Romans 1:22




- is the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb PHASKW, which means “assert or claim.”


The nominative masculine plural refers to unbelievers.


The present tense is a durative present for a condition that began in the past (see Gen 4 and following) and continues throughout human history.  This can also be a static or gnomic present for a state or condition that perpetually exists and is always true.


The active voice indicates that the unbeliever produces the action.


The participle is concessive participle, indicating the circumstances despite which the action of the main verb takes place, and is translated “Although claiming.”
Then we have the present active infinitive from the verb EIMI, which means “to be.”

The present tense is a durative and/or static present for what is now going on and has always gone on in the past, and will continue to go on in the future.


The active voice indicates that the unbeliever produces the action.


The infinitive is an infinitive of indirect object, modifying the verb PHASKW.

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine plural adjective SOPHOS, which means “wise ones, wise men,” or simply “wise.”
“Although claiming to be wise,”
 - is the third person plural aorist passive indicative from the verb MWRAINW, which means to become a fool; “make foolish, show to be foolish, to act foolishly.”


The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which gathers their entire life as an unbeliever into a single whole and regards it as a fact without reference to its progress.


The passive voice indicates that the unbeliever receives the action of being shown by God to be foolish.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of doctrine.

 “they became fools.”
Rom 1:22 corrected translation
“Although claiming to be wise, they became fools.”
Explanation:
1.  “Although claiming to be wise,”

a.  The unbeliever who rejects the gospel has to justify his rejection.  Therefore, he must become involved in self-justification of rejection of the love of God.  This self-justification is an arrogance skill.  Therefore, arrogance has to become heavily involved in their thinking process.


b.  The arrogance that the unbeliever develops is the thinking that they are too smart to believe in a myth such as Jesus Christ, or Him being the Son of God, or the fact that a man would die for others on a cross and be able to bear the sins of the world.  All these things are considered foolishness to him.


c.  So they have to consider themselves far too clever, intelligent, and bright to believe in this kind of “superstition” (a word they use against the gospel to justify their rejection of truth).


d.  Therefore, they must build up their own opinion of themselves to support their self-justification of rejection of the gospel and love of God.  They do this by entering into great academic learning, the development of philosophy, and the study of all the types of belief systems of man (often called the study of comparative religions).


e.  All of this is a function of the arrogance of anthropocentric academic speculation and rational arrogance.



(1)  Anthropocentric (Man-oriented) academic speculation.




(a)  2 Jn 9, “Everyone who advances in knowledge and does not remain in the field of play by means of the doctrine of Christ does not have God [fellowship]; for he who persists with doctrine, this same one has both the Father and the Son [fellowship with them].”



(b)  In other words, the pseudo‑intellectual has cosmic arrogance.




(c)  Pseudo‑intellectual arrogance is the basis for many unbelievers rejecting the gospel and many believers trying to reconcile philosophical and scientific speculation with Bible doctrine.  But Bible doctrine and human speculation in many of the academic fields are irreconcilable.




(d)  Hence, the unbeliever involved in this arrogance must choose between the truth of the gospel and the false concepts in the areas of academic speculation.




(e)  For example, arrogance chooses evolution over creationism as found in Genesis.  Psychology and psychiatry blame man’s problems on his environment or genetics or both instead of on man’s good and bad decisions.  Many theories in many academic subjects contradict Bible doctrine in such subjects as history, philosophy, geology, economics, political science, etc.




(f)  John faced the problem of Gnosticism.  You cannot reconcile Gnosticism of the second century or existentialism of the twentieth century with Bible doctrine.  They oppose each other.


(2)  Rational Arrogance.




(a)  Rational arrogance is the vanity of intellectual arrogance, or the elitism of the genius I.Q.  Elitism might be defined as that arrogant consciousness of pride in belonging to a select or favorite group of people.  People with a high I.Q. have a tendency to look down their noses at those who are less fortunate.




(b)  Rational arrogance is the vanity of giving precedence to human I.Q. and intellectual attainment over spiritual I.Q. and spiritual momentum from doctrine.   The human viewpoint of life rejects or sets aside divine viewpoint.




(c)  Rational arrogance generally afflicts those believers in Jesus Christ whose superior I.Q. or educational background gives them a false sense of elitism or superiority.



(d)  All too often, intellectual arrogance compromises Bible doctrine by attempting to reconcile those things found in the Word of God with philosophical and scientific speculation.




(e)  Because rational or intellectual arrogance is so anthropocentric, it has a tendency to accept as fact theories and philosophical speculations in the field of rationalism and empiricism and attempt to make them a part of Christian doctrine.





i.  For example, a favorite practice of rational or intellectual arrogance is to choose something like the theory of evolution over creationism, because it is seems to them to be “more reasonable” than divine revelation in the canon of Scripture.  This is consistent with the human viewpoint objective of glorifying self over God.





ii.  Intellectual arrogance often distorts the trends of history and establishes false trends.





iii.  Intellectual arrogance uses academic subjects to contradict the lucid and perspicuous statements of Scripture.  It uses history, philosophy, psychology, sociology (tries to explain what God is doing in the devil’s world), historical geology, anthropology, certain aspects of political science, and it ends up glorifying socialist theories, inserting them into academic subjects.  Learning these academic subjects often create in the unbeliever an intellectual arrogance which is difficult to overcome when he hears the gospel, which contradicts these subjects.





iv.  The trends of rational or intellectual arrogance are noted in the attempt to reform Christianity, beginning with Gnosticism in the second century.  Gnosticism tried to reinterpret the Scriptures and to add philosophical concepts, which the Word of God rejects.




v.  The scholasticism of medieval times tried to merge the theories of Plato and Aristotle with Christian doctrine.





vi.  You cannot reconcile Gnosticism (second century) or existentialism (twentieth century) with Bible doctrine.  The arrogant unbeliever chooses academia over doctrine because of intellectual arrogance.





vii.  In the early church, intellectual arrogance was manifest by Neo-Platonism and Gnosticism.  In the twentieth century, it is manifest in existentialism, social action, socialism, utopianism, and communism, which are now called progressivism.



(f)  The truth of Bible doctrine forms a system of absolutes, but arrogance intrudes with the glorification of some form of human speculation which excludes doctrinal viewpoint.  This results in such philosophies as existentialism and the arrogant system of subjective humanism.




(g)  Without the truth of Bible doctrine as the means of establishing the norms of life, intellectualism is meaningless and often very harmful.




(h)  The gospel is rejected in arrogance under the erroneous conclusion that human existence is neither understandable nor describable in either idealistic or scientific terminology.  Allegedly, man can only be understood by the subjective analysis of his suffering, guilt feelings, anxiety, and the need to make decisions through the utilization of his freedom in a meaningless and purposeless world.  Existentialism is twentieth century Gnosticism.




(i)  In arrogance, man’s individual existence precedes his essence.  This subjective thinking means he must therefore fashion himself.  That’s the application of existentialism to life.



(j)  Therefore, Christian existentialism emphasizes the arrogant and subjective aspects of man as a creature of God.  It glorifies man by saying that man is good and honorable by nature and by birth.  Therefore, it denies the existence of the old sin nature and the total depravity of man.  Neo-orthodoxy tries to reconcile the concepts of man’s goodness.




(k)  This results in man seeking God through guilt motivation, which is one of man’s strongest drives for seeking God.  Those who have no guilt seek God through intellectual, philosophical speculation.  As a result, the unbeliever is not seeking God in the only way possible, i.e., the gospel, which immediately eliminates guilt motivation or intellectual philosophical speculation.




(l)  This arrogance is advocated by such men as Kierkegaard, Sartre, Karl Barth, and Emil Brunner.  They call themselves modern theologians, but they are really philosophical speculators.  They do not to teach doctrine, but attempt to explain Christianity in terms of philosophical speculation.  This subjective approach to doctrine is arrogance.




(m)  There are two categories of intellectual arrogance.





i.  The arrogance of the ignorant, who have oversimplified solutions and panaceas to the problems of life.  This is the concept of having a predilection toward some erroneous conspiracy theory or blaming all the problems in life on some organization, e.g., on the Jews.





ii.  The arrogance of the brilliant intellectual unbeliever, who overestimates his own opinion.  He is jealous and resentful of anyone else whose academic attainments are greater than his own.  He tries to give opinions in areas out of his expertise.

2.  “they became fools.”

a.  The result of the rejection of the love of God by the unbeliever and their plunge into the arrogance of self-justification of that rejection is that they become fools in God’s eyes.


b.  The “fool” in Scripture is generally used for the thinking of the unbeliever.  “The fool has said in his heart there is no God,” Ps 14:1; 53:1.


c.  Our Lord called the unbelievers who confronted Him “fools” and having blackout of the soul, Mt 23:17, “You fools and blind men! Which is more important, the gold or the temple that sanctified the gold?”

d.  What does the Scripture say about the fool?

1 Sam 26:21, “Then Saul said, “I have sinned.  Return, my son David, for I will not harm you again because my life was precious in your sight this day.  Behold, I have played the fool and have committed a serious error.”
2 Sam 3:33, “The king chanted a lament for Abner and said, ‘Should Abner die as a fool dies?’”
Ps 14:1, “The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God.’  They are corrupt, they have committed abominable deeds; there is no one who does good.”
Ps 53:1, “The fool has said in his heart, ‘There is no God.’  They are corrupt, and have committed abominable injustice; there is no one who does good.”
Prov 7:22, “Suddenly he follows her as an ox goes to the slaughter, or as one in fetters to the discipline of a fool,”
Prov 10:8, “The wise of heart will receive commands, but a babbling fool will be ruined.”
Prov 10:10, “He who winks the eye causes trouble, and a babbling fool will be ruined.”
Prov 10:18, “He who conceals hatred has lying lips, and he who spreads slander is a fool.”
Prov 10:23, “Doing wickedness is like sport to a fool, and so is wisdom to a man of understanding.”
Prov 12:15, “The way of a fool is right in his own eyes, but a wise man is he who listens to counsel.”
Prov 13:16, “Every prudent man acts with knowledge, but a fool displays folly.”
Prov 14:7, “Leave the presence of a fool, or you will not discern words of knowledge.”
Prov 14:16, “A wise man is cautious and turns away from evil, but a fool is arrogant and careless.”
Prov 15:5, “A fool rejects his father's discipline, but he who regards reproof is sensible.”
Prov 17:7, “Excellent speech is not fitting for a fool, much less are lying lips to a prince.”
Prov 17:10, “A rebuke goes deeper into one who has understanding than a hundred blows into a fool.”
Prov 17:12, “Let a man meet a bear robbed of her cubs, rather than a fool in his folly.”
Prov 17:16, “Why is there a price in the hand of a fool to buy wisdom, when he has no sense?”
Prov 17:21, “He who sires a fool does so to his sorrow, and the father of a fool has no joy.”
Prov 17:24, “Wisdom is in the presence of the one who has understanding, but the eyes of a fool are on the ends of the earth.”
Prov 17:28, “Even a fool, when he keeps silent, is considered wise; when he closes his lips, he is considered prudent.”
Prov 18:2, “A fool does not delight in understanding, but only in revealing his own mind.”
Prov 19:1, “Better is a poor man who walks in his integrity than he who is perverse in speech and is a fool.”
Prov 19:10, “Luxury is not fitting for a fool; much less for a slave to rule over princes.”
Prov 20:3, “Keeping away from strife is an honor for a man, but any fool will quarrel.”
Prov 23:9, “Do not speak in the hearing of a fool, for he will despise the wisdom of your words.”
Prov 24:7, “Wisdom is too exalted for a fool, he does not open his mouth in the gate.”
Prov 26:1, “Like snow in summer and like rain in harvest, so honor is not fitting for a fool.”
Prov 26:4, “Do not answer a fool according to his folly, or you will also be like him.”
Prov 26:5, “Answer a fool as his folly deserves, that he not be wise in his own eyes.”
Prov 26:6, “He cuts off his own feet and drinks violence who sends a message by the hand of a fool.”
Prov 26:8, “Like one who binds a stone in a sling, so is he who gives honor to a fool.”
Prov 26:10, “Like an archer who wounds everyone, so is he who hires a fool or who hires those who pass by.”
Prov 26:11, “Like a dog that returns to its vomit is a fool who repeats his folly.”
Prov 26:12, “Do you see a man wise in his own eyes? There is more hope for a fool than for him.”
Prov 27:3, “A stone is heavy and the sand weighty, but the provocation of a fool is heavier than both of them.”
Prov 27:22, “Though you pound a fool in a mortar with a pestle along with crushed grain, yet his foolishness will not depart from him.”
Prov 28:26, “He who trusts in his own heart is a fool, but he who walks wisely will be delivered.”
Prov 29:11, “A fool always loses his temper, but a wise man holds it back.”
Prov 29:20, “Do you see a man who is hasty in his words?  There is more hope for a fool than for him.”
Prov 30:22, “Under a slave when he becomes king, and a fool when he is satisfied with food,”
Eccl 2:14, “The wise man’s eyes are in his head, but the fool walks in darkness.  And yet I know that one fate befalls them both.”
Eccl 2:15, “Then I said to myself, ‘As is the fate of the fool, it will also befall me.  Why then have I been extremely wise?’ So I said to myself, ‘This too is vanity.’”
Eccl 2:16, “For there is no lasting remembrance of the wise man as with the fool, inasmuch as in the coming days all will be forgotten.  And how the wise man and the fool alike die!”
Eccl 2:19, “And who knows whether he will be a wise man or a fool?  Yet he will have control over all the fruit of my labor for which I have labored by acting wisely under the sun. This too is vanity.”
Eccl 4:5, “The fool folds his hands and consumes his own flesh.”
Eccl 5:3, “For the dream comes through much effort and the voice of a fool through many words.”
Eccl 6:8, “For what advantage does the wise man have over the fool?  What advantage does the poor man have, knowing how to walk before the living?”
Eccl 7:6, “For as the crackling of thorn bushes under a pot, so is the laughter of the fool; and this too is futility.”
Eccl 7:17, “Do not be excessively wicked and do not be a fool.  Why should you die before your time?”
Eccl 10:3, “Even when the fool walks along the road, his sense is lacking and he demonstrates to everyone that he is a fool.”
Eccl 10:12, “Words from the mouth of a wise man are gracious, while the lips of a fool consume him.”
Eccl 10:14, “Yet the fool multiplies words.  No man knows what will happen, and who can tell him what will come after him?”
Eccl 10:15, “The toil of a fool so wearies him that he does not even know how to go to a city.”
Isa 32:5, “No longer will the fool be called noble, or the rogue be spoken of as generous.”
Isa 32:6, “For a fool speaks nonsense, and his heart inclines toward wickedness: To practice ungodliness and to speak error against the Lord, to keep the hungry person unsatisfied and to withhold drink from the thirsty.”
Jer 17:11, “As a partridge that hatches eggs which it has not laid, so is he who makes a fortune, but unjustly; in the midst of his days it will forsake him, and in the end he will be a fool.”
Hos 9:7, “The days of punishment have come, the days of retribution have come; Let Israel know this!  The prophet is a fool, the inspired man is demented, because of the grossness of your iniquity, and because your hostility is so great.”
Mt 5:22, “But I say to you that everyone who is angry with his brother shall be guilty before the court; and whoever says to his brother, ‘You good-for-nothing,’ shall be guilty before the supreme court; and whoever says, ‘You fool,’ shall be guilty enough to go into the fiery hell.”
Lk 12:20, “But God said to him, ‘You fool! This very night your soul is required of you; and now who will own what you have prepared?’”
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