Munck, Grayston, Dinkler, Cranfield, etc.)3.

2) It means to know by the knowledge of faith and not
by mere intellectual investigation (Lenski, Moule, F. F.

Bruce, Byrne, etc.)¢.

1punn, Romans 1-8, p. 466.
2Fitzmyer, Romans, p. 521.

3cf. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, p. 126
n. 2; Grayston, Election in Romans 8, 28-30, SE II, p.
577; Dinkler, "Prddestination bei Paulus", Festschrift fir
Gunther Dehn, p. 86, cf. idem, "Historical and
Eschatological Israel in Romans", JR, p. 113; Cranfield,
"Romans 8. 28", SJT, p. 205, cf. idem, Romans I-VITI, p.
424,

4Cf. Lenski, Romans, p. 550; Moule, Romans, p. 235;
F. F. Bruce, Romans, p. 165; Byrne, Reckoning with Romans,
p. 173; D E. Hiebert, "Romans 8:28-29 and the Assurance
of the Believer", BSac, p. 170, etc.
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3) It designates the classical sense of knowledge
characterized by assurance (Burdick and Silva)s.

As regards 1), it cannot be denied that it is highly
probable that Paul introduced not only a quotation from
contemporary or traditional un-Pauline material (written
or oral) but also his own belief.

As regards 2), it is quite possible to take it as
such in the light of the context.

As regards 3), Burdick does not give an example of
the verb used in such a sense found in classical Greek
literature. But on examination we find it probable for the
verb in verse 28 to retain the classical sense of
knowledge characterized by assurance.

We have looked over these three views to find that
each of them tells in parts what oldapey in verse 28
means. So I assume that Paul introduces his own assured
knowledge with ol8ajev OTL.

Those who favour the second view may do so from the
context of verse 28. But Burdick claims that €i8évar in
verse 28 is used in the classical sense of knowledge
characterized by assurance. But against this view Silva
suggests that "the note of assurance is provided by the

whole context"6é in v. 8: 28 and that if so, it does not

scf. Burdick, "Oida and I'twdiokw in the Pauline
Epistles", New Dimensions, P. 347; Silva, Biblical Words &

Their Meaning, p. 167.

6silva, op. cit., p. 167.
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prove that "the verb itself in contrast to, say, TemoLféval
conveys that nuance"’.

As Burdick does not give any instance of the use of
ci8évalL with the classical sense of knowledge characterized
by assurance, I attempt to make it clear whether €lBévat
was used in that sense in classical times. Liddell and
Scott take o0’ &TL as "I know it well" in Sophocles
Antigone, 276, wdpelpt & dkwv ovx ékobowy, old” O8TL. They
explain that o8’ 6TL is followed by TdpeLuL . . . in the
sense®. Smyth interprets ol8’ §TL as "surely" by remarking
that it is "so often used parenthetically and elliptically
as to become mere formal expressions requiring no verb"?
because "&TL here loses all conjunctive force"10. This
expression is frequently used in Demosthenes, as 6.29;
9.1, et al.ll It is generally translated as "I am sure"12,

It is certain that €l8éval was used in the sense of
knowledge characterized by assurance in classical times.
Then why did it come to obtain such a sense in addition to

its original meaning?

71bid.
815G, p. 483, . . . , OO OTL (sc. WApeELUL).

9Smyth, Greek Grammar, par. 2585.

10Tbid.

11Tpid. Smyth cites the following two examples: "ouT’
dv Upels old’ 8TL ématoacbe 'nor assuredly would you have
ceased', D. 6.29, Kal wavTwy ol 6TL dnodvTev vav (for
kal old &TL TavTes dnoarér y'dr) 'and all assuredly would
say', 9.1."

127, M. Vince, Demothenes I, p. 139, translates ouT’
dv Upels old” dTL €madoache moAeloVVTES as "nor would you,
I am sure, have suspended military operation", D. 6.29.
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It will be convenient to consider the reason for
that. My principal claim is as follows: While eLdéval
retained its original meaning, it acquired another sense
of knowledge characterized by assurance before the
Hellenistic era. This phenomenon is polysemia (=
multiplication or radiation of meaning). The new meaning
which was added to the original one (to know) in €idéval is
"to know well". We cannot but recognize that there is a
process in the intensification of meaning.

The cause of that semantic change can be thus
explained. The verb €idéval. was so frequently strengthened
by €0 or odda as if idiomatically (e.g., e 168" iobL, E.
Med. 593; od¢’ old €y, A. Supp. 740, etc.) that it was
felt that there was no more need to use the whole phrase,
pecause the verb (headword) became closely associated with
the adverb as its qualifier. As a result the omission of
the qualifier took place and the sense of it has
transferred to the headword. Then €i8¢évaL as a headword
preserves its syntacticél function while adopting a new
meaning as an ambiguous word.

Ullmann calls this type of semantic change
"ellipsis". He describes it as being due to association
that develop between words

occurring frequently in the same context; SO
frequently indeed that there is no need to
pronounce the whole phrase: the sense of a
contiguous word is, so to speak, transferred into
its neighbour which, through a special kind of

semantic ellipsis, will act for the complete
constructionl!3.

13cf. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics, p. 238.
Stern (Meaning, chap. 10) uses the label "shortening" and
further distinguishes between "clippings" (bus for
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What one should note here in the determination of the
meaning of €i8évaL here is to clarify which is the stronger
in meaning of the two, i.e., €ldéval (to know) and
memolBéval (to have confidence in). What one knows about
the future is more probable than what one is sure of about
it,1¢4 because the former is to have information on the
basis of some source or through experience, while the
latter is not more than confident anticipation or well-
founded conjecture.

In that sense the verb €idévair itself has a stronger
meaning in probability than the verb Temoldévar .
Furthermore in classical usage "€i8évaL" has acquired a
stronger ambiguous meaning (to know) "well" as a result of
the semantic change. Consequently, the context will
determine which of the two is meant, to know or to know
well. We claim from the context of the certainty of God's
salvation based upon the divine initiation described in

verses 29-3015 that ol8ajlev means that "we know well".

omnibus--no semantic change) and "omissions" (fall for
fall of the leaf or private for private soldier). Silva,
Meaning, p. 82, points out rightly that Stern fails to
note that "his example, fall of the leaf is itself a
semantic unit which has undergone metonymy". In other
words as "fall of the leaf" already means "autumn" in
American English through metonymy, the shortened form
"fall" has suffered no semantic change.

14p, Hatori, Kirisuto no Fukuin [The Gospel of
Christ], p. 180, explains in the exposition of the sense
of ol8ajer in Rom. 8:28 that, of the two following
sentences "I know that it will not rain tomorrow" and "I
believe that it will not rain tomorrow", the probability
of the former is stronger than that of the latter.

15cf. Bouttier, Christianity according to Paul, p. 25.
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What we should treat next is the usage of the person,
number and tense of oi8dap€Vr in verse 28. My claim is that
Paul as the writer uses the 1lst person plural of the verb
instead of the 1lst singular to bring the reader into
association with his own thought in a vivid manner. This
plural which is frequently sought in Paul is what is
rhetorically called the literary plural or pluralis
sociativuslé. Blass points out that this usage is a wide-
spread tendency among Greek writersl’. Robertson mentions
that “sometimes‘the plural merely associates the readers
or hearers with the writer or speaker" by giving an
example: 1 Cor. 15:49; etc.!®

The tense of deapEV is perfect with the present
meaning. As "to have seen or perceived, hence, to know,
have knowledge of" is Abbott-Smith's explanation of the
tensel®, Paul uses this tense of the verb to express his
assured knowledge which he acquired through his personal
experience and revelation.

The purpose of the connective 6TL that links this
ot8ajey with the next clause is to indicate the content of
the direct object of otdapev. This conjunction is used
after verbs that denote mental or sense perception and is

different in usage from the OTL in verse 29, whose

16cf. BDF, par. 280.

171bid.

18Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament, Pp.
678.

19cf. Abbott-Smith, Manual Greek Lexicon of the New
Testament, p. 311l.
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subordination is so loose that it should be translated as
"for" (Ger. denn), which usage is found in 1 Cor. 1:25;

4:9; 10:17; 2 Cor. 4:6; 7:8, 14.
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2.3. The Love to God

Tols dyamdowy Tov Beov (verse 28a)

A. Linguistic Evidence
Our interest in this participial phrase is immediately

focused on the word dyamdv. According to Abbott-Smith

this verb

is commonly understood properly to denote love
based on esteem (diligo), as distinct from that
expressed by ¢mkém (amo), spontaneous natural
affection, emotional and unreasoning. If this
distinction holds, dyamdw is fitly used in NT of
Christian love to God and man, the spiritual
affection which follows the direction of the will,
and which, therefore, unlike that feeling which is
instinctive and unreasoned, can be commanded as a
duty!.

1Abbott-Smith, op. cit., p. 3. Of Greek words
available, &pws (v. &pdv) and OTOPYN (V. OTEPYEW) are
never used in the NT. The noun €pwS expresses a possessive
jove and is used mainly of physical love. L. Morris,
Testaments of Love, p. 128, says that in contrast to
dyamn, "éuws has two principal characteristics; it is a
love of the worthy and it is a love that desires to
possess. Aydmm is in contrast at both points: it is not a
love of the worthy, and it is not a love that desires to
possess. On the contrary, it is a love given quite
irrespective of merit, and it is a love that seeks to
give". H. W. Hoehner, "Love", EDT, p. 657, "Although erds
does not always have a bad connotation, certainly
agapad/agapé is far more lofty in that it seeks the
highest good in the one loved, even though that one may be
undeserving, and hence its prominence in the Bible can be
understood”.

The noun OTOpYY means the mutual natural love of
parents and children, family affection or any natural
affection, as between king and people etc., as borne out
by the negative adjective doTopyos used only in Rom. 1:31
and 2 Tim. 3:3.

In contrast to oTOpYY, the noun $Lhia (< dikos > v.
dLAéw) means the love of emotion and friendship.
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What we must note in Abbott-Smith's definition of
dyamdw is that to love (dyamdv) is "the spiritual
affection which follows the direction of the will"2,
Therefore on one hand it is possible for one to learn to
love by training, and on the other hand in Paul it is also
possible for God to lead or help one to love by his
Spirit3. Such an example is found in Gal. 5:22 Kapwos TOD
mrebpaTos dydmm . . . 4.

As for the aspect of learning to love it is necessary
to know the difference between liking (blAla) and loving
(dydmn)3. The former is instinctive or natural, while the
latter is very intentional and decisive. The direction of
the will in love can be known by the fact that Paul refers
twice to God's command to love one's neighbour (Rom. 13:9;
Gal. 5:14). The possibility of the improvement of human
will by training justifies that of learning to love.
Paul's command to pursue love as one of the spiritual
gifts in 1 Cor. 14:1 can be interpreted as an aspect of

learning by prayer to love.

2Morris, op. cit., p. 221 n. 12.
31bid.
4stauffer, " dyamdw", TDNT, l:p. 50.

5Wwe admit that there is considerable overlapping of
usage between the two terms ¢LA€lv and dyamdr. But F. H.
Palmer, "Love", NBD, p. 753, points out rightly that "much
exegesis of Jn. xxi. 15-17 has turned on Peter's
willingness to say philo se ('I am your friend,' J. B.
Phillip), and apparent reluctance to say agapo se. It is
difficult to see why a writer of such simple Greek as John
should have used the two words in this context unless he
intended a distinction to be drawn between their
meanings".
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One of the important basic characteristics of dyamdav
or dydmn is that it has a volitional or intentional
subjective attitude to take the initiative in making a
decision. To command someone to do something does not mean
compulsion or coercion at all. Those who are ordered to do
something are free to obey or reject it. In this sense the
use of the verb dyawdv in the imperative mode indicates
that those who love (= feel love) in response to a command

to love do so by their own free will or decision.

B. An Interpretation of the Phrase in Question

The fact that the phrase Tols dyam@ow TOV Bedv is
placed at the beginning of the clause shows that Paul puts
a particular emphasis on it% or attaches great importance
to it. Moreover he is undoubtedly referring not to the
general public but to Christians by the use of the
designation "those who love God" for believers as a
terminus technicus from Deuteronomic tradition’. The term

is a formal appellation parallel to ¢oPolpevor TOV Bedvs.

6Cranfield, Romans, p. 424.

Volf, op. cit., p. 59. Cranfield points out that the
words ToOlS dQyam@doly Tov Bedv have a typical OT and Jewish
background (a full listing in his Romans, p. 424 n. 4). In
the Bible there are many exhortations to believers to
love, mostly to love one another, but in some places to
love God (Mt. 22:37). But in Paul it is much more common
to find references to God's love for men than men's love
for God. This phrase is a very unusual way of referring to
Christians whereas Paul speaks of the ones loving God in a
couple of other places (1 Cor. 2:9; 8:3; cf. Eph. 6:24).

8Ibid. E. Larsson, Christus als Vorbild, p. 294, says
that this phrase may be replaced by Tols mLoTelouow €ls
TOV Bedv. Cf. Spicq, Agape, l:p. 248: "Ceux qui aiment
Dieu sont les croyants qui lui sont attachés a la vie et a
la mort" (cited in Larsson, op. cit., p. 294 n. 5).
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The reason why Paul déres to use TOlS dAyam®oLy TOV Bedv
instead of picking up dyiwv in v. 27 with alTols as a
personal pronoun seems to indicate that Paul intends to
express by this designation a condition for God's making
all things work together for their good.

J. B. Bauer points out that in Paul "the righteous
men (der Gerechte)" is not mentioned, but those "who love
God" and then claims that it is because Paul consciously
avoids all the expressions which include the followers of
the Mosaic law probably influenced by Ps. 97:10 and 145:20
that he uses "those who love God" in 1 Cor. 2:9°. Bauer
suggests that for Paul those for whom the promise comes
true are not the self-righteous or those versed in the
Law, but those who are guided by the true law of love
(nicht die Selbstgerechten oder die Gesetzeskundigen,
sondern die, die das wahre Gesetz der Liebe leitet) and
further points out that 1 Cor. 8:1-3 also belongs in this
connection and Paul strikes another blow against every
self-righteous superior knowledge here also and ultimately

against an attitude of Gnostic inspirationl0.

9Cf. Bauer, "TOIZ AI'ATIQXIN", p. 107. Dunn, Romans,
l:p. 481, points out rightly that "those who love God" is
usually followed by "and keep his commandments" (Ex. 20:6;
Deut. 5:10; 6:5; 7:9; etc.) in the typically
deuteronomistic style and that the axiomatic linkage of
the two elements in Jewish thought is reflected in Ben
Sirach 2:5-16; Psalms of Solomon 14:1-2; and 1 John 5:2).
From an angle somewhat different from that of Bauer, it is
suggested by Dunn that "It is presumably significant that
Paul takes up only the first part of the regular
formulation, thereby both evoking Christianity's Jewish
inheritance while at the same time separating it from its
more distinctively Jewish devotion to the Torah".

10Bauer, op. cit., pp. 110-12.
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We admit that there is merit in his view that Paul
adopts "those who love God" so as to avoid all legalistic
expressions. But this does not explain the reason why Paul
dares to adopt this expression unusual with him in Rom.
8:28a whereas the second appositive phrase (v. 28b) alone
may be enough.

From a different angle O. Wischmeyer claims rightly
that Paul is acquainted with the concept dyamdy 0edv from
the Jewish theological tradition, but uses it in its own
programmatic theological sensell. He further mentions that
in 1 Cor. 8:3 it functions ad hoc as a polemical device
set in opposition to the Corinthian yLVOOKeLVY 6Bedv and its
clear antignostic force in 1 Cor. 8:3 also applies to both
of the other sayings (1 Cor. 2:9 and Rom. 8:28)12. We
cannot infer from the context of Romans 8 that Paul
intends an antignosticism by the opening participial
phrase in v. 28a.

Mayer suggests that Paul uses here the expression
based upon the Deuteronomic teaching which links love for
God with His bestowal of "good things" on His people (cf.
especially Deut. 10:12, 13:

And now, Israel, what does the Lord your God
require of you, but to fear the Lord your God, to
walk in all his ways, to love him, to serve the
Lord your God with all your heart and with all
your soul, and to keep the commandments and

statutes of the Lord, which I command you this day
for your good? [RSV])13.

licf. Wischmeyer, "OEON AI'AIIAN bei Paulus", pp.
143f.

12Tbid.

13cf. B. Mayer, Prddestinationsaussagen, pp. 142-49,
especially p. 146 and p. 148.
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There is no reason for opposing Mayer's suggestion. In
this sense to love God is a qualification for the
enjoyment of the promise God makes in this verse, but it
is a qualification applied to all Christians. To love God
sums up the basic inner direction of will of "all
Christians, but only of Christians" (Moo)!¢. What one
should note here is the verbal nature of the substantive
use of the present tense participle phrase ol AyamdVTES
TOV Bedv. It is needless to say that Paul has no intention
to suggest that God's promise ceases to have validity for
those who are not loving God enoughl>. We should understand
the phrase in the sense that one of the essential
characteristics of the Christian is to love Godlé.

If we see this phrase in its contextual perspective,
we find that as Dunn points out admirably, the heavy
emphasis on divine predestinarian initiative comes after
verse 28a.l” So in view of the emphasis which follows, Dunn
claims rightly that "this phrase is an important reminder
that God's purpose works out in personal response and

relationship; coerced love is not love"18,

l4Moo, Romans, p. 565.

15cf. ibid.

16p, E. Hiebert, "Romans 8:28-29", p. 175, remarks,
"Those for whom God works all things for good are
emphatically identified as 'those who love him' (TolS
ayam@owy TOv Bedr, 'to those loving God'). The present
tense articular participle characterizes these people by
their abiding love for God, while the article with God
('the God') designates the true God whom Christians now
love and serve'.

17cf. Dunn, Romans, l:p. 481l.
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We should see Paul's view of human free will or
responsibility in this very relation between "for those
who love God" (Tols dyamdowy TOV Bedr) and [in response to
their love] "God makes all things interact for good"
(TavTa ouwvepyel O Oeds €is dyabdv). Paul gives a place for
a human subjective attitude or an individual decision
through the opening verbal volitional phrase. It is for
this purpose that he dares to place the phrase in an
emphatic position. Thereby he tries to keep a human love
from being coerced so that love may be real lovelf,

In this verse Paul carefully limits his confident
assertion that God makes all things fo interact for good

to a distinctive class of people. He uses two expressions

to designate them. One is ol dyam@dvTes TOV BeOv. The other
is ol kata mwpdBeow kAnTol. The former is an expression
given from the human side and is placed before his central
assertion. The latter arises from the divine side. Here it
will be convenient to restrict my exposition to the first

phrase here without correlating it with the second.

19Hendriken, Romans, p. 281, says, "In this manner
human responsibility is fully maintained, but God Triune
receives all the honor. Cf. Phil. 2:12, 13; II Thess.
2:13".
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2.4. The Providential Care

mdvTa ouvvepyel 6 Beds (verse 28a)

This clause forms the core of verse 28 and the syntactical
pattern of the clause consists of three elements: the
subject word 0eds, the predicate verb ouvepyel, and the
accusative object TdvTd. The article 0 is the modifier
which qualifies the noun 6€ds. The logical word order is
as follows: O 0eds ouvepyel TdvTal.

The contextual meaning of the expression ¢ feds is
God the Father of Christ Jesus (cf. TOV €auTob uLOV [Rom.
8:3]). In chapter 8, this God is: (1) the one who has'sent
his Son as a man (v. 3); (2) the one whose Spirit dwelling
in believers is the Holy Spirit (v. 9); (3) the one who
has raised Christ Jesus out of the dead and who will
quicken also the mortal bodies of believers through his
Spirit (v. 11); (4) the one whose children are those who
are led by his Spirit (v. 14); (5) the one who is
addressed as Abba Father by those who have received the
Spirit of adoption (v. 15); (6) the one who searches the
hearts of man and knows what is the mind of the Spirit (v.
26); (7) the one who makes all things work together for
the good of those who love him in the whole series from
foreknowledge and predestination through calling and
justification to eternal glory (vv. 28-30); (8) the one

who will freely give everything to his children (v. 32);

l1Smyth, Greek Grammar, p. 255, p. 354.
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and (9) the one from whose love in Christ nothing will be
able to separate his children (vv. 38f.).

The contextual meaning of the verb Ouvepyel is this.
The verb vaepyém (cf. 1 Cor. 6:16; 2 Cor. 6:1; Jas. 2:22;
Mt. 16:20; 1 Esdr. 7:2; 1 Macc. 12:1; not in the LXX)
consists of oUV (old Attic &Uv) and évepyéw, -G
(opposition to dpyéw). The problem here is whether cUV in
the verb ouvepyelv in v. 28 retains the meaning of (a)
"with" (cf. ovyxaipw), (b) "together" (cf. cuvwdivw), or
(c) "altogether" (cf. OuvTeAéw). (C) can be excepted here
from the nature of €vepyelv. If WdvTa is taken to be an
adverbial accusative, it is grammatically possible to
interpret Ouvepyely to work together with those who love
God. But the predestinarian context does not allow such a
synergistic interpretation (a). The remaining alternative
is (b). It seems to be most natural to understand CULVEPYELV
to make (all things) work together2. Though €vepyelv is
used transitively and intransitively, there is no example
wherein ouvepyelv is used transitively. But it is natural
to take Paul to use this verb in a transitive sense with 0
fc6s as subject in Rom. 8:28 from the following context in

which God takes the sovereign initiative to do each action

2l,enski, Romans, p. 552, stresses that ouv does
express mutuality in hundreds of instances and claims that
the prefix has that force in the verb whereas he supports
the shorter reading. He suggests this 1nterpretatlon,
"work hand in hand, one thing working in mutuality with
the rest to bring about good for God's lovers". Moo points
out "there are many places where synergeo does not retain
any 'with' connotation and means simply 'help, assist
someone to obtain something', the person or thing a551sted
being in the dative (see LSJ; BAGD; 1 Macc. 12:1 [?]; T.
Iss. 3:8; T. Gad. 4.7, etc.)".
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(vv. 29f.). The connotation of this verb is to make (all
things) work together with one another (= interact and
converge).

Next we must also try to settle the contextual
meaning of the noun WdvTd. Harrison suggests that "It is
unlikely that the items in vv. 29, 30 are intended to
provide the content of the 'all things', which is
deliberately general"3. But he says, "The 'good' is not
defined, but should be sought in the intended conformity
to God's Son"4. If he includes the conformity to Christ in
the "good", he should understand the ékdAecev and
€dikalwoey as parts of the wWdvrTd. The reason for it is
that the divine action described in v. 28 is what God does
in history for the called.

If we follow the line of Paul's thought in this
letter, the primary meaning should be sought in the
preceding context, namely 5:2-5 (the rejoicing of the
called not only in hope of God's glory but also in their
sufferings) as well as the mention of their sufferings
backed by theif future glory in the present chapter
(especially vv. 17-19). Then the O0TL-clause (vv. 29-30)
which follows elaborates on v. 28. What the central clause
(TdvTa ouvepyel 6 Beds) means is that God makes all things
interact (to realize the final glory of the called). What
God does for the called starts from the calling, that is,
the ékdA€oev which denotes the conversion divinely

accomplished in the elect and ends at the glorification,

SHarrison, Romans, p. 97.

4Ibid.
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that is, the é86acer which denotes the consummation of
God's salvific purpose. There is only the é€dLkalwoer that

is found between these two decisive moments.

The problem is that sanctification is not mentioned
as an intermediate link between justification and
glorification. Harrison suggests that "It is probably left
out deliberately because sanctification is the one area in
which human cooperation is essential"5. Cranfield suggests
that "Paul may have felt that é86Eacer covered
sanctification as well as glorification"6¢. Bruce
understands it to be partly "because the coming glory has
been in the forefront of his (Paul's) mind; even more
because the difference between sanctification and glory is
one of degree only, not one of kind"’. It seems to me that
there is some truth in each of the above comments, because
Paul looks forward to the completion of the final glory
guaranteed by the justification as its inceptionS.

I assume that each element of the justification and
the glorification covers the interval between them. Packer
says, "This justification, though individually located at
the point of time at which a man believes (Rom. 4:2; 5:1),
is an eschatological once-for-all divine act, the final
judgment brought into the present"?. And Dunn claims that

"The 'righteousness of God' is nowhere conceived as a

5Harrisoh, op. cit., p. 98.
6Cranfield, op. cit., p. 433.
’Bruce, Romans, p. 178.

8cf. ibid.

9packer, "Justification", EDT, p. 594.
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single, once-for-all action of God, but as his accepting,
sustaining, and finally vindicating grace"!9, I understand
that both Packer's and Dunn's views are compatible. For
the justification (SLkalwols) as an action or a point for
Packer should be distinguished from the righteousness
(SLkaLoouvn)) as a status or a line for Dunn. Though the
justification by faith is a once-for-all action done by
God when sinners believe, it is a sustained justified
status bestowed to them as a result that can be understood
to link both decisive moments.

In this connection I claim that in Paul there are two
ways to salvation. One is justification by works!! and the
other is justification by faith. Those who try to be
justified by works are bound to be ready to keep the whole
law (Gal. 5:3; cf. Jas. 2:10). For Paul those who are able
to satisfy God with their own works will be justified
(OLkalwbjoovTar, Rom. 2:13) at the last judgment. This
future tense denotes an eschatological event. But this
justification is not related to the é8ikaiwoev in Rom.

8:30, because it is not justification by grace.

10punn, Romans 1-8, p. 97.

11p, Stuhlmacher, Romans, p. 43, says, "This too
corresponds to the Jewish-apocalyptic view (cf. 4 Ezra
7:35; 2 Bar. 85:12f.) and was clearly known to the
Christians from John the Baptist (Mtt. 3:9f. par.) and
Jesus (Mtt. 25:31-46). 'To be justified' means for Paul to
receive the verdict of being 'just' before God's
eschatological judgment seat and with it to obtain a share
in God's glory and his eternal kingdom". This judgment
should be discriminated from that of Rom. 14:10 and 2 Cor.
5:10, both of which are interchangeable. For the latter
can be understood to be the judgment of the Christians.

Contra idem, Gerechtigkeit Gottes bei Paulus, p. 228, in
this respect. Cf. D. Guthrie, New Testament Theology, pp-

856-63.
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In contrast to justification by works it is the
righteousness of God as a justified status or a proper
standing before God which occupies the process between the
two moments. But whereas the righteousness of God
guarantees the final salvation, it is a relationship of
the called to God, not God's work on them. Is there not
any substantial divine action on them in the interval? I
answer it in the affirmative. It is a beginning stage of
glorification (cf. 2 Cor. 3:18, peTapopboipeda amd 86Ens
€ls 86Ear and Rom. 8:29, cuppdpdouvs Ths elkévos ToU viod
avTov, which refers not only to the final perfect
conformity to Christ's glory but also to the intermediate
progressive conformity to it) that covers that interval as
a divine action.

This interval that we have discussed so far is the
primary meaning of the TdvTa that the called experience in
history. It is needless to say that the WdvTa includes the
sufferings in which they rejoice (cf. Rom. 5:3-5) as well
as those mentioned in Rom. chap. 8. God disciplines and
sanctifies the called through such sufferings by his
Spirit. "All things" include those sufferings which, while
themselves adverse to them, are turned or contributed

toward their final glory by his sovereign operationl?.

12My interpretation of the relation between the
creation in v. 21 and TAVTA in v. 28 is as follows: in
view of vv. 19, 23 Christians are not included in the
creation. So though the creation obtains the glorious
liberty of the children of God, it is natural to
understand that the creation is not included in those
(=those who love God, i.e., the called in v. 28) for whom
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The scope of the meaning of TdvTa should not be
restricted to a salvific context alone, but covers
anything_that happens to this life. Even their sins can be
contributed toward their good or benefit by God's

providential care (cf. Gen. 45:5, 7, 8; 50:20).

God does TdvTa for good although I admit that he does
something for the good of the creation.

The transformation of the creation reflects the
traditional Jewish eschatological hope in pre-Pauline
literature (Is. 11:6-9; 65:17; Jub. 1:29; 23:26-29; 1
Enoch 24-25; 45:4f.; IQS 4:25; IQH 11:13-14, etc.).

Fitzmyer, Romans, p. 509, takes Paul to see the
freedom of the creation "as an attendant aftermath of the
glorification of the sons of God".
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2.5: The Good

els dyaboév (verse 28a)
The particle €iS originally denoted the same spatial
dimensions as €V, but in the NT it is used with verbs of
movement as an indicator of direction toward a goal, not
as an indicator of location without directionl!. The
meaning of €is here is to designate a goal or purpose for
which something occurs. This €l$ is used with the abstract
noun in the accusative dyafBov and means "to achieve what
is good"2.

Moo suggests that Paul's use of this word dyafd6s
offers no help for the settlement of the meaning of the
word dyaBév in Rom. 8:28, because he uses it consistently
in the sense of moral good (its opposite being kdkos$)3. In
the extra-Pauline literature "good" or "good things"
sometimes occurs as a traditional Jewish expression (e.g.,
Is. 32:42; 52:7 [cf. Rom. 10:15]; Jer. 8:15; Sir. 39:25,

27, Berakoth 60b)<.

1cf. EDNT, l:pp. 398f.

2gzerwick and Grossenor. A _Grammatical Analysis of
GNT, 2:p. 477. Cf. Wiederkehr, Die Theologie der Berufung,
p. 156, says, "Das dyaBdv ist der Nutzen, Vosteil, Gewinn,
in diesem Zusammenhang das Berufungsziel, das
eschatologische Heil der Gott Liebenden, die messianischen
Giiter der Gerechtigkeit und Herrlichkeit (Mt. 7,11; ROm.
10,15; 15,2; Hebr. 9,11)".

3cf. Moo, Romans, p. 566.

4cf. Schlier, ROmer, p. 270 n. 39; Wilckens, Romer,
p. 162 n. 722,
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Morris rightly points out that there is no Pauline
explanation of the meaning of dyafdv in Rom. 8:285. In
Rom. 2:7 and 10 Paul uses dyaBdv in an ethical sense in
contrast to the soteric terms in a broader sense "glory,
honour, and immortality" (v. 7); "glory, honour, and
peace" (v. 10). Nevertheless from the context the dyafdv
in v. 28 is the Good (dyafdér) toward which God makes all
things interact for "those who love God", which phrase is
in an emphatic position, not for the general public.
Therefore it is natural to take that the primary meaning
of the dyabdév is 86Ea, concretely "\ pélovoa 8é6Ea" in v.
18, that is, the culmination of the salvation of the
called from the following closest context, or, the
ultimate conformity to Christ's image in v. 29 and the
€80Eacer as the climactic conclusion of the sorites® in
vv. 29, 30.

Here there may arise the question as to why Paul
dares to use dyafdv in the sense of 86fa instead of using
86Ea itself. In my judgment the three reasons why Paul
chooses dyafév instead of 86Ea may be given. First,
dyafdérv is used habitually in combination with wdvTa as
the typically Stoic optimistic idiomatic expression in the

sense that all things will make a good ending. So Paul may

5Morris, Romans, p. 331.

6Fischel, "The Uses of Sorites (CLIMAX, GRADATIO)",
HUCA, p. 119, observes that "the sorite is a set of
statements which proceed, step by step, through the force
of logic or reliance upon a succession of indisputable
facts to a climactic conclusion, each statement picking up
the last key word (or key phrase) of the preceding one",
cf. Blass and Debrunner, A Greek Grammar of the NT [493],

pp. 261f.
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make the best use of the familiar expression including
TdvTa and dyafdv. Second, in Hellenistic times dyafBév
acquires in concept "a religious flavour in which dyaBdv
signifies 'salvation'"’. This may spur Paul to use dyabdév.
Third, Paul intends that the dyaBov of this gnomic
expression should be used as the secondary meaning in the
sense of any other good than the final salvation, in other
words, in the sense that God makes all things result in
blessing for God's children in this daily life, evil being
turned for good, that is, benefit.

What one should note here is that this dyaBov in v.
28 is anarthrous. This shows that it refers as the
secondary meaning to any good or benefit that is valuable
for those who love God. That primary meaning should not

lead one to overlook the relevant intermediate purposes.

'W. Grundmann, "dyaBds, etc.", TDNT, 1l:p. 12.
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2.6. God's Purpose

kata wpdbeoLy (verse 28b)

Our interest in this verse 28b is immediately focused upon
this phrase kaTd Tpobeoly translated in the A.V. and
R.S.V. as "according to his purpose". The "his" before
"purpose" in those versions has no equivalent in the
original.

With regard to this phrase katd wpdbeoity seven
questions arise.

(i) what does this kaTd mean?
(ii) To whom does this TpdBeols refer?
(iii) what does the preposition mpd of WpOBeoLs mean?
(iv) When is God's formation of this mpdBeois?
(v) What is the difference in meaning between
Tpobeols and its various synonyms?
(vi) Why is this TpdBeois anarthrous?
(vii) what is the content of this wpdBeois?
(i) What does this kaTd mean?
There is a slight difference in the interpretation of KaTd
used here. It is classified into four: (i) the cause
"through, on account of, etc." (Grimm-Thayer, p. 328);
(ii) the concord (Lenski, Romans, p. 554 "KdaTd states
concord"); (iii) the mergence of the norm "in accordance
with" and the reason "because of" (BAGD, p. 407); (iv) the
mergence of the norm and the ground "on the basis of" (B.
Mayer, Pradestinationsaussagen, p. 151).
From the following context of the climax of 8:29-30

Mayer claims that God's call is in accord with and on the

basis of his definitive and unchangeable purpose. In my
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judgment KaT €KAOYNWV, Rom. 9:11 is a strong support for
KaTd denoting "basis", cf. katTa wWpdyvwoLy Beod maTpds (1
Pet. 1:1f.). So my claim is that in the preposition kaTd

used with this Tpdbeols the ideas of norm, cause, and

basis merge.

(ii) To whom does this Tpdébeols refer?

There are only two possible answers to this question. Most
of early expositors take this ﬂp69601§ as man's purpose
(e.g. Chrysostom!; Origen?; Theodoret3; Oecumenius¢; and
other Greek expositors). They understand this purpose in
the sense of the free act of choice whereby the called
respond to the divine call. The opposite view which refers
the TpdBeols to God is taken by Augustine’ and the majority
of modern expositors (Barrett, Kdsemann, Cranfield,
Schlier, Dunn, etc.).

Wwhy do the Greek Fathers take that view? Prat rightly
understands that it is because they were "urged by an ill-
founded fear of favouring fatalism"6. Therefore they

interpret mWpoéyvw in v. 29 as foreseeing future events, in

1J. Chrysostom, PG 60, col. 541.
20rigen, PG 14, col. 1126.
3Theodoret, PG 82, col. 141.
40ecumenius, PG 118, col. 489.

5cf. Augustine, PL 35, col. 2076. He recognizes that

the purpose must be God's but takes the divine
foreknowledge as the foresight of what particular persons
will do, just as Pelagius (cf. A. Souter, Pelagius's

Exposition, p. 68.

6F. Prat, "Note H-Predestination and Reprobation”,
Theology, l:p. 444.
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other words, the purpose in life of the persons as the
accusative object of the verb. The latter modern
expositors support their view (that the TpdBeoiLs is God's)
from the following key texts: Rom. 9:11; cf. Eph. 1:11;
3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9; etc.

In my judgment the only other verse in the entire
book of Romans where this term occurs, i.e., 9:11, ﬁ KaT’
EKAoyny mpodbeols ToU Beol, which Dunn exquisitely terms
"the inside-out inversion of the phrase"’: (ol Kata
mpdBeaLy kAnTol) is the strongest support for the latter
view, which is reinforced by the generally recognized
interpretation of the verb Tpoéyww not as God's foresight

but as God's sovereign election based upon love3.

(iii) what does the preposition mpd of Tpdbeols mean?
We are apt to regard the preposition as a prefix mpd of
TpéBeols as the same in meaning as that of TPOYLVWOKw and
mpoopilw by false analogy. Prat claims that the mpd of
Tpdbeols "suggests no idea of priority, but has rather a
local sense"? by the etymological semantic analysis (the
act of proposing it to oneself [placing it before oneself]
to do something, or of having it in mind, in other words,

purposing it and adds that priority (= being earlier) must

Dunn, Romans, l:p. 482.

8Cf. Murray, Romans, pp. 315-18. For a fuller
discussion of the meaning of TWpoéyvw in Rom. 8:29, see
Steel and Thomas, The Five Points of Calvinism, pp. 85-91.

9Balz, "mpobeois", in Exegetical Dictionary of the New
Testament, ed. Balz, 3:p. 155, refers to the local sense

Mk. 2:26; Mt. 12:4; Lk. 6:4 which speak of "the bread of
the presence", cf. Ex. 25:23ff.; 37:10ff.; Lev. 24:5ff.
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be expressed by another word if necessary, e.g. Eph. 3:11,
kaTa mpdbeowy TAV aldvwy. But it is not always true. It
is quite possible for wWpdbeols as one word to include a
pretemporal reference as part of the meaning of the term
from the Pauline context, yet it is not correct to
correlate the TpdBeols in v. 28 exclusively with the
following two pro-verbs in v. 29. Because the purpose that
God formed from eternity does not comprise foreknowledge
and predestination (expressed by pro-verbs) alone, but it
comprises calling, justification, and glorification as
well. All these five divine acts were purposed or occurred
in this Tpdbecis at the same time, but the order in which
God realizes each of them is different. The stages of the
divine foreknowledge and foreordination (= predestination)
are difficult to distinguish temporally, buﬁ logically
quite distinct from each other and antecedent in time to
the rest of them.

Both the date of God's forming a purpose and that of
his realizing the first two of the five actions which he
purposes in the mind are pretemporal, but different in
conception so that we should not deal with them on the
same level. The five saving stages are contained in the
mpdbeots which God forms. Therefore the formation of the
TpdPeols is logically prior to the realization of the
first two expressed by TpOYLVWOKELV and mpooplleLv.

Consequently the etymological meaning of the prefix
7pd in the term mpdbeots is "in front of in space", but it
does not mean that the Tpd as a prefix was used in that

sense. It is not the statement about its synchronic sense
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but about the history of one of the parts of the term. The
sense in which Paul used it as one word must be determined

from the relevant context.

(iv) When is God's formation of this TpdBeois?
The majority of modern expositors understand the wpdBeols
in v. 28 in the sense of "God's eternal purpose (cf.
ix:11; also Eph. i:11; iii:11)"10, But Buck and Taylor
mention the dating of God's election from the viewpoint of
the development of Paul's thought. They say that Ephesians
exceeds Colossians in the dating of God's choice of the
elect in Christ by explaining that the election had been
made before the creation (Eph. 1:4). Then they point out
that Paul's earlier letters never specifically date the
election as early as this. In order to support it they
mention,
Galatians implies that it took place at least as
early as the promise to Abraham, and Romans
reinforces this idea: "For those whom he foreknew
he also predestined to be conformed to the image
of his Son, in order that he might be the first-
born among many brethren" (Rom. 8:29). Ephesians
tells us that Paul continued to develop the
implication of this doctrine to its logical
conclusion"il,
According to Buck and Taylor it follows that God's
choice in Rom. 8:29 took place "at least as early as the
promise to Abraham". If so, it designates that the

formation of God's purpose (v. 28) as the source of his

choice is not so different in the dating from the promise

10Barrett, Romans, p. 169.

licf. Buck and Taylor, Saint Paul: A Study of the
Development of His Thought, p. 131.
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to Abraham (Gal. 3:18). The absence of a pretemporal
reference to the divine election in the Epistle to the
Romans may lead them to say so. But the Pauline letters
which Buck and Taylor take as earlier than Romans!? include
pretemporal expressions employed for election and
predestination: "from the beginning" (47 dpXfis) (2 Thes.
2:13 cf. [LXX Is. 22:11; 63:16])13; before the ages" (Wpo
TOV aldvwv) (1 Cor. 2:7)14.

In pre-Pauline literature there are many more
expressions to support that the formation of the wpobeais
in v. 28 as the source of election and predestination is
pretemporal. In the 0ld Testament Book of Isaiah, from
which Paul often quotes, stresses that the Lord planned
present and future happenings long ago (Is. 22:11; 25:1;

37:26; 44:6-8; 46:10f.; 63:16)15, Many scholars suggest

12cf. Ibid., p. 146. The order in which they assume
the Pauline letters were written is as follows: 2 Thes.; 1
Thes.; 1 Cor.; 2 Cor. 10-13; Philippians; 2 Cor. 1-9;
Gal.; Rom.; Col.; Phm.

13The other reading about this phrase is "God chose
you as first-fruits (amapXnv)". This reading is well
attested and quite Biblical (Jas. 1:18; Rev. 14:4) and
even Pauline (Rom. 8:23; 11:16; 16:5; 1 Cor. 15:20, 23;
16:15). But Paul never uses it in connection with divine
election though it occurs six other times in his letters
(cf. Hendriken, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, pp. 187ff.;
Wanamaker, 1 & 2 Thessalonians, p. 266).

l47n the extra-Pauline literature of the NT we have
five predestinarian passages with a pre-temporal
reference: Mt. 25:34; 1 Pt. 1:20; Jn. 17:24; Rev. 13:8;
17:8.

15packer, "Predestination", NBD, p. 1025, points out
Isaiah's emphasis on the pre-temporal reference to God's
purpose. For the influence of the OT on Paul, see
Dibelius, Paulus, pp. 30ff. and for "the
characteristically Jewish thought of God's (pretemporal)
purpose (n¥y = POUAN)", see Dunn, Romans, l:p. 482.
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some connection and affinity between early Christianity
(especially in Pauline and Johannine theology) and the
community of Qumran in predestinational ideasl¢. D. Flusser
points out the evident belief of the Sect in the Dead Sea
Scrolls in the election before the creation of the worldl’.
In the Qumran literature there are a number of passages
that make substantially the same point: IQS 1:7f., 19f.;
3:15-21, 18f.; 10:9f.; 11:10f., 17f.18

Murray interprets the phrase "According to purpose"”
as referring without question to God's determinate and
eternal purpose (cf. 9:11; Eph. 1:11; 3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9)
and claims that the text in 2 Tim. 1:9 "who 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 us in Christ Jesus before times eternal" (TWpO XpOvwV
aloviwy) is "Paul's own expansion of the thought summed up
in the word 'purpose'" in v. 28bl9,

Though I cannot afford to discuss the authorship of
Ephesians and 2 Timothy here, Murray argues the meaning of
TpéPeots in Rom. 8:28 on the presupposition that both of
them are Pauline. In this case whether the expansion of it
is Paul's own or that of a Paulinist or others, it is not

unnatural to understand that the conclusion that Murray

16Cf. Murphy-O'Connor, ed., Paul and Qumran, pp. 110-
3, pp. 218f; Flusser, "The Dead Sea Sect and Pre-Pauline
Christianity", Scripta Hieros., 4:pp. 220-7.

17Flusser, op. cit., 4:p. 223 n. 29.

18Ccf. E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, pp.
258f.; Dinkler, Prddestination, p. 100.

19Murray, Romans, p. 315.




has reached suggests that the wpdbeolLs in Rom. 8:28 is
pretemporal. This is the same case as the question as to
whose the Tpdbeols in v. 28 is, is judged by the mwpdbeois
ToU Beol in Rom. 9:11. Consequently I claim that the
dating of WpéGEOIg in v. 28b in accord with which the call
has been given is "eternal past". In other words, God
moulded or formed his saving purpose in eternal past.

(v) What is the difference in meaning between mTpdfeois

and its various synonyms?

The study of a synonym is not that of the similarity
between words but rather that of the subtle difference in
shade of meaning. This study will make clear the meaning
of Wpobeots in v. 28.

The TpdébeoLs at issue, normally translated "purpose",
is from wpoTiBnL [Latin: propono], which means "to set
before", and in the middle voice "to set before oneself".
So the noun denotes the action of proposing to oneself to
do something, or of having it in mind, in short, of
purposing it.

The noun in the Greek suffix-OlLS denotes action as
seen in Sikalwols (< Sikalolr = the act of declaring one
free from guilt, justification) distinct from Sikatooiim
(= righteousness). So in this connection the basic meaning
of mwpobeoils is the act of purpqsing and it has changed to
the sense of what he purposes and then holds a multiple
sense through the process of semantic specialization or
narrowing caused by its context: i.e., that which God has

purposed (has come to have as his purpose from eternity).
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Its Synonyms
There are three synonyms used in connection with the
divine election: 6éAnua, Poukn, €vdokia, all of which are
volitional.
(i) Bé\npa (< Bélw) is the will proceeding from one's
inclination. Cf. BéAnpa Beol (the will of God), Eph. 1l:1 =
"God wills".
(ii) PBoult} (< Poulelw) is the counsel proceeding from one's
deliberation. Cf. PouAny 7ol Beol (the counsel of God), Acts
20:27 = "God deliberates = takes counsel"?0.
(iii) evBokia (< €U8okéw) is the pleasure which it gives
one to do so. Cf. €Udokla avTol (the pleasure of him),
Eph. 1:9 = "God is glad (about it) of he thinks (it)

good"2l,

20k, S. Wuest, Romans in the Greek New Testament, p.
143, says that in classical use Poudy (counsel) is
originally related with the deliberation in a council such
as the Roman Senate, while in Biblical use it is related
with the council (deliberative assembly) of the Triune
God.

2lgphesians chapter 1 employs the usage of cumulative
synonymous genitives to give a fuller characterization of
what is said about the divine will in v. 5 (€b8okia Tob
BeAjpatos avtod) and in v. 11 (Bouly Tob Beknpartos avTov).
In these verses both eU8okia and PouAt) are used as parts of
the larger concept, Be\jpa. J. P. Louw, Semantics of New
Testament, pp. 87f., makes a semantic analysis of the
synonymous phrase in v. 5 "good pleasure of his will" as
follows:

"God wants to do it and therefore he is glad about
it", i.e., "it gives him pleasure to do so".

C. C. Caragounis, The Ephesians Mysterion: Meaning and
Context, p. 88, attempts a semantic analysis of the same
phrase, but the result is different. His transformation is
that "God willed what he considered good", while Louw's is
that God considered good what he willed. From a
syntactical structure Louw is right (e.g., "the decision
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If we compare TpéPeols with these three terms, it is
as follows: TpdBeoLs (< TPoTibnUL) is what one proposes.
Cf. mpdbeols Tol Beol (the purpose of God), Rom. 9:11, =
"what God purposes”. This is not a volitional word.

The question here is what is the relation of wpdBeols
to the three volitional terms and the difference between
them. In Eph. 1:11 mpdbeois, PBouln, and BéAnua are used at
the same time. My translation of the verse is as follows:

in whom also we were chosen as [his] inheritance
being predestined according to purpose of the [one]
operating all things according téltié coggsel of
the will of him. ()

(1)

From the above syntactical structure of the usage of
the synonyms, (i) the BéAnua is the first step in which
God wills and (ii) the PoulY] is the second step in which
he decides as a result of deliberating what he has willed,
and although the second step is enough for God to operate
all things, (iii) the mpdébeocLs is the last step in which

he elaborates the resolve of the will to make sure.

In this case (iii) the TpdBeois as the final step is
what God purposes (= plans) in respect of how to realize

what God has decided to accomplish after deliberating what

of the dispute" (= to decide the dispute, not to dispute
the decision).

In my judgment PBouln should be understood in the
sense of the decision as the result of reflection or
counsel. My semantic transformation of v. 11 "God wants to
do it and therefore he deliberates it and then decides".
The combination of OéAna with €¥8okia or BouAn
demonstrates that the divine 6éAnua is strengthened by the
alternatives and that what is bought out is not the mere
Tpdbecls but more than the determined will, which is far
from arbitrary, capricious, and blind.
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he has willed. The order in these steps should be taken as
rather logical or modal than temporal.

Consequently the characteristic of the TpdébeoLs used
as a third cumulative, though not without interval, is
more rational and mental with a less emotional and
volitional colour compared with the other three terms
(Boulfj counsel; €UBokia good pleasure; Oé\nua will), the
first two of which have the function of adjusting,
regulating or controlling the Bé\npa with a larger concept
as the initial step.

In conclusion judging from the fact that the wpdbeois
of the three cumulative synonyms is used as the final step
here, there is a possibility that the wpdBeols in Rom.
8:28b presupposes the prior divine deliberation of will.

" For an example wherein the earlier one should be judged by
the later, see the comparison of the unmodified word
'TpéPeols’ in Rom. 8:28b with 'wpdbeois Tob Beol' in Rom.

9:11.

(vi) Why is this wpdBeols anarthrous?
B. B. Warfield expounds Rom. 8:28b as follows:

. . . they [Paul's readers] have not come into
this blessed relation with God accidentally or by
the force of their own choice; they have been
'called' into it by Himself, and that by no
thoughtless, inadvertent, meaningless, Or
changeable call; it was a call 'according to
purpose, ' --where the anarthrousness of the noun
throws stress on the purposiveness of the call?2,

Here Warfield rightly explains the meaning of the absence

of the article before the Tpdbeols as above. Dana & Mantey

22cf., Warfield, Biblical and Theological Studies, p.
311.
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point out that in order to stress the qualitative aspect
of a noun the Greek uses the anarthrous construction?3.
Furthermore they observe that "the anarthrous noun occurs
in many prepositional phrases. This is no mere accident,
for there are no accidents in the growth of a language:
each idiom has its reason"?¢. Then they continue to say, "A
‘prepositional phrase usually implies some idea of quality
or kind. 'Ev dpyf in Jn. 1:1 characterizes Christ as
preexistent, thus defining the nature of his person"?25.

If the effect of the qualification of TOlS KANTOLS by
KoTa TpobeoLy is to be explained after the above example,
the latter characterizes the call as purposeful, not
accidental, thoughtless, changeable, meaningless, or

inadvertent.

(vii) What is the content of this wWpoBeoLs?

Michel claims the Hebrew equivalent of the Greek mpdfeois

here as "mgyp"26 and says that the first two links (Tpo€yvw,

23cf. pana and Mantey, A Manual Grammar of the Greek
New Testament, p. 149 [149]. For this matter, see
Robertson, A Grammar of the Greek New Testament in the
Light of Historical Research, p. 794 and Moulton, Grammar
of New Testament Greek, l:p. 83.

24pana and Mantey, op. cit., p. 150. Cf. Blass and
Debrunner, op. cit., p. 133 [255].

267t is also possible to take ¥y as equivalent to the
Greek Pouln (Dunn, op. cit., l:p. 482). Cf. Davies (ed.)
and Michell (rev.), Student's Hebrew Lexicon, p. 485. In
my judgment the Hebrew 73y in Is. 14:26 can be taken to be
equivalent to the Greek mpobeols in Rom. 8:28b. Cf. Is.
14:26, "This is the purpose that is purposed concerning
the whole earth". The n¥y in Prov. 20:18 is equivalent to
the Pouhsj, cf. Prob. 20:18, "make plans by seeking
advice".
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TPOWPLOEY) occupy the content of the mpdbeoLs as if to say
that the others do not probably because the verbs of the
other links lack the prefix wpo-.

This term (except that of 2 Tim. 3:10 'human design')
is connected with God's salvific acts in four other key
passages (Rom. 9:11; cf. Eph. 1:11; 3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9).
From the following closest context of v. 28b it is quite
natural to understand the TpdBeols in Rom. 8:28 to contain
the salvation chain of five links of verbs (vv. 29-30)27,

But the view that the mWpdbecls contains only Tpoéyvw
and TPOWPLOEV is not wrong if it means that the cuppdpdous
THs €lkdéros Tol viol avTol as the second object of the
TPOWPLOEY contains the following three divine actions:
ékdheoev, éSikaiwoer, and é86Eacer. The reason for it is
that "to be conformed to the image of his Son" implies
that those whom God foreknew (elected) are predestined by
Him to reproduce in themselves the image of Christ by a
progressive share in his risen life (see Rom. 8:17; Gal.
4:4-6; Phil. 3:20-21; 2 Cor. 3:18; cf. 4:4b-6)28, In Paul
the foreknown are continually transformed or metamorphosed
into the €lkWV (image) of the Son of God through the
SLkalwols by faith and baptism since the moment they have
been effectively called. This transformation comes about
through the power of him who subjects all things to his

Son.

27Ccf. Knox, The Epistle to the Romans, 9:p. 525;
Black, Romans, NCC, p. 125; Dinkler, "Pradestination bei
Paulus: Exegetische Bemerkungen zum RoSmerbrief", FGD, p.
86.

28Fjtzmyer, op. cit., p. 525.
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2.7. The Calling

TOlS . . . KAnTOlS OUOLY (verse 28b)
In regard to this phrase the following three questions
arise: (i) What is the meaning of ol KANTolL here?; (ii)
Which does this article TolS qualify, kKAnTol or oloLV?; and
(iii) What is the contextual consideration of the KAfjoLS

contained in ol kAnTol in v. 28b?

2.7.1. What Is the meaning of ol kAnToi?

A. Linquistic Evidence

The meaning of the verbal adjective KANTOS (< KaA€tv, cf.
vocatus) in the New Testament and Pauline understanding
almost always has the theological sense of "called by
God". According to Paul's understanding the apostle is not
the only one called (Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 1:1), but all who
believe in Jesus Christ are also the called (cf. KAnTol
ayioL, vocati sansti 1 Cor. 1:2; Rom. 1:7; cf. KAnTol
"Incod XpLoTob [Rom. 1:61]).

My main interest here focuses on the word KANTSS in
the phrase Tolg kaTd mpdBeoiy kAnTols oloLY (secundum
propositem vocati sunt, Rom. 8:28; the word sancti added
by the vVulgate, although it is not in the Greek text, does
not change the meaning).

It will be convenient to consider first the meaning
of KANTéS in the phrase. F. F. Bruce asserts that the

expression oL kKAnTol does not have the general sense in

which "many are called, but few are chosen" (Mt. 22:14),
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but the sense of that "effectual calling" which is the
work of God's Spiritl. In short it is that which produces
a response of faith. On the contrary M. E. Lard asserts

that

to be called according to God's purpose,

prothesis, is to be called by the gospel. It is
therefore not to be called by some secret impulse

of the Holy Spirit; neither is it to be called

'effectually' or 'ineffectually', as the schoolmen

phrase it. It is simply to be called by hearing

the gospel preached. This call we are absolutely

free to accept or reject; and accordingly as we do

that or this, we will be saved or lostZ.

The problem here is whether kKAnTéS in Mt. 22:14 moAlol
vdp €loww kAntol, OAlyolr &€ ékAekTol ("for many are called,
but few chosen") is equivalent to that of Rom. 8:28 in
meaning. It is clear from the context that in Mt. 22:14
kAnTol is distinguished from €kAekTol in meaning, that is,
the called comprise a larger company than the elect.
Consequently it does not always follow that all the called
are the elect.

But Paul's use of kKANTés is different from that of
the Gospel of Matthew. In Paul the word KknTég as seen in
kAnTol 'Inool XpLoTol (Rom. 1:6) is used in the pregnant
sense as follows: (1) as a verbal noun which has the

nature of a verb, although it is originally a verbal

adjective3; (2) in a passive sense involving God as the

1cf. Bruce, Romans, p. 166.

2Cf. Lard, Romans, p. 281.

3The substantivation of KknTég can be taken as the
same with that of dmWO0TOAOS. Cf. H. Cremer, Biblico-

theological Lexicon of NTG, p. 530, " AmdéoTolos, ov,
primarily an adjective, sent forth; then a substantive,
one sent, apostle, ambassador”.
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agent who calls through the Gospel (2 Thes. 2:14); and (3)
as the divine call which elicits the response of faith.
My interest here is this last one. It is noted by
Moulton and Milligan in their lexicon,
The way is prepared for New Testament usage (see
Lightfoot on Col 3:12) by the mention of the
'guests' (ol kAnTol) of Adonijah in I King 1:41,
494,
It is also suggested that

ol kAnTol, as distinguished from oL KekAnue€vol,
denotes that the call has been obeyed>.

As evidence for it they cite Cl. Alex, Strom, 1.89.3 (p.
57, ed. Stdhlen) TAVTWY Tolvuy AVBPOTWY KEKAMPEVWY Ol
vmakoboalr BouAnbévTes "kAnTol" Wvropdobnoavé. The strong
evidence to warrant the effectual sense of the call in the
Pauline context is found in 1 Cor. 1:24 (substantival use)
(to salvation) and in Rom. 7:1; 1 Cor. 1:1 (adjectival
use) (to the apostleship). From the context the expression
oL kAnTol in 1 Cor. 1:4 means the Christians, namely, those
who have obeyed God's call, while the adjective kAnTés
which qualifies dm60TOAOS in Rom. 1;1 designates

"effectually called".

B. Theological Evidence

A consideration of a theological aspect of the word

KRnTés from the Pauline context leads us to conclude as

follows: the 0ld Testament deals with the national

4Cf. Moulton and Milligan, The Vocabulary of the GT,
p. 348.

5Ccf. Ibid.

6Cf. Ibid.

110




election to privilege and equates the election? with God's
historical call®. This divine call of Israel (Is. 43:7;
45:4) stands closely related to its divine election (Is.
45:4).

A Pauline development, however, is that the concept
of election, now applied, not to national Israel, but to
believers in Christ, is consistently individualized (cf.
Ps. 65:4) and granted a pre-temporal (eternally past)
reference. Paul deals with the personal election to
salvation and distinguishes the election (€ékAoyn) from the
call (KAfiols) by which he means a summons to faith by
which God effectually evokes a response in the elect as a
stage in the temporal execution of this eternal wpoBeols
(Rom. 8:30; 9:23f; 2 Thes. 2:13f; cf. 2 Tim. 1:9). Another
aspect of the call is that the basis on which the call is
made is not because of human works but the one calling,
namely, he who calls (Rom. 9:12). Paul's language stresses
God's sovereign initiative in its participial
constructions (1 Thes. 2:12 ToD kalolvTos; Gal. 1:6 TOU

KaAéoavTos; cf. 1 Pet. 1:15 TOV KaAéoavTa). A third aspect

is that Abraham's seed will be called through Isaac (Rom.

’As for the OT terminology T. C. Vriezen, Die
Erwdhlung Israels, pp. 35-41, recognizes 7na as the only
verb in the Hebrew Scripture which adequately expresses
the theological concept of election. For the national
election, see Deut. 26:18 etc., cf. Neh. 9:7 as the father
of Israel personally.

8K. L. Schmidt, TDNT, 3:pp. 3, 491, regards the
Hebrew verb Rp as equivalent to the Greek KAAE€LV in the
LXX and NT. Cf. Is. 43:1. Cf. Ev. Dobschiitz,
"Pradestination", TSK 106 (1934/5): pp. 9-19.
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9:6). This call is equivalent to God's act of calling into
existence the things that do not exist (Rom. 4:17).

Paul understands the call as the process by which God
produces a response of faith in Christ through the Spirit
(1 Cor. 12:3) by calling in time those, whom he has
elected from among people and predestined to ultimate
salvation before time according to his purpose? so that he
may justify, sanctify them and bring them into his service
(cf. Gal. 1), fellowship (1 Cor. 1:9) and a peaceful life
worthy of him (1 Thes. 2:12)10, When Paul says that God's
decision is not dependent upon merits or works but solely

on him who calls (Rom. 9:12), he stresses God's free and

9The difference between election and predestination
is this. Election is to choose some people out of a larger
company, but it does not inform us of the destination to
which those thus chosen are appointed. It is precisely
that information that predestination supplies. J. Murray,
Romans, p. 318, explains the distinction between

"foreknow" and "predestinate".

loThe concept of KAfioLS, KaAelv, KAfiOlS in Paul is
manifold: (1) The goal of the call: The elect are called
to salvation, holiness, faith (2 Thes. 2:13f), and hope
(cf. Eph. 4:4), to the kingdom and glory (1 Thess. 2:12),
to fellowship of Christ (1 Cor. 1:9), and to service (cf.
Gal. 1); (2) The means of the call: The call is through
grace (Gal. 1:15) and comes through the hearing of the
gospel (2 Thes. 2:14; cf. 1 Thes. 1:4f; Rom. 10:14ff); (3)
The author of the call is God (Rom. 9:12, KAAoDVTOS).
Coenen, "Call", NIDNTT, p. 275, points out that Paul's
language stresses the divine initiative in the participial
construction of KOA€lY (cf. 1 Thess. 2:12; Gal. 1:6; also
1 Pet. 1:15); (4) The ground of the call is not works but
the purpose and grace of God in Christ Jesus (cf. 2 Tim.
1:9); (5) The nature of God's call: The call is
irrevocable (Rom. 11:28), upward (Phil. 3:14), and holy
(cf. 2 Tim. 1:9). The chosen before time of 2 Thes. 2:13
are the called in time of v. 14; (6) The ethical
exhortation: The called are exhorted to lead a life worthy
of their call; and (7) God's call to a special office,
such as that of apostleship (Rom. 1:1; 1 Cor. 1:1) and,
Horne adds, "Calling, Call", ZPEB, p. 694, "to a
providentially ordered occupation (1 Cor. 7:20 possibly)”.
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gracious choice by grace (cf. 2 Tim. 1:9). which is not
influenced by human precondition. For Paul not all the
Jews are OL KANTol, but those who are called as a remnant
chosen by grace are KknToi (Rom. 9:7; 11:5, 6).

Next we consider from a theological standpoint the

meaning of the divine call as verbum efficax or what is

generally termed the effectual call. This call to the
Messianic salvation goes forth to those comprehended in
the mpdBeols formed by God in eternity (Rom. 9:11; cf. Eph.
1:9, 11; 3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9). Therefore when Paul calls the
Christians kAnTol, it is self-evident that in their case
the call has met with success (cf. 1 Cor. 1:24 TolS
KANTOlS). Christians are at the same time kAnTOL, €kAekTol,
mLoTol (Rev. 17;14), dyLoL (Rom. 8:29), etc., though the
significations of these terms correspond to different
characteristic qualities of the Christian state.
Consequently the expression ol kANTol designates those who

have been effectually called to be God's Children.

2.7.2. Which does the article Tol$ qualify,
KAnTol or ouoLV?

The question here is which of the two words KAnTolS and
oUoLY the article TolS should qualify. These two
possibilities more specifically involve the following: (1)
One is to take TOlS to qualify KANTOlS and the phrase to be
translated as "since they are the called according to his
purpose” (so Hofmann). (2) One may interpret TOLS as a

qualifier of oUoLY and translate the phrase as "for those
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who are called according to his purpose"!l., Against the
first interpretation Meyer says, "Had Paul meant what
Hofmann thinks he did, he would have written simply TOlLS
K.T. kAnTols without oUGLV, or possibly olTwés elowv ol
K.T. KANTOL"12,

Pace Meyer I support the conjunction of ToOlS with
KANTOlS. Even that joining needs ololwv, for it is a causal
participle and modifies the opening participial phrase in
a predicative, not attributive way. That is why both
participles agree with each other in case. In this
sentence there is some interval between the modifier
(oUoLY) and the modified (dyaw@oLV). A similar example is
found in Machen's Greek grammar: "StSaokopévy UTO TOD
amToadTOAOU TpoTépyovTal avTd ol SolAoL, while he is being
taught by the apostle, the servants are coming to him"13,
Here OL8a0KOU€Vy modifies avUT{ and agrees with it in
gender. Usually the second participial phrase (TOlS . . .
OBOLV) is regarded as an apposition to the opening phrase
(TOlS . . . Bedv) (so Osten-Sacken who refers to
"Dativapposition"14). But actually the phrase TOlS KdTd
TpoBeoLy KANTOlS is the predicate complement of the copula
ooV and this participle oVoLY modifies the preceding
dative phrase as a supplementary epithet. Therefore the
phrase including ooV is not in apposition to the

antecedent dative phrase, but modifies it as an adjective.

llHofmann, RoOmer, 3:p. 346.
12Meyer, Romans, p. 334.

13Machen, New Testament Greek, p. 105.

l40sten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 67.
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Semantically, the second participial phrase ToOlS kaTd
TpébeoLy kANTOls olOoUV explains the reason why God works
all things together for the good of those who love God (v.
28a). In other words, it is because those who love God are
the called according to his purpose that God makes all
things work together for their good. Consequently ovoLY
here is so necessary that it cannot be omitted. There is
no need to use the relative pronoun OLTLVES here.

What we would stress here is that the junction of ol
with kKAnTol is much closer in density than that of ol with
oDoLY here. If KANTol is absent, only with KaTd mpdBeowr in
the second phrase, oL will join with oUOLY as seen in the
participial phrases ol ydp karta odpka O6vTes, Rom. 8:8.
But the parallel to the junction of ol with kAnTol having
KaTd TpoBealr between may be found in Rev. 17:14 ol PET
avTod kAnTol . . . . in case it is possible to interpret
"the called with him (the Lamb) . . . " (to conquer

. . . ) (cf. R.V.)15, ékhekTol and wioTOol should be taken
to be an explanatory or supplementary epithet to KXnToi and
after them Vikfoouoly should be suppliedi®.

Blass and Debrunner say, "The ptcp. &V can only be
used when there are other adjuncts to the predicate: A
28:17 Tous OvTaAS TRV Toudaiwy TPOTOUS, . . . "7 (cf.
Moulton, Grammar, 3:p. 151). But in Rom. 8:28b I would

take oUOLV to qualify the opening participial phrase as an

15T,enski, Revelation, p. 509.

l6Twakuma, AIIOKAAYW¥I>, p. 139.

17Blass, op. cit., [413], pp. 212ff.
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adjective. The reason for it is that the degree of the
adhesion of ToOlS to KANTOlS seems higher than that of ToOlS

to ololv and that olOLV can be understood to designate

causality.

2.7.3. What is the meaning of oUGCL in v. 28b?

Schlier does not treat oUOLV grammatically at all,
but takes it in a pregnant sense, remarking that those who
love God "are called and stand now in and under this call,
which has opened and continued to open God's encouragement
and claim to them" ([Sie] sind gerufen und stehen nun in
und unter diesem Ruf, der ihnen Gottes Zuspruch und
Anspruch erdffnet hat und weiterhim eréffnet)18. This is
Schlier's interpretation of the historical call. He
stresses the act of God's call and its completion and
continuity through oVOLV. But what oUOLV means is to be
causal and nothing more. Schlier mentions the continuity
of the act of God's call, but since the call in Paul is

the first act in the ordo salutis whereby the benefits of

redemption are conveyed to the elect, the continuity of
the act of God's call is not found in Paul's theology.
Though not referring to oUOLY at all, Fitzmyer mentions
the present status of the kAnTol in the call, cf. "they
have been called by God's plan to be followers of Christ
his Son and now stand in that vocation"1®. But both of them

fail to see the causal sense which the participle oVoLY

includes in this context, while Walkenhorst rightly takes

18gchlier, RoOmer, p. 271.

19Fitzmyer, Romans, p. 524.
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Paul to give the reason of God's such work for the lovers
of God by adding olDOLV to the second phrase2°.

This oUOLV functions as a copula which connects the
second phrase with the first. It helps the second one
explain the first and at the same time tells the reason of
the first. Consequently Paul explains the first by the use
of the second and gives the reason of God's such work for
his lovers by the use of this participle.

2.7.4. What is the contextual consideration of the KAQOLS
contained in ol kAnTol in v. 28b?
In v. 28 Paul refers to the Christians ol kAnTol by God's

plan, but in v. 30 he describes the act of God's call from

the viewpoint of the ordo salutis and further in 9:24

refers to it in its historical perspective, lit. " . .

for glory, whom also he called--us,?! not from Jews only
but also from Gentiles"22, It is not possible to dissociate
verses 28-30 in which the call is given its locus in
relation to the sovereign will and eternal purpose of God

from the later passage (9:20-27)23 in which there is

20walkenhorst, op. cit., p. 441.

21glack, Romans, p. 135, notes "us", claiming that
"the personal pronoun brings a climax to the argument.
God's purpose culminated in us, Jews and Gentiles". Piper,
The Justification of God, p. 186, points out that these
verses of mercy are "us" (ﬁuﬁs), the church "from Jews and
from Gentiles" (9:24).

22T,enski, Romans, p. 626, points out that both nouns
(€€ lovdBailwv; €€ €Bv@v) are anarthrous and are purely
qualitative.

23Cc, Maier, Mensch und freier Wille, pp. 351-81,
argues for the view that Paul stands within the OT
predestinarian tradition which developed through Sirach
(33:7-15) into its most radical form involving individuals
and salvation in Qumran (105 3:15-4:26; 11:10f).
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reference to those who were called from Jews24 and
Gentiles?s,

The call as the realization in history of God's
eternal mpdébeols in v. 28b (cf. 9:11; also Eph. 1:11; 3:11)
is analysed in the next two verses v. 29-30. V. 29 deals
with the pretemporal aspects of the process whereby God
accomplishes his eternal purpose, v. 30 with the temporal,
whereas it also looks beyond history to the final glory,

that is, the redemption of our bodies (v. 23)26,

24That there are the called from Jews proves that the
covenant promise has not failed but comes true in the true
Israel. Hendricksen, op. cit., pp. 330, says, "there is
indeed such a remnant. Israel's reijection is never total
or complete”.

25Ccf. Murray, Romans, p. 37.

26Cf, Barret, Romans, p. 169.

118



3. THE THEOLOGICAL PROBLEM OF HUMAN FREEDOM
AND DIVINE SOVEREIGNTY IN ROMANS 8:28

--With Special Attention to the Relation between
ol dyamdvTes TOV Bedv and ol KANTOL--

The phrase ol dyam@vTtes ToOv Bedv (v. 28a) is placed in
parallel with the phrase ol katd mpdBeoiLry kAnTol (v. 28b)
in the same clause. But these two kinds of people are
incompatible in content with each other. The reason for it
is that the former is the love to God, which is a human
decision, while the latter is the call to man, which is a
divine decision.

In the connection of verses 28-30 not a few scholars
treat the balance between divine predestination and human
decision. E. P. Sanders states that "Precisely how we
should formulate the balance between predestination and
decision in Paul is difficult to say"l. He himself
recognizes that the individual's ability to decide and
commit himself to a Lord seems to exclude predestination?.
Bultmann, who emphasizes the necessity of individual
decision which determines everything, cannot understand
predestination literally, because that would destroy the

character of faith as decision and obedience3.

g, P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 447.
2Ibid., p. 446.

3cf. Bultmann, Theology, l:pp. 270; 329f.
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Watson points out that

the fact that Rom. 8:28-30 implies that salvation

is by grace alone does not mean that this is true

elsewhere in Rom. 1-8, where the emphasis is on

the human response of obedience to God as well as

on the grace which precedes it¢.
He claims that "Predestination (or election) cannot be
harmonized in a rationally consistent way with Paul's
constant emphasis on the need for particular forms of
human behavior in response to the divine grace">® and
recognizes that these incompatible things are found
alongside each other in Pauls.

Ziesler points out that though Paul never works out
the connection between the two, there is no doubt that for
him human freedom is not ruled out by divine
predestination’. In Paul these incompatible things are
found in many places. An example wherein such an antinomy
appears in one place is found in Phil. 2:12, 13. " . . .
work out your own salvation with fear and trembling; for

God is at work in you, both to will and to work for his

good pleasure". Here the final consummation of God's

4Watson, Paul, Judaism, and the Gentiles, p. 159.
5Ibid.
6cf. Ibid.

cf. Ziesler, Romans, pp. 225f. J. Knox, Romans, p.
526, mentions Henry St. John Thackeray's indication that
the rabbinical schools of Paul's day teaches
predestination with no denial of individual responsibility
and citation of Josephus as saying (Jewish War IT.8.14):
[i.e., the Pharisees] taught that everything is dependent
upon Fate and God, but yet the choice of right and wrong
lay for the most part with the individual" (Relation of

St. Paul to Contemporary Jewish Thought, p. 252).
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salvation is expressed from the human side and then from
the divine side. This expression leads Silva to say,

. « . by going on to explain that it is God who
works, Paul may appear to render the command
meaningless. The conceptual tension between v. 12
and v. 13 seems unbearable--apparently, an extreme
formulation of the paradox of divine sovereignty
and human responsibilitys®.

Watson compares Paul's two antinomic ideas:

The triumphant proclamation of the certainty of
salvation in 8:31-9 is still subject to the caveat
of 8:13: 'If you live according to the flesh, you
will die, but if by the Spirit you put to death
the deeds of the body, you will live'?.
Pointing out that "the two generally go together in
Judaism", Sanders suggests that Paul follows the Judaic
way of thinking by saying,
Just as the Qumran covenanters are called both the
elect and those who choose God, so Paul has no
difficulty in thinking of those who accept the

gospel as being the elect of God (cf. also 1
Thess. 1.4; 1 Cor. 1.24, 26; Rom. 9.11f; 11.7)10,

Ziesler also refers to the fact that there is evidence in
Jewish sources that for Israel the two: human
responsibility and divine decision are compatible and can
go hand in hand and adds that though the choice is that of
human being from one point of view, salvation is secure
because they are part of the invincible divine purposell.
There is no good reason to oppose the view that Paul's way

of thinking is traced back to Judaism.

8silva, Philippians, p. 135.

SWatson, op. cit.
10sanders, op. cit., pp. 446f.

llzjesler, op. cit., p. 226.
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Since the sequence of preaching, hearing, and faith
(Rom. 10:13-17) leaves predestination out of account,
Sanders attempts to harmonize the human decision and
divine predestination: "God chooses who shall hear and
believe the message and, on the basis of faith, he
justifies and glorifies them"1!?, This is the common way of
harmonizing attempted by patristic writers!3. The problem
with this way is this: if God chooses who will hear and
believe, this choice is conceived of as conditioned upon
this foresight of faith and this view is considered to
obviate the doctrine of unconditional election. It is
wholly gratuitous to read into Rom. 8:29f the doctrine
that people are predestined by God because he foresees
their merit or faithl¢,

The important problem here is how Paul sees this
connection between human freedom and divine sovereignty.
He recognizes the existence of the two and distinguishes
clearly between them and stresses each of them.

Then what about the relation between the two? M.
Black makes only a conclusive statement that "Human
freedom for Paul is always exercised under the gracious

sovereignty of God",15> and there is no more reference at

12sanders, op cit., p. 447.

13pA110, "Versets 28-30 du chap. VIII ad Rom", RSPT, p.
264, points out that the Greek Fathers claim "la doctrine
de la prédestination post praevisa merita", cf. Cranfield,
Romans, p. 431 n. 1. For a comprehensive exegesis of

TPOYLVWOK® see Murray, op. cit., pp. 315-8.

14cf. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Paul, p. 94.

15Black, Romans, p. 124.
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all before or after it. To this conclusion I am not
unwilling to agree with him. My principal claim is that
the will directed by the Holy Spirit (cf. Rom. 8:14-16) is
for Paul a free will on one hand (cf. Rom. 8:25), and a
will led by the Holy Spirit on the other hand, that is to
say, the decision which one is led or prompted by the Holy
Spirit to make is regarded by him as a decision which one
makes of one's own accord (cf. Rom. 10:9) and at the same
time as a decision which the Holy Spirit leads one to make
(cf. 1 Cor. 12:3).

The relation between these can be compared to the
dialogue between Jesus and Peter described in Mt. 16:17.
Peter's answer to Jesus' question is "You are the Christ,
the Son of the Living God". This answer is the confession
which Peter made of his own accord. Therefore Jesus
answered him, "Blessed are you, Simon Bar-Jona!" If not,
Jesus would not have said so. But Jesus continued to say:
"For (0TL) flesh and blood has not revealed this to you,
but my Father who is in heaven". In other words, the
reason why Peter is blessed by Jesus is that his
confession is based upon his own decision. But according
to Jesus' words Peter's own decision is a result of the
revelation of Jesus' heavenly Father. Therefore it follows
that, in Paul's words, the confession Peter made is
immediately no other than his own, but is ultimately what
was produced by the inward work of the Holy Spirit (év

TrevpaTl aylw, 1 Cor. 12:3), while the others' confessions
(Mt. 16:13, 14) shows that they are not based upon the

work of the Holy Spirit.
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Hereafter I will demonstrate through the Pauline
context my own interpretation of the relation between
man's love to God and God's call to man in Rom. 8:28. To
describe Christians as ol dyam®@vTes TOv 6edr is remarkably
rare with Paullé, Barrett says that it is because "men can
never love God (who is altogether worthy of our regard) in
the sense in which God loves us, his enemies (v. 8)"17, but
in my judgment it is rather because the love to God for
Paul seems to be a human worklé.

The Pauline sentence which helps one understand the
relation of men's love for God with his call to them in
Rom. 8:28 is found in 1 Cor. 8:3, "€l && TS dyawmd ToOV
Bebdv, olTos &yvworar U adTol" (but if anyone loves God,
this one has been known by him). Here if man loves God,

this lover of God has been already elected by God, that is

léreenhardt, Romans, p. 232, mentions rightly that "to
love God" is an expression unusual with Paul, but as
Arnold and Ford, Romans, p. 205, say, it is also true that
it is generally no unusual way of designating Christians
(cf. Eph. 6:24; Jas. 1:12; 2:5; 1 Jn. 5:1 etc.). Cf.
Wilckens, ROmer, p. 162 n. 718.

l7Barrett, Romans, p. 169. Barrett points out that
"For him (Paul), love generally describes the relation of
God to men, while for the relation of men to God he
reserves the term faith". The reason for that reservation
for Barrett is that "men can never love God (who is
altogether worthy of our regard) in the sense in which God
loves us, his enemies (v. 8)". The problem with Barrett's
view is that man can believe in God though he cannot love
God. It should be understood that those who believe in God
can love God. It is the response of faith that God's call
elicits (cf. 2 Thess. 2:14) and it is "God's lovers" that
is placed in apposition to the called in Rom. 8:28. In
this the faith in God for Paul is synonymous with the love
to God. The difference between the two for Paul is not
that of the temporal order but that of the logical, for
the actualization of faith is love (cf. Gal. 5:6).

18cf. Osten~-Sacken, op. cit., p. 66.
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to say, in Paul God's election is antecedent to man's love

to him. Even if this YLWWOKw is the language which Paul
borrowed from gnostic sources, it is the language alone
that he borrowed, and the content is the Biblical
understanding of divine election (cf. Ex. 33:12, 17; Amos
3:2; Jer. 1:15)19,

Thus Paul's understanding in Rom. 8:28a may be summed
up as follows: "If saints (v. 27) love God by their own
decision (or free will), God rewards them by making all
things work together for their good". The characteristic
of love (dydwmn) is the spiritual affection which follows
the direction of man's free will and which, therefore, can
be commanded as a duty. The command presupposes that a
person who is commanded to do something is free to obey or
reject it (Rom. 7:7f£f.)20. In this sense dyamdwn might be
discriminated from GLAéw, spontaneous natural affection
which is instinctive, emotional, and unreasoning.

Paul describes the relation of the believers to God
purely from the human side in v. 28a. Here Paul emphasizes
man's free decision and God's response to it. The
expositor should keep this fact in mind first of all. But
from the context of God's sovereignty in Rom. 9:14-29, in
Barrett's words, "Paul cannot allow himself to leave the
impression that men may exercise an initiative which

properly belongs to God alone"2l. It can be understood that

19cf. Lietzmann, An die Korinther I/II, p. 37;

Barrett, 1 Corinthians, p. 191.

20cf. Gen. 2:16; 3:1-7, which describes the
disobedience of Adam and Eve to God's command.

2lparrett, op. cit., p. 169.
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Paul could not but add an explanation to man's meritorious
love to God purely from the divine side.

Paul identifies "those who love God" (ol dyaTOVTES
TOV 0edv) with "the called according to God's purpose" (ol
kata mpdBeols kAnTol) by the use of the copula SVTeS.
Paul's intention here is that the purely free human
decision itself which causes the love to God is in the
control of him who calls in history those whom he
foreknows (elects) and predestines, all of which divine
actions are based upon God's wpdbeols (cf. Rom. 8:29, 30;
9:11-12). This paradoxical idea is characteristic of
Paul's concept of human will and divine sovereignty. For
Paul the faith in Christ is granted as a gift (Phil.
2:13f). In this sense God creates in the elect through the
inward work of the Holy Spirit the faith in which the
elect are wholly referred to God (1 Cor. 12:3). This
divine act for Paul is the call (KkﬁOlg) and those in whom
it is realized are the called (ol kAnTol). This call
elicits the response of faith in the elect by the Holy
Spirit and the faith which justifies the called is the
faith which operates through love (Gal. 5:6) or "only
comes into action and finds true actualisation 8L’ dydmns
(Gal. 5:6)"22, The works based on faith are worked through
love. This love is the love as the primary fruit of the
Spirit (Gal. 5:22). The love of God in Rom. 5:5 (1 dydmn

Tov BeoD)2® poured into the hearts of the believers by the

22gtauffer, "dyamdw", TDNT, p. 50.

23The genitive in 7 dydwn Tob Oeol is found in many
places, e.g. Rom. 8:39; 2 Cor. 13:13; 2 Thes. 3:5 etc.,

126



Holy Spirit indwelling them surely refers to the love God
has for the believers, but it should not be overlooked
that "the Spirit's pouring of God's love into our hearts
is a creative act. It kindles love in us, and love
'becomes the moral principle by which we live' (Dodd)"24.
The relation between the Spirit and love is expressed also
in combinations like dydmn TveVLATOS (Rom. 15:30) and
aydmn év mvedparti (Col. 1:8), both of which mean a love
generated by the Holy Spirit. Love is the work produced by
faith through the Spirit, in other words, love is the
result which faith brings out through the Spirit (cf. 1
Cor. 13:1-13). So love and faith are not identical. It can
be proved by the fact that man is justified by faith, but
not by love?5,

Those who on the human side love God by their own
free decision, are on the divine side led to do so by the
Holy Spirit on the basis of God's call in accordance with
his eternal purpose. It is a general view that those who
confess that Jesus is Lord do so by their own decision and

therefore that faith which they express is of their own.

but mostly it is the subjective genitive and means God's
love to man though many expositors (including Augustine)
have preferred the sense "man's love to God". Paul
demonstrates God's love to man in v. 8 and this must be
the primary meaning here, but it is quite possible for the
phrase to connote man's love for God as the secondary
meaning.

24Morris, op. cit., p. 221.

25Bruce, Galatians, NIGTC, p. 233, cites M. Luther's
statement (In epistulam Pauli ad Galatas, 1535, WA 40/2,
35) that "Works based on faith are wrought through love,
but man is not justified by love".
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It is a common view to understand the Bible like that. R.
Bultmann as a theologian says,
If such statements about God's 'foreknowing' and
'predestining' or His 'electing' and 'hardening’
be taken literally, an insoluble contradiction
results, for a faith brought about by God outside
of man's decision would obviously not be genuine
obedience?$,
That common view is but one aspect of the matter. Even
Paul takes the same view from a human angle. The
characteristic of Paul is that he views one thing from two
different angles: human and divine.

From a divine angle Paul views that their own free
decision or faith itself is always exercised under the
gracious sovereignty of God2?’. In this sense for Paul
divine sovereignty prevails over human freedom. This is
why ol dyan@dvtes TOV Bebv is explained by ol kAnrtol. The
converse is not true in Paul. Consequently for Paul the
antecedent character of God's election does not preclude
any possibility of human freedom, responsibility, or even

merit. Therefore human freedom and divine sovereignty go

hand in hand (cf. Phil. 2:12, 13; 1 Cor. 8:3 etc.).

The Summing-up
In short Paul sees from two angles human and divine the
decision which God leads man to make. From the human side

the very decision is regarded as the one which he has made

26Bultmann, Theology, pp. 329f.

27The evidence for it is that it is clearly by Esau's
free will that he served Jacob in history, but on the
divine side it is under the sovereignty of God (iva n kat’
exloyny mpdbeots Tob Beod pévy, Rom. 9:11) that the free
will of Esau was controlled.
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by his free will because in fact he himself has made it.
But from the divine side even if that decision has been
made by no other than himself, it is regarded as the one
which God has led him to make because it is God that has
led him to that decision.

This two-sidedness which Paul uses here and there in
the Bible is one of Paul's theological features. This is
not what should be dismissed as inconsistent or self-
contradictory in Paul's thought.2?® In actuality when we
speak of a particular thing from a divine providential
angle, we find that we do the same as Paul does.

If this is applied to the problem here in v. 228,
those who love God by their own free decision do so as an
effect of their will being exercised through the Spirit by
God who has called them in accordance with his sovereign

mpdPeots .

28The development of Paul's thought about this problem
is unthinkable because human will and sovereign will are
placed in parallel or in the same theme (cf. Phil. 2:12,
13; Rom. 9:10-12, 17-21). Cf. J. C. Beker, "Paul's
Theology: Consistent or Inconsistent?", NTS 34, pp. 364-

77.
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Appendix A

The Problem on Human Redemptive Co-operation in Paul

Francis Davidson points out that Paul's doctrine of
perseverance in grace does not destroy his continual
exhortation in pain of the possibility of falling away
(cf. 1 Cor. 9:27) and then claims that Paul leaves the
room for human redemptive co-operation in his doctrine of
predestinationl.

This problem also should be considered from the angle
of the two-sidedness of Paul's thought. The reason why
Paul as adherent of absolute divine sovereignty can use
such an expression as, "lest after preaching to others I
myself should be disqualified" (1 Cor. 9:27, RSV) is that
when speaking from the human side, Paul thinks entirely
apart from the divine side and vice versa.

In Pauline ethics also there is two-sidedness, that
is, human freedom and divine sovereignty go together: Paul
on the one hand exhorts believers to "put on, as God's
chosen ones, holy and beloved, compassion, kindness,

lowliness, meekness, and patience" (Col. 3:12) and, on the

1cf. Davidson, Pauline Predestination, pp. 8, 21. He
claims in the exegesis of 2 Thes. 2:13, 14 that Paul has a
place left for human redemptive co-operation on the ground
of "the union indicated by the one governing preposition
€V between the ministry of the Spirit, consequent upon the
eternal election, and the out-going of the soul in belief
of the truth". But since the faith itself (cf. TloTel
aAnbetas, 2 Thes. 2:13) for Paul is the free gift of God,
human redemptive co-operation in the Pauline context is
unthinkable.
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other hand, for Paul it is God that calls people for
ethical achievement, that is, God calls people to holiness
(1 Thes. 4:7) and makes them worthy of his call (2 Thes.
1:11)2. But in Paul divine sovereignty prevails over human
freedom, for the certainty of the final salvation (glory)
rests upon God's continued intervention to that end.

The passage (Phil. 1:6, "I am sure that he who began
a good work in you will bring it to completion at the day
of Jesus Christ"), which sums up Rom. 8:28-30, supports
the above statement.

Consequently since even human freedom for Paul is
exercised under God's sovereignty (cf. Rom. 9:11-13), my
claim is that Paul has no room left for human redemptive
co-operation, whether or not the redemption may be initial

or final3.

2L, Morris, New Testament Theology, p. 27, observes
that "We should also notice that God predestines people
for ethical achievement. Paul does not see this doctrine
as a magnificent incentive to laziness. Rather, we are
'created in Christ Jesus for good works, which God
prepared beforehand that we might walk in them' (Eph.
2:10). Because we are God's elect, we are to 'put on a
heart of compassion, goodness, humility, gentleness,
longsuffering' (Col. 3:12)", cf. Eph. 1:14, which mentions
that God elects believers to be holy and blameless in his
sight.

3In Paul the initial salvation is provided as the
free gift of God through justification (Rom. 8:29) and
ultimately is consummated in glory (Rom. 8: 30) as the
final salvation in the form of conformity to Christ (Rom.
8:29; Phil. 3:21). Paul emphasizes ethical endeavour in
the process from calling through justification to
glorification, all of which are God's one-sided actions on
the divine side.
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Appendix B
An Attempt of the Figurative Explanation of Paul's
Understanding of the Relation of Divine Sovereignty with
Human Freedom

My figurative description of Paul's mental framework
wherein he can hold firmly by both divine sovereignty and
human freedom at the same time without any consciousness
of disparity is this:

Man can say on one hand that the faith which he

confesses with his lips is his own in the sense

that the muscular contraction of his arm is that

of his own (arm) though the muscle obeys the

command of his will. On the other hand he can say

that his own faith is God's gift in the sense that

though the movement of his arm is none other than

its own action, it is due to the obedience of the

muscle to the command of his will.

From the human side Paul admits that the faith in
Christ which we confess with our lips is our own faith,
but from the divine side he claims that that very faith is
God's gift (Phil. 1:29; vulv éxaplofn . . . 70 €ls avTovV
MLOTEVELY) . The ground he gives for it is that it is the
Holy Spirit that enables us to confess "Jesus is Lord" (1
Cor. 12:3). As although it is the muscle that acts, its
actions are ultimately dependent upon the brain through
the nerve, so whereas it is we that confess our faith,
that very faith is ultimately dependent upon God's
sovereign will through his Spirit.

Consequently for Paul the faith which we confess is

our own based upon our decision, and at the same time it
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is God's gift. This is the same as "the two go together in

Judaism"l.

1sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, p. 446.
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4. ROMANS 8:28--ITS FIRST CENTURY SETTING

This section attempts to interpret the theology of Paul in
Rom. 8:28 in his historical and cultural setting. In this

case I assume that there are two separate issues involved

here. One is the meaning of the passage in the context of

Paul's epistle. The other is the meaning of the passage on
its own, i.e., before its incorporation into the hortatory
context of this letter, or Paul's adaptation of it for his
own purposes.

We start with what are indisputable facts. Paul was
born and raised as a Jew; he led his adult life in a
Graeco-Roman environment and in a dramatic conversion he
became a Christian. In this simple statement we have
mentioned the three spheres of existence wherein he lived
out his days and whereby his thought and life were shaped

and moulded.

4.1 The Jewish Heritage

When we discuss the problem of Paul's Jewish background,
the importance of the 0ld Testament for the background of
his thought cannot be exaggeratedl!. His frequent use of
the 0ld Testament provides clear evidence for the Jewish

nature of his background?. As he says that he is blameless

1cf. Whiteley, The Theology of St. Paul, p. 13;
Ziesler, Pauline Christianity, pp. 8-12.

2cf. Ellis, Paul's Use of the 0ld Testament, pp. 150-

4.
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as to righteousness under the law (cf. Phil. 3:6), Paul
must have been deeply versed in the Torah.

The participial phrase dyam@vTes TOV Beodr in v. 28
represents a technical phrase of the Jewish tradition (Ex.
20:6; Deut. 5:10; Ps. 144 [LXX]:20; Tob. 13:12 [BA], 14;
Sir. 1:10; 2:15, 16) and is parallel to ol ¢ofolpevor TOV
Bedv3. This expression can be naturally expected from
Paul's Jewish background and his frequent stress on pious
and ethical endeavour (Rom. 9:19-22; Phil. 2:12)4.

Then we see the influence of the typically Jewish
thought in the TpdBeols which Paul uses in v. 28b in the
sense of God's pretemporal purpose (73 ) (cf. Is. 46:10;
48:17) in accordance with which he moves history and
through history for the good of the elect3. Dunn rightly
points out "that Paul's thought is here dominated by
Jewish categories is confirmed by the reappearance of ol
KANTol in close conjunction with dvyLoL (v. 27), as in

1:7"6,

The Summing-up
The paraphrase of Deut. 7:6-11 is this: The Jews have been

loved and chosen (cf. oL kaTa wpobeoww kAnTol in v. 28b)

3Brendan Byrne, "Sons of God", p. 114 n. 146. Cf.
Volf, op. cit., p. 59; Osten-Sacken, op. cit., p. 66,
notes that the designation ol dyamavTes TOV Bedv is
complemented by the limitation kal $uUAAOTOVTES (Deut.
5:10; 7:9; Dan. 9:4; I QH xvi:13).

4Cf. J. I. Packer, "Election", NBD, p. 360; L.
Morris, New Testament Theology, pp. 26f.

5Cf. Dunn, Romans, l:p. 482.

6l.oc. cit.
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by the Lord their God to be a people holy (cf. dyLoiL in v.
27). Therefore they are exhorted to know that the Lord
their God is the faithful God who keeps covenant and
steadfast love (TdvTa owepyel O Beds €is dyabov in v.
28a) with those who love him and keep his commandments (oL
ayamdrTes TOV Bedv in v. 28a).

Here those who have been chosen (called) are exhorted
to love the Lord their God because he will reward them by
keeping covenant for it. This idea is well reflected in

the whole verse.
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4.2. The Graeco-Roman Environment
After nearly four centuries of Hellenistic rule Palestine
could not keep away completely from Greek influence. The
city of Tarsus was not an exception. During the first
century B.C. it was the place where intellectual
atmosphere was coloured by Greek thought. There Paul was
born and brought up was a highly civilised and
sophisticated centre of Greek learning as well as a
cosmopolitan city preserving the ethos of the Jewish
Diaspora. The Greek style Paul uses betrays both an
education through the Septuagint and also a broader
acquaintance with Greek culture and religion.

When Seneca (Epist. Mor. 74, 20) proclaims the Stoic
idea that "all things work unto good"!, it is meant by him
that all things happen through universal reason, or Fate,
and virtuous living consists in living in harmony with
nature, resigning oneself to whatever happens as goodZ?.

Such a conception of Providence was prevalent in the
first century A.D. The Stoics had popularized it. Seneca,

the Jew Philo, and Epictetus were Paul's contemporaries3.

10sburn, "The Interpretation of Romans 8:28", p. 100.
The Aramaic terms often used in Stoicism are "all" (53);

"good" (av) and the Greek, "all' (wdvrTa) and "good"
(Ayabov).

2F. W. Beare, "Greek Religion and Philosophy", IDB,
p. 497.

3Cf. Sevenster, Paul and Seneca, p. 6; E. C.
Blackman, op. cit., p. 378.
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"The fundamental tenet of the Stoic philosophy is
that virtue [dpéTn] is the only good, and vice the only
evil"4. Stoicism is pantheistic in that the Stoics held
God, man, animals, plants, and inanimate things to be
fragments of the force of the right reason (6 6pfos
A0Y0$)5, which is the principle governing all things, and

may be called Zeus, or Providence (Latin: providentia;

Greek: TpdvoLa) or Destiny (€iplapiévn)é. Reason pervades
this universal being, in which all things that happen work
themselves out according to internal necessity. Man must
submit to this all-determining world order. His passions
hinder such resignation and are to be suppressed. Man is
still left with the sense of helplessness, frustration,
and despair. In this sense since the Stoics in those days
were lacking in the clear-cut future life, they had no
hope for the future’.

W. D. Davies refers to the importance of Paul's
historical context and says, "Especially under the belief
in astrology and fate, hopelessness was a mark of Paul's

age"®. Astrology? and fate are among the distinctive

4Cf. F. W. Beare, "Stoics", IDB, p. 444.
5cf. K. S. Kantzer, "Stoics", BDT, p. 503.

6Cf. Beare, op. cit.

’Cf. Davies, Jewish and Pauline Studies, p. 219.

8Ibid.

Beare, op. cit., p. 444, says, "Under him
(Posidonius of Apanea in Syria [135-51]), the severely
rational Stoicism of Panaetius was popularized and
degraded by the acceptance of star-worship and astrology
and all forms of divination, and by a new tolerance of the
ancient religion and its foulest myths--all the rubbish
which Panaetius had sought to banish".
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features of Stoicism. Davies continues, "To offer hope in
the first century was to speak a particular timely word"10,
He understands Paul to define his hope as sharing God's
glory (Rom. 5:2). He points out that there are two
interpretations of Paul's hope to share God's glory. One
is the glorification of Christians' bodies (cf. Phil.
3:21; Rom. 8:23) and the other is the concentration of
that hope in that moment of decision for Christ, here and
nowll, From the fact that Davies says that "True, there are
anticipations of this supernatural glory in the believer's
experience on earth--but they are only pale anticipations,
a pledge of that which is to come"12, it seems that as he
does not believe in the glorification of Christians' lowly
bodies at the parousia literally, he puts an existential
interpretation on Paul's hope and demythologizes it. It is
of course quite free for the expositor to believe in it or
not, but what the expositor should do is to inquire what
Paul really meant by his hope and to clarify it whether or
not it may please him or her. It is clear that the content
of Paul's hope is the literary glorification of the
Christian's body at the parousia (Rom. 8:17f, 23 etc.).

We admit that there is merit in Davies' remark that
Paul himself makes clear the ultimate ground of his hope
in Rom. 8:28-32 by saying "the overarching activity of God

in all things, in the very suffering of humanity and . . .

0pavies, op. cit.
11Tbid.

127bid.
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"13, but it is difficult to understand why Davies says "The
ultimate content of hope must remain a mystery"4.

From the last stage of God's salvation chain (Rom.
8:29-30) it should be understood that the ultimate content
of Paul's hope is to share God's glory as the final
consummation of his saving purpose (cf. Rom. 8:23; Phil.
3:21; 1 Cor. 15:51; Rom. 8:11), concretely speaking, the
sense of the bodily transformation is that believers'
bodies will be "conformed to his body of glory", that is,
Christ's resurrection body (Phil. 3:21)15., It is said that
"it is not until the body has been transformed that
redemption can be said to be complete"16,

Stoic thought, on the other hand, is optimistic in
that virtue is the goal toward which nature leads human
beings!? and they have a capacity in and of themselves to
attain a good lifel8, K. S. Kantzer observes that "Many
parallels to Stoic thought have been observed in the
Apocrypha (Sirach, IV Maccabees, Wisdom of Solomon, etc.),
the wisdom literature of the OT, the Gospels, and
especially Paul and Hebrews", though admitting that "such

parallels do not prove direct borrowing"19.

13Tbid.
1l4Tbid.

150'Brien, Philippians, p. 464.

16Moo, Romans, p. 558.
l7Beare, op. cit.
18Kkantzer, op. cit.

191bid.
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The independent text: WAvTd Cuvepyel €ls dyabov,
which no emphatic qualifier precedes is the very Stoic
form of expression from a stylistic and terminological
viewpoint. The word WdvTa is very Stoic in the sense that
all things are governed by the providence (WpéVOLa) with
wisdom and goodness. The word dyaBdév (good) is just
equivalent to the typically Stoic term dpeTn (moral
goodness, virtue). The shorter text in the case of the
interpretation of TdvTd as subject like the A. V.
rendering "all things work together" is just the common
Stoic habitual form of thinking and expressing held by
many individuals on the basis of the Stoic principal
belief that virtue is the good toward which nature leads
man.

C. H. Dodd, who knows Stoicism in Paul's day??, has
good reason to object very strongly to the Vulgate
translation, "Deum omnia cooperantur in bonum"2! and the A.
V. rendering on the ground that it expresses an
"evolutionary optimism" altogether foreign to the Pauline
way of thinking. The sense of "evolutionary" here is just
to mean "gradually developing or getting better and
better". So this oft-quoted "evolutionary optimism" of
Dodd should be understood to refer to the Stoic

pantheistic, fatalistic, and impersonal optimism22.

20cf. Dodd, Romans, pp. 136f.

2lsince in Latin a neuter plural subject requires a
plural verb, there is no possibility of an unexpressed
"God" being subject in the vVulgate translation.

22Judging from Dodd's remark that what Paul might have

opposed to the Stoic doctrine which "offers only a 'God
within' and no 'God without'" is reflected in Rom. 8:28-
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When we understand better the true nature of Stoicism
and besides the closest parallel between the Vulgate
interpretation of v. 28 and the common typically Stoic
habit of thinking and expressing, it is quite unthinkable
for Paul to have used such a purely Stoic (heretical)
impersonal expression. Consequently it is rather natural
to understand that Paul dared to take advantage of a Stoic
form of thought and expression very familiar among those
who lived in the Hellenistic period and integrated it into
his own distinctive form by adding ¢ 0eds as explicit
subject, TdVTa as an accusative subject and replacing
GpeTn with the less Stoic term dyaBév. This is the way the
writer of the Fourth Gospel used the Stoic term Adyos in
the Greek sense of reason (the inward thought) itself to
express pre-existent Christ (Jn. 1:1-3) and, of a word (by
which the inward thought is expressed) to designate

incarnate Christ (Jn. 1:14)23,

30, I quite understand what Dodd really means in opposing
the AV rendering of v. 28a, but as he opposes it by the
use of "the evolutionary optimism of the nineteenth
century", that misleading illustration has brought about
Cranfield's objection that neither Jerome in the Vulgate
nor the 1611 translators of the AV can be charged with
such an outlook.

23Cf. Liddell and Scott, A Lexicon Abridged from
LSGEL, p. 416. For a theological interpretation of Adyos
see M. Noguchi, Seisho Girishago Yonshukan [Four-Week
Biblical Greek], p. 73.
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4.3. Christian Influences

Paul was converted through an encounter with the risen
Christ when he was on the road to Damascus in pursuit of
the Christians driven out of Jerusalem. He describes the
Damascus event as a Christophany to him. Christ appeared
($ON) to him (1 Cor. 15:8; cf. Acts 9:17; 26:16) and
therefore he saw (€wpaxkd) Christ (1 Cor. 9:1)1. Though we
cannot discuss the nature of this event here?, there is no
denying that "With astonishing suddenness the persecutor
of the church became the apostle of Jesus Christ"3 from
the Pauline context (1 Cor. 15:8-10; cf. 2 Cor. 4:6; Acts
9:3; 22:6; 26:13).

When we discuss the meaning of ol KANTOL in v. 28b, it
is necessary to consider that of €KdAeceV in v. 30 in the
context of Paul's statement that "he who had set me apart
from my mother's womb, and had called (me) by his grace,
was pleased to reveal his Son in me, in order that I might
preach him among the Gentiles" (Gal. 1:15f). Here one
should not overlook a predestinarian aspect of the one-

sided divine action in €ékd\€oev in the gnomic aorist in v.

1Seyoon Kim, The Origin of Paul's Gospel, p. 55.

2J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, pp. 97-109,
discusses carefully various questions about the nature of
the Damascus Christophany. Cf. W. Michaelis, "Opdw", TDNT,
5:pp. 315-67; W. Marxsen, The Resurrection of Jesus of
Nazareth, pp. 98-111; J. Lindblom, Geschichte und
Offenbarungen, pp. 88ff.

3F. F. Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Free Spirit, p.
74.
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30%4. The subject (agent) of each continuous action through
the salvation chain (vv. 29f) is God. Every human in the
chain appears only as the object of God's unilateral
action. The human activity (i.e. believing) is not negated
in the context of Romans 8:29f (cf. Rom. 9:29-32;
11:23f.). Nevertheless in the soritic chain there is no
mention of it at all.

A good example of those whom God takes the initiative
to call and justify in history in accordance with the
divine mpdbBeols is found in the unconditional divine
justification of Paul as the ungodly (cf. Rom. 4:5, 6;
5:19)3. Since he was foreknown (elected in love)é and

predestined’ to be called as a chosen instrument of Christ

4Cf. Lenski, Romans, p. 563. This aorist is gnomic
(timeless as in a gnome) and in this context past,
present, and future are not to be considered.

5Keck, "Justification of the Ungodly and Ethics", p.
208, says, "When Abraham in his situation counted on the
God who 'gives life to the dead and calls into existence
the things that do not exist', he had the same sort of
trust which is exercised by him who 'trusts him who
justifies the ungodly' (Rom. 4.17, 5)". T. Hirano, "The
Problems of NT Theology", p. 195, says that the
justification of the ungodly is God's creative salvific
act. P. Stuhlmacher, "The Apostle Paul's View of
Righteousness", p. 84, says that for Paul justification
leads directly to sanctification. In my judgment for Paul
God's call itself as well is his very creative soteric act
which leads directly to justification.

6For a comprehensive treatment of the meaning of
TPOYLVWOKELY in v. 29, see Murray, op. cit., pp. 316-8.

‘Cremer, op. cit., p. 462, notes that "mpoopileLv is
simply a formal and not (like WpPOYLVWOKELY, ver. 29) an
independent conception, complete in itself. The matter to
be considered when the word is used is not who are the
objects of this predestination, but what they are
predestined to. This second object of the verb, as it has
been called, forms an essential part of the conception
expressed by it; what is called the first object, i.e. the
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(cf. Acts 9:15), Paul was called and justified (, where
the stage of his justification began) on the road to
Damascus while he was hostile to Christ (cf. Rom. 5:10,
€xOpol O6vTes). The evidence for it is that in Gal. 1:15
Paul speaks as if the call and commission were part of his
Damascus conversion experience (cf. Acts 9:15)8. For Paul
the call to faith and the call to apostleship coincide and
therefore his "apostelsein" is the same as the
"Christsein" of the other Christians?.

In this sense we would take that the grace through
which (8ta Tfig XdpLToS) Paul was called (cf. Gal. 1:15)
should be attributed to his Damascus event. Consequently
our principal claim is that Paul's meaning of KAA€LV in v.
30 and ol kKAnTol in v. 28 as the result of it should be

understood from his Damascus experience.

persons who, is an accidental one, a contingency belonging
to history, whereas wpoopilelv itself precedes history".

8Cf. Bruce, op. cit., p. 75.

9Cf. Satake, "Apostolat", NTS 15, p. 97, p. 102.
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4.4. The Summing-up of Section 4
My principal claim is this. It can be considered that in
view of the environment tainted by the Stoic hopeless
fatalism prevalent in the first century Paul dared to
offer the hope of glory in his epistle to the Romans
(8:12-30). It is the timely content which gives the
Christian the real hope and assurance of the final
consummation of salvation in Christ. From the beginning of
chapter 5 (cf. v. 2) though not without digressions Paul
has set out the grounds of the Christian hope and shown
the corresponding lines of Christian behaviour.

In composing the whole verse (except €i0€valr) in Rom.
8:28 in his own way to express his own firm conviction
clearly against the Stoic ideas Paul seems to have
borrowed typically Stoic expressions (WdvTa, OuVeEpYeLV,
ayabov) deliberately. He may have done so rather
independently than influenced by the sentences by Rabbi
Akiba and Ahiqgar, the similarity of which to Rom. 8:28 has
been pointed out by many expositors so far.

In this case it is only natural to suppose that Paul
makes clear the subject of moving history to lead the
elect to the completion of their salvation by putting in 6
Bc6s as the expressed subject in contrast with the
typically Stoic fatalistic expressions with TAVTA as
impersonal subject.

In short, in such a fatalistic hopeless age Paul

expressed his theological gist in v. 28, whose central
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idea is the hope of glory (86fa) to give the Christians
the real hope and assurance of their final salvation. In
composing the sentence Paul made free use of Jewish,

Stoic, and Christian terminus technicus in his own way.

Paul dared to use common typically Stoic expressions
through their Christianization to oppose the Stoic idea

intentionally.
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CONCLUDING REMARKS

-Summary and Conclusion-

It may be given as a conclusion to pick up two central
themes out of what I have treated so far in this thesis
and to reconsider them on the basis of the data I have
culled from many angles. This may serve as a way summing
up this thesis.

My interest in Pauline election and predestination
has led me to study this popular text: Romans 8:28. But
the exegetical and theological complexities of the text
have perplexed many expositors since the early patristic
period.

In writing this thesis I have focused my attention on
two major issues of this text. One is whether or not Paul
wrote 0 8edS in this text. The other is what Paul thought
of the relation between ol dydam@vTes TOV Bedv (human free
will) and ol kaTd Wpobeowr kAnTol (divine sovereignty).

The first thing that I have shed light upon is the
textual problem in v. 28. The basic question of this text
arises from the fact that the finite verb ouvepyel of the
sentence 1is capable of having these different subjects:
(i) God as expressed or unexpressed subject; (ii) wdvTa;
(iii) the Holy Spirit as expressed (in case of assuming a
scribal error) or unexpressed subject.

My analysis of this problem has reached the

conclusion that Paul wrote ¢ 6eds as the expressed subject
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of the verb and TdvTa as the direct accusative of object
of the verb. I quite understand that this view is not only
the most unfavourable but is also not a new one as well.
One earliest manuscript (P46) and some scholars support
the longer text, but very few give a transitive meaning to

the verb.

So the hypothesis that I have built up is that if
Paul had not written 6 6¢0s$, the word order of the
sentence would have been thus: [ . . . TOV 0eor] ouvepyel
TdvTa like John 1:1, [ . . . dpxfi] ¥ O AdYoS. The reason
is this. The logical or independent word order should have
been: TAvTa OUVepyYEl. Since the words (TolS dyawm@oly TOV
feov) precede the words (WdvTa ouvepyel) for emphasis,
that causes an inversion within the latter sentence
pattern. As a result TAvTd OuUVeEPYel should have been
normally ouvepyel TdrTa. But actually it is not so. There
has been no change in the word order. As far as word order
is concerned, it is the same with the longer text.

What we should note here is that both texts are the
same in word order. In the case of the longer text the
word order of it is normal and natural from the preceding
context, for the opening phrase and TdvTad, both of which
are probably placed in an emphatic position, normally
cause such an inversion as ouvepyel O Beds from the logical
order: O 0e0S OouwepTyEL TArTA (the subject + the verb +
the accusative of object). The parallel of the longer text
which is already put in the inverted order is found in 1
Cor. 12:11 "wdvTa (the accusative of object) . . . €VepYel

(the verb) . . . mrebpa (the subject)". That the word
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order of the shorter text and that of the longer text are
the same are unnatural. As I have argued above, naturally
both should be different. The fact that the word order of
the shorter text is the same with that of the longer text
shows that the shorter text is the longer text which has
dropped 0 6€0s for some reason or other and keeps the
remaining part except O 0edéS the same as before. It is as
if a chinaware, part of which was broken off, kept the
rest of it the same as before.

I suppose that when Paul wrote the epistle to the
Romans, he dared to make use of the very common Stoic
expressions pantheistic, impersonal, and optimistic "mdvrTa
ouvepyel €is dpeTir" (all things work together for virtue)
and adapted it in his own way. There is every probability
that his adaptation was to Christianize the Stoic
expression by adding ¢ 6€6s and by substituting dyafév for
the dpéTn which is the fundamental tenet of the Stoic
philosophy.

There is further evidence in support of the longer
text. The carefully formulated sentence in v. 28 is not
just an appendage to the preceding verses but is itself
the propositional (thesenartig) statement explained by the
next verses. Therefore it strongly needs its own expressed
subject, and the subject is consistently required to be o)
Bcds by the following verses 29 and 30 with God as
understood subject, which verses function as the strong
confirmation of the propositional statement in v. 28. The
stylistic clumsiness brought about by the addition of 0

feds supports rather than denies the Pauline authorship of
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0 Beds because of Paul's habitual prevalence of clarity

and emphatic repetition over considerations of style.

In conclusion my strong contention is that Paul wrote
0 Beds as the explicit subject of the finite verb v. 28a
through his amanuensis Tertius (cf. Rom. 16:22).

The second thing upon which I have shed light is the
theological problem in v. 28. Another basic question of
this text arises from the fact that the appellation for
Christians: ol dyam@dvtes TOVv Oedr based upon a human
decision is placed in one short sentence in parallel with
that for the same: ol karta wpdBeor kAnTol based upon a
divine sovereignty. The combination of two such opposing
ideas is the characteristic of Paul's theology as seen in
1 Cor. 8:3, " . . . if one loves God, one is known
(elected) by him"; see also the consecutive placement of
human work in parallel with divine work in Phil. 2:12,13.
The faith which we confess with our lips by our own
decision is our own faith (cf. Rom. 10:9). We admit it
with Paul. But furthermore for Paul our faith is God's
gift based upon God's own one-sided decision (cf. Phil.
1:29). Therefore "those who love God" do so as a response,
as an effect of their being oL KAnTol according to God's
sovereign purpose, in other words, because they are
enabled to by the inward work of the Holy Spirit (as the
fruit of the Spirit, Gal. 5:22). In short, in case man is
led to decide by the Holy Spirit, from a human side Paul
understands that decision to be his own pure decision,
while from a divine side Paul understands that one and

same decision to be the fruit of the Spirit. It is
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needless to say that the decision that man makes without
being led by the Spirit at all is not understood to be the
fruit of the Spirit by Paul from a human or divine side.

In conclusion my principal claim is that within
Paul's theological or specifically predestinational
framework pure human freedom is under the control of God's
sovereignty. What we need to note here is that Paul often
describes one divine work done for the elect from two
phases: the human side and the divine side. When referring
to ethical endeavour, Paul speaks to the elect from the
human side and when referring to divine grace, he does
from the divine side. This two-sidedness Paul often uses
is one of his theological features.

For each summary and conclusion of the minor themes I
have treated in this thesis the reader is requested to

refer to its own section as space is limited.
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