Romans Lesson 50

Who is the “Good Person” in Romans 5:77?
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Besides this, one might consider another point
also. The man who simply takes away from any one
that which is justly in his possession, no matter how
he got it, errs in this very act, since he is doing a thing
which is by its very nature unseemly ; but the man
who deprives any one of what he himself has given
in the way of honour and gratitude, not only violates
that universal principle which says that we should
injure no one, but also does wrong to a good man,
and that, too, the man whom he ought least of all to
wrong. For in no case do you see honours being
given to worthless men or to those from whom no
benefit has been received. How very much worse
it is to rob good men of honours bestowed than to

rob anybody else, and to injure your

than to injure any chance person, is something that
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E THE GOOD AND THE JUST IN ROMANS 5:7!

Andrew D. Clarke

In Romans 5:6-8 Paul contrasts the greatest acts of human
heroism on behalf of a good or righteous man with the far
greater act of self-sacrifice which was made by Jesus Christ on
behalf of us sinners. The thrust of Paul’s argument highlights
God’s action in his Son. So clear is this thrust that a number of
commentators have tended to skip over the possible dxfﬁculhes
of verse 7, to concentrate on the impact of verses 6 and 8.2

In fact, the argument of verse 7 has appeared to many
somewhat incongruous, and has led interpreters to adopt a
number of quite different stances. The verse can be divided into
two clauses—7a, ‘for scarcely will anyone die for a 8lkatos; and
7b, ‘though for & dyabés someone might possibly dare to die’.

L Romans 5:7 in recent interpretation

The main problem in this verse has been determining whether a
contrast is being drawn between 8(kaios and ¢ dya66s, or
whether, in essence, these two nouns are synonymous. There are
six principal lines of interpretation commonly adopted.

The majority of commentators argue that the nouns are
essentially synonymous, with some arguing for complete
identity between the two types of people Thus verse 7b simply

IReferences throughout giving only author and page number will be to the
n’s commentary on Romans. .

Y. Landau, ‘Martyrdom in Paul’s Religious Ethics: An Exegetical Commentary
on Romans 5:7’, Immanuel 15 (1982-83) 25, points out that since the intended
comparison in vv. 6-8 is clear, the exegetical difficulties of v. 7 are often
overlooked. W.G. Kiimmel, Exegetical Method: A Student Handbook (ET; New
York, Seabury Press 1981) 63, suggests that no real certainty regarding the
meaning of 5:7, despite it being the crux interpretatum, can be attained; F.F.
Bruce, The Letter of Paul to the Romans (Leicester, IVP 1985) 117, offers little
discussion of the clause concerning 8lkatos. C.K. Barrett, The Epistle to the
Romans (London, A. & C. Black 1984) 106, suggests that the details of v. 7 are
insignificant, and moves quickly on tov. 8.
3Amongst these are some of the older commentators, including Calvin. More
recently H.A.W. Meyer, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the Epistle to the
Romans (ET; Edinburgh, T. & T. Clark 1879) 232; Bruce, 117, who suggests that
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