Romans 3:31



- is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunctive particle OUN, meaning “Then, Therefore.”  It introduces a conclusion from what Paul has previously been saying.  With this we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun NOMOS, which means “the Law” and refers to the Mosaic Law.  This is followed by the first person plural present active indicative from the verb KATARGEW, which means “to make ineffective, nullify God’s faithfulness Rom 3:3; the gospel Gal 3:17; cf. Rom 4:14; nullify the things that (actually) exist 1 Cor 1:28; make the law invalid Eph 2:15; to abolish, wipe out, set aside.”


The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.  It can also be a durative present for what began in the past (at the beginning of the Church Age) and continues into the present (at the time Paul is writing).

The active voice indicates that Church Age believers do not produce the action (based on the negative answer which follows this question).


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in simple questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

Then we have the preposition DIA plus the ablative of means from the feminine singular article and noun PISTIS, used in its active meaning and translated, “through faith.”
“Therefore, do we make the Law invalid through faith?”
- is the same construction we had in Rom 3:4, 6.  It is the negative MĒ with the third person singular aorist deponent middle optative from the verb GINOMAI, which means “to become, to happen, to take place.”  Here it is an idiom of “strong negation, in Paul only after rhetorical questions, meaning: by no means far from it, God forbid, literally ‘may it not be.’  It is found in Lk 20:16; Rom 6:2, 15; 7:7, 13; 9:14; 11:1, 11; 1 Cor 6:15; Gal 2:17; 3:21; 6:14 in this formula.”
  A good translation of this strong idiom into English is “Definitely not!”

The aorist tense is a dramatic and gnomic aorist for an action that is emphatically, dramatically, and universally true throughout time and eternity.


The deponent middle is middle in form but active in meaning; the previous rhetorical question by Paul producing the action of being absolutely untrue.


The optative mood is a voluntative optative, which indicates that this action is not only objectively impossible, but is not even subjectively possible.  The action is not hypothetically possible in any conceivable way.  It cannot even be imagined.  Therefore, the translation really means: 

“Definitely not!”
 - is the strong adversative conjunction ALLA, meaning “but, On the contrary” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine singular noun NOMOS, meaning “the Law.”  Finally, we have the first person plural present active indicative from the verb HISTĒMI, which “in its transitive use (found in the present, imperfect, future, and first aorist active) means to put, place, or set.  In its literal use it means to set, place, bring, allow someone to come Acts 5:27 before them Acts 22:30; at someone’s right (hand) Mt 25:33; in the midst, among 18:2; Mk 9:36; Jn 8:3; before someone Acts 6:6; upon something Mt 4:5; Lk 4:9; beside someone 9:47; to put forward, propose for a certain purpose: the candidates for election to the apostleship Acts 1:23; false witnesses Acts 6:13.  But it is also used figuratively, meaning to establish, confirm, make or consider something valid.”
  This is how it is used here.

The present tense is a descriptive and/or durative present for what began in the past at the beginning of the Church Age and is continuing to go on right now.


The active voice indicates that Paul and other Christians produce the action.


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

“On the contrary, we confirm the Law.”
Rom 3:31 corrected translation
“Therefore, do we make the Law invalid through faith?  Definitely not!  On the contrary, we confirm the Law.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, do we make the Law invalid through faith?”

a.  Paul comes to another conclusion based on everything he has said so far.

b.  Again he states the conclusion in the form of a question, which he will answer himself with an emphatic “No!”

c.  This question is a restatement of one of the criticisms of the Judaizers toward Paul’s teaching.  They said that what Paul taught was an attempt to set aside and invalidate the purpose of the Mosaic Law.


d.  They were mixed up in their belief that a person was saved through keeping the Mosaic Law.


e.  Likewise they were mixed up in their belief that what Paul taught invalidated, nullified, abrogated, or set aside the purpose and function of the Law.


f.  The purpose of the Law was to demonstrate to man his sinfulness, his need for a savior, and then point to the Lamb of God, Jesus Christ, as that savior.


g.  This purpose has never changed in human history.  Just as the Law accomplished this purpose prior to the Church Age, so it still does this after the Church Age.


h.  But the Jews said that a man must keep the Law to be saved, which was not true.  In fact, it was impossible.  No one was ever saved by keeping the Law, but only through faith in Christ.

i.  Therefore, having faith in Christ did not change the fact that the Law pointed out the unbeliever’s sinfulness, total depravity, and need for a savior.

j.  In fact, having faith in Christ established the true purpose of the Law—to lead men to believe in Christ.
2.  “Definitely not!”

a.  Paul answers his own question with a dogmatic and emphatic “No.”  This is the strongest negative response you can give in the Greek.

b.  Paul’s argument here is that the Mosaic Law establishes the sinfulness of mankind, his need for a savior, and points man to Jesus Christ as the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world.

c.  The Mosaic Law told man what sin was, so that he became aware of how sinful he truly was.


d.  The more of the Law a man understood, the more he realized he had not, did not, and could not live up to the perfect standards of the Law.


e.  Thus the first purpose of the Law was to make mankind aware of his condemnation as a sinful creature before God.


f.  No Christian ever disagreed with this.  In fact, every Christian believed that the Law made the unbeliever aware of his sinfulness before God.


g.  Believing in Christ never changed the believer’s understanding of his need for salvation or the purpose of the Law for the believer to bring him to Christ.  The Law still made the unbeliever aware of his status of sinfulness and still pointed the way of salvation to Jesus Christ as the Son of God.

h.  Faith in Christ did not invalidate the condemnation of spiritually dead mankind as taught in the Law.


i.  Faith in Christ did not set aside the purpose of the Mosaic Law to demonstrate to a believer their total depravity prior to salvation and the work of Christ on their behalf on the cross.

j.  The purpose of the Law to condemn mankind was still valid both before and after salvation, and faith in Christ did not set this aside.

3.  “On the contrary, we confirm the Law [in its true purpose of condemning mankind].”

a.  Instead of faith in Christ making the Law invalid, it validated the fact that man was sinful and needed a savior.

b.  The fact that a person believed in Christ for salvation was proof that salvation was necessary.  Why would a person think they needed to be saved unless they first realized that they were condemned by God and needed a savior?

c.  So every time a person believed in Christ, they were agreeing with the Law that they were separated from God in spiritual death and in need of someone to save them from this condition.


d.  Faith in Christ established and confirmed that what the Law taught about the total depravity and sinfulness of mankind was true.  Faith in Christ established and confirmed that a savior was necessary, and that savior was the Lamb of God as revealed in the Old Testament.


e.  So rather than rejecting the true purpose of the Law in showing that mankind was spiritually dead and in need of a savior, the faith of the Christian established that this was true.  The Jews rejected this because they said that a person could be saved by keeping the Law apart from faith in Christ.


f.  So Paul proved that faith alone in Christ alone established and confirmed the validity of the true purpose of the Law, and that keeping the Law never did prove man’s total depravity and need of salvation.  Keeping the Law only proved that a man could perform dead works, which is why no one could ever be saved by keeping the Law as the Jews contended.


g.  Paul turned the false theology of the Jews inside out and showed it for what it really was—the means of producing a system of works that invalidated the true purpose of the Law.  For this the Jews hated him and constantly sought to kill him.
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