Lexical Observations Regarding Paul’s use of vop.og

T. David Gordon

Thesis: That the most prominent semantic domain influencing Paul’s use of vopog is “the Sinai
covenant.” The term ordinarily is employed to refer to the distinctive attributes of that
covenantal administration, and from this general usage, the term is also employed to describe the
inscripturated document of that covenantal administration, or the members (when employed as
part of a substantive prepositional phrase such as ot éx vop.ov) of that covenantal
administration. Technically, vopog is a synecdoche for the Sinai covenant; that is, since that
covenant is so characterized by Torah-giving at Sinai, the term “law” can be used to denominate
that covenant characterized essentially by law-giving. Analogously, Paul sometimes employs
“promise” as a synecdoche for the Abrahamic covenant, since that covenant is so characterized
by promise-giving. In one single passage, he employs both synecdoches: “This is what I mean:
the law (vopoc), which came four hundred and thirty years afterward, does not annul a covenant
previously ratified by God, so as to make the promise (émayyeitav) void.” (Gal. 3:17). A
subsidiary concern, then, is to avoid those un-pauline usages that are more influenced by the
semantic domain of the English “law” (or the German das Gesetz) or the Protestant term,

“legalism.”

My three-part form of proving the thesis is: First, to demonstrate that there are many
passages where vop.oc (with or without articles or prepositions) cannot mean either “God’s
moral will” or “legalism;” Second, to demonstrate that there are many texts where it surely is a
reference to the covenant made at Sinai (or some aspect thereof); Third, to demonstrate that this
second usage makes best sense of those passages that cannot be understood by the other

definitions.

The challenges this makes to exegesis and theology are several:
1) Since the term vép.o¢ in many contexts is evidently a synecdoche for the Sinai covenant, this
definition is an indisputably pauline option for any text. Since vopog rather evidently does not

and cannot mean “will of God” or “legalism” in some passages, it cannot even be considered as



an option until such passages are found. If such passages are found, then and only then can this
option be considered for other passages. Further, if a particular text is found that could make
plausible sense if vop.oc were rendered by “will of God” or “legalism,” such a text should not be
so interpreted if it is also plausibly interpreted by the already-established meaning of “Sinai

covenant.”

That is, sound lexicography requires not only that a term be contextually plausible, since
often several options are contextually plausible. Sound lexicography would require that the
interpreter choose that plausible option that is also established elsewhere, unless there is
substantially greater plausibility to another option. That is, no lexical option (or any other
exegetical option) can be responsibly preferred to alternatives simply because it is plausible.
Some additional reason must demonstrate that the option is more plausible than the alternatives.
If the alternatives are established by other usage, then they are prima facie more plausible, and
the burden of proof is rightly on the individual who argues to the contrary of that which is both

plausible and elsewhere established.

The burden of proof does not rest upon the one whose view is new; it rests upon the one
whose view is less plausible. If an unwarranted, implausible, or unattested option is asserted
without justification once; and if that unwarranted assertion is repeated a thousand times; it does
not become less unwarranted for its repetition. We concede that many have intruded the
semantic domain of the English “law” (or German “das Gesetz”) upon Paul’s vop.oc for many
generations; what we dispute is whether a cogent lexical argument has ever been introduced as
justification for this intrusion. Further, what we dispute is whether we, who can produce
incontestably pauline usages of vopog meaning “Sinai covenant” and passages where vop.o¢

could not possibly mean “God’s will” or “legalism,” must assume any further burden of proof.

On the basis of what we have demonstrated, we believe that the first definition of vop.og
to be considered in any pauline text is “Sinai covenant.” We believe that the burden of proof lies
with others to demonstrate that other renderings are more plausible than this in any given text.
We believe that, contextual considerations being equal, “Sinai covenant™ is the most responsible

choice.



What has happened in the history of pauline interpretation is that the English/German
semantic intrusion into Paul’s vocabulary has been so oft-repeated that it has now assumed
intellectual “squatter’s rights.” Had anyone ever introduced sound evidence for this option
(other than the plausible rendering of a passage thereby), then this option would have as much
validity, prima facie, as other options. Until such evidence is produced, it remains an option

only for readers of the English or German texts; not for readers of the Greek text.

2) Passages where the death of Christ is described as having reference to the law are to be
interpreted as Paul’s understanding of the redemptive benefits of Christ for those who were

under the law; such passages are not to be universalized.

I. Passages where it is not possible that vop.og means “legalism”:

Rom. 7:14 otdapev yap 6Tt 6 vépog mvevpatinds 0Ty, éym O odpntvég elpt
TETPALEVOS VTTO THY AUAQTLAV.

“Legalism” is not spiritual, in any sense of the word. It is at least plausible to render this: “We
know that Sinai covenant is spiritual, but I am fleshly, sold under sin.”

Rom. 8:4 Tva t0 Suxalopo 00 vopov TANewds &v Nuly TOlg W1 %aTo CHoxa
TEQLTATOVOLY GANA XATA TTVEDULA.

The just requirement of legalism is certainly not fulfilled among those who walk according to the
Spirit; indeed there is no just requirement of legalism. It is at least plausible to render this: “in
order that the just requirements of the Sinai covenant might be fulfilled in us, who walk not
according to the flesh but according to the Spirit.”

1Cor. 9:20 xal &yevéuny toic loudatorg ¢¢ ‘Tovdaiog, tva Toudatoug xepdhon: Toig
01O VoPoy 6g VO Vopov, pa) Gv adtog VT vopov, tva Tolg VO vopov %xepdhow:
Paul did not become legalistic to win legalistic people; he did not rely on his own efforts for
salvation in order to win those who relied on theirs. It is at least plausible to render this: “and I

became as a Jew to the Jews in order that I might win Jews; I became as under the Sinai covenant



to those under the Sinai covenant, although myself not under the Sinai covenant, in order that I
might win those under the Sinai covenant.”

Gal. 3:24 dote 6 vopog madayeyos HLdv yéyovey elc Xptotéy, tva éx mioTtewg
Sunatwdapey-

Legalism did not guard or instruct us until (or “unto”) Christ; rather, wherever it exists, it drives
people away from Christ and his gracious justification. It is at least plausible to render this:
“Therefore the Sinai covenant was our guardian until Christ; in order that we might be justified
by faith.”

Gal. 44 &te 8¢ AA9ev To0 TAMjpwpa Tod ypbvou, EEaméctethev 6 Yeog TOV LioY
a0TOD, YEVOUEVOV EX YUVOLXOG, YEVOUEVOV UTO VOUOY,

Christ was not legalistic. It is at least plausible to render this: “When the fullness of time came,
God sent forth his Son, born of a woman, born under the Sinai covenant...”

Gal. 5:14 6 yap Tag VOQog €V EVL AOY® TETANPWTAL, €V TQ AYATHOEL TOV
TANGLOV GOV G GEXUTOV.

Legalism is neither summarized nor fulfilled by loving the neighbor. It is at least plausible to
render this: “For the entire Sinai covenant is fulfilled in a single command: ‘Love your neighbor
as yourself.””

Gal. 6:13 008¢ yap ol TeptTepvopevoL adTol VOOV QUALGGOUGLY ARG Jélouaty
Opas mepttépveadal, tva €V TY VUETEQR OAEXL KAVYNOWVTALL

If vopog means “legalism” here, then Paul argues that those who desire to circumcise the
Galatians do not observe legalism. It is at least plausible to render this: “For those who are
circumcised do not even themselves keep the Sinai covenant, but they require you to be

circumcised, in order that they may boast in your flesh.”

I1. Passages where it is not possible that vop.og means “God’s moral will”:

Rom. 6:14  auaptta yop D@V 00 %xUpLeVoeL” o Yae E0TE UTO VOUOV GAAA UTTO
YALOLV.
Paul could hardly say that the redeemed community is not under God’s moral will. It is at least

plausible to render this: “For sin will not have dominion over you, since you are not under the

Sinai covenant but under grace.”



Rom. 6:15 Tt odv; qpapticmpev, 8tt odx Eopéy OO vépov ahhe OTO ydeLv; u)
YEVOLTO.

Same as above; it may be true that new covenant believers are not under the Sinai covenant, but
it is not possible that they are not under God’s moral will.

Rom. 7:4 dove, adehgot pov, xal Vpelc édavatadnre 1@ vépe S tod odpatog
o0 Xptotod, elg T0 yevéoDal VRAs ETEP®, TQ Ex vexpav eyepdeévte, tva
AAPTOPORTCOUEY TG .

As with the texts in the chapter six, Paul could hardly say here that believers have died to the
moral will of God in order that they may bear fruit to God. It is at least plausible to render this:
“Therefore my brothers, you also died to the Sinai covenant through the body of Christ, in order
that you might belong to Another, to Him Who was raised from the dead, in order that you might
bear fruit to God.”

Rom. 7:6 vuvl 8¢ xatneyndmuev amo tod vépov amodavévtes &v ¢ xateydpeda,
dote douhelely Npdg &v %atvdTNTL TVELRATOS Kol 00 TAAALOTYTL YOALLATOS.

Same as at 7:4.

1Cor. 9:20 xal &yevéuny toig loudatorg d¢ ‘Toudaiog, tva Toudatoug xepdhon: Toig
OO VoPoy 6g VO Vopov, pa) Gv adTog VT vopov, tva Tolg VO vopov %xepdhow:

If to be “under the law” means to be under God’s moral will, then why do such people need
redemption? Further, is the moral will of God something that Paul only observes when it is
expedient to do so for evangelistic purposes? It is at least plausible to render this: “and I became
as a Jew to the Jews in order that I might win Jews; I became as under the Sinai covenant to
those under the Sinai covenant, although myself not under the Sinai covenant, in order that I
might win those under the Sinai covenant.”

Gal. 3:10 oot yop £ Zpywv vopou eloly, VO xatdpay elolv: YéypamtaL yop 6Tt
Enwcatapatoc mds 6¢ oOx EUpEVEL TAGLY TOLS YeEYPALLEVOLS &V T) BLBAly Tod
VOpou ToD Totfjout alTd.

Those who are within the moral will of God are hardly under a curse; rather, such individuals
would be enjoying fellowship with God. It is at least plausible to render this: “For as many as

are characterized by observance of the Sinai covenant are under a curse...”



Gal. 3:12 6 8¢ vépog odx Eotiv éx miotewg, aAN’ ‘O mouvdoag adte (hoetar &v
a0TOLC.

The moral will of God is indeed characterized by faith; those who submit to God’s will are
characterized by “the obedience of faith.” It is at least plausible to render this: “The Sinai
covenant is not characterized by faith, but: ‘The one who does them shall live by them.’”

Gal. 3:13 Xptotog fpac EEnydpacey éx Thg %atdpas TOD VOUOU YEVOUEVOS UTER
NUOV ratdpa, 6Tt véypantat, Emwratdpatos wag 6 xpepdpevos €nt EVAov,

Christ has surely not redeemed us from the “curse” of God’s moral will. It is at least plausible to
render this: “Christ has redeemed us from the curse of the Sinai covenant by becoming a curse
forus...”

Gal. 5:18 €l 8¢ mvebpatt dyecde, odx é5Te VO voUov.

Same as at Ro. 6 and Ro. 7.

Eph. 2:14 Adtoc yap &oTLy 7 elphvy Muav, 0 TOLACAS TA AUPOTEPR EV Xal TO
uecdToLyov Tod @eaywrod Adoag, thv Exdpav &v T7 capxt avtod, 2:15  Tov vouov
TAV &vTohdV &v dbypacty xatapyhoas, tva tolg dVo xtion &v adtd elg Evar ®aLvov
avPpwToy TOLRY ELENVTV

Christ has not united Jew and Gentile by destroying the moral will of God. It is at least plausible
to render this: “For he is our peace, who has made them both one, and has destroyed the dividing
wall of hostility by his flesh, having abolished the Sinai covenant with its commandments and

ordinances...”

I1I. Passages where it is evident that vop.og means “the covenant made at Sinai”:

Gal. 3:17 todto 3¢ Aéyw: Stadiuny mpoxexvpwpévny o Tod HYeod 6 peta
TETPANOOLO AL TELAXOVTA ETT YEYOV®S VOUOS 00X XUEOL ELC TO XATAQYTOUAL TTV
EmayyeALay.

The only significant event in the history of redemption that took place 430 years after the
Abrahamic promise was the giving of the law at Sinai. It is at least plausible to render this: “The
Sinai covenant, that came 430 years after the promise previously ratified by God, does not annul

the covenant so as to abolish the promise.”



Gal. 3:19 Tt odv 6 vépog; tadv mapafdcewy ydowv Teooetédy, dypts o0 EAdy To

oméppa ¢ Emhyyehtar, datayels Ot ayyéhav v yeLpl pecitov.

The moral will of God is not added “until” Christ comes; it continues afterward. It is at least

plausible to render this: “Why then the Sinai covenant? It was added because of

transgressions...”
[n.b., this usage is consistent with the usage of the Old Testament also, where the “law”
or “ten words” were virtually a synecdoche for the Sinai covenant. E.g.: 1Kings 8:20
Now the LORD has fulfilled his promise which he made; for I have risen in the place of
David my father, and sit on the throne of Israel, as the LORD promised, and I have built
the house for the name of the LORD, the God of Israel. 21 And there I have provided a
place for the ark, in which is the covenant of the LORD which he made with our fathers,
when he brought them out of the land of Egypt.” Of course, what was “in the ark” was

not the “covenant of the Lord,” but the ten words.

IV. Passages where it is evident that vop.oc (at least in the substantive form in which it here
appears) means “those who belong to the covenant made at Sinai™:

Rom. 2:9  9udig xal otevoywpla énl mwaoay Yuynyv avdpdmov tob xatepyalopévou
0 xaxdv, Tovdatov te mpatov xal "‘EXdnvoc: 10 36 8¢ xal Tius xat elprvn
vl 1@ Epyalopéve o dyaddv, Tovdale te mpdtov xat "EAinves 11 o ydp
éoty mpocomohnudla Tapa Tt Yeq. 12 ool yap avopes AuapTov, avopes xal
amohobvTaL, xal 6oot &v véue fuaptov, dia vépov xptdicovrtar

Paul twice (in 9 and 10) discribes the equal standing before God of the Jew and the Greek, then
(with a connecting yap) grounds this in the general principle of their being no favoratism in
God’s justice, then (with another connecting vyap) puts the same truth differently: that those who
sin, whether Jews under the law or Gentiles without the law, will perish before God’s judicial
presence. If all humans are “in the law,” then who are these who sin “without the law”? Paul
establishes two categories here; those whose sin takes place within the Sinai covenant, and those
whose sin takes place outside of it; and these categories are the same as the “Jew or Greek”

mentioned before. Plainly, Gentiles here are not under the law.



Rom. 2:17 Ei 3¢ ov loudaiog émovopdly xal émavamady voue xal xavydcor &v
Yed 18  xal ywdoxets 16 Yéhnpa xal Sortpdlets To SLa@EPovTa KATNYOVUEVOS
éx T0D vouou,

As with the earlier part of the chapter, the Jew is distinguished from the Gentile because of his
boasting in the law and because of his being instructed in the law. The Gentiles are not so
instructed.

Rom. 2:23 &¢ &v vépo xavydcat, da thc mapaPdoens Tod vépou Tov Yeodv
attpalets:

Same as above.

Rom. 3:19 OWapev 3¢ &1L 6oa 6 vopog Aéyel tolg &v T vOpe Aahel, tvo may
otopa @payi] xal Umédixog yvévatar mag 6 xéopog TH Ve

Interestingly, Paul refers to those “who are in the law.” If everyone is “in the law,” what would
the point be of saying this?

1Cor. 9:20  xol &yevéumy toic Tovdatoig ¢ ‘loudaiog, tva Toudatouvs xepdrow:
TOLG UTTO VOUOV ¢ UTTO VOUOV, Wi &V adTOG UTO VOUoV, tva TOUG UTO VOOV
*epdhon"

Note that Paul can refer to the Jews in two different ways, by calling them toi¢ ‘Toudatorg or by

calling them totg OO vopov.

V. Passages admittedly difficult by any reading of vop.ocg:

Rom. 7:23 [BAémw 3¢ Etepov vépov v Tolg PEAEGLY [LOU GVTLOTPATEVOUEVOY TH VOUG
T00 vodg pou xal alyparetilovtd pe &v T Voo ThHe dpaptlas T@ 8vtL &v Tolg
UEAEGLY LOV.

Rom. 8:2 6 yap vopoc tod mvedpatos tig Lofic év Xptotd Inood Aheudépwoéy oc
ATO TOD VOUOU TG auapTlag xal Tod Javatov.

VI. Passages where vopog evidently means “God’s Sinai revelation in the holy scriptures™:
Rom. 3:21  Nuvt 8¢ ywpic vépou Sixatoclvy Yeod mepavépmtar LapTLEOLPEYY UTTO
ol vopouv xal Tev TEogrnTAY, (the first use here may very well be a reference to the Sinai

covenant, but the second use, coupled with “prophets,” refers to the revelation in the Torah)



1Cor. 9:9 év vap 1@ Maiccng vope yeypamtar, OV xnuwoets Bodv arodvta. uy)
Tov Bodv pélet @ Yed

1Cor. 14:21 év t® vope yeypamtar 6Tt Ev £TepoyAacools xal &v YELAEOLY ETEQGY
AAAoe TO Aad ToUTE xal 008 0UTwg eloaxoloovtal Wwou, Aéyel xlpLog.

1Cor. 14:34 al yuvoires &v TolG EXXANOLALE OLYATOOXV OV YaQ ETLTOETETOL

a0TolE AAAELY, aAha UTOTaooEéodnoay, xadas xal 6 VOpog AEyet.



