Romans 7:7



- is the postpositive inferential conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” and drawing a conclusion from what precedes, while at the same time introducing a new topic based upon that information.  With this we have the accusative direct object from the neuter singular interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “what.”  This is followed by the first person plural future active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say, speak, conclude.”  This entire construction is one of Paul’s favorite expressions.


The future tense is a deliberative future, which is used in questions, real or rhetorical, to consult the judgment of another person.


The active voice indicates that all Christians should come to a certain conclusion based on what he has said previously.


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 nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun NOMOS, which means “the Law” and refers to the Mosaic Law.  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the feminine singular noun HAMARTIA, which means “sin.”  These two nominatives imply the present active indicative of the verb EIMI “[is]” by ellipsis.  Since the preceding and following remarks are questions, it follows logically that this is probably also a question.  It should be translated “[Is] the Law sin?”  Then we have 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 3:4, 6, 31; 6:15; 7:7, 13; 9:14; 11:1,11; 1 Cor 6:15; Gal 2:17; 3:21; 6:14.”


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, it really means: 

“Emphatically not!”
“Therefore, what are we to conclude?  [Is] the Law sin?  Emphatically not!”
- is the strong adversative use of the conjunction ALLA, which means “But, On the Contrary, However, Nevertheless.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun HAMARTIA, which means “the sin nature.”  This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” and the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb GINWSKW, which means “to know, come to know; perceive, notice, realize; learn of; understand.”


The aorist tense is a constative or historical aorist for a fact that occurred in the past without reference to its progress.


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action.


The indicative is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the conditional particle EI combined with the negative MĒ, meaning “except.”  Then we have the preposition DIA plus the ablative of means from the masculine singular noun NOMOS, which means “by means of or through the Law.”  This is a reference to the Mosaic Law.

“On the contrary, I did not understand the sin nature except through the Law.”
 - is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, used to introduce an example and translated, “For example” or “For instance.”  With this we have the enclitic particle TE used as a “marker with ascensive stress and serving without copulative [connecting] force, meaning even as in: for suppose I (even) do boast a little too much 2 Cor 10:8; cf. Rom 7:7.”
  Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun EPITHUMIA, which means “desire, lust, or craving.”  The article indicates that this is a very definite lust or desire.  It is the lust or desire function of the sin nature.  This is followed by the negative OUK plus the first person singular pluperfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, meaning “to know about; be acquainted with; understand, recognize, come to know.”


The pluperfect is an intensive pluperfect, which emphasizes the continuing results of a past action.  The pluperfect indicates a past state which had resulted from a previous action.  The pluperfect looks back on the past from the standpoint of the past.  The state of being continued up to some point in the past and then presumably ceased (at the point of Paul’s salvation).  If it had continued to the present, the perfect tense would have been used.  This tells us that all of this understanding was Paul’s understanding about the functions of the sin nature and its lust pattern as an unbeliever.


The active voice indicates that Paul produced the action in the past before he became a believer.


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

Then we have the conditional particle EI with the negative MĒ, meaning “except.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun NOMOS, meaning “the Law” and referring to the Mosaic Law.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say.”


The imperfect tense is a durative imperfect, which depicts the action as having continued over a period of time in the past up to some undefined point (the point at which Paul understood the concept).


The active voice indicates that the Mosaic Law produced the action.


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

This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” and the second person singular future active indicative from the verb EPITHUMEW, which means “to lust, desire (something in an evil manner).”


The future tense is an imperative future, in which the future tense is used instead of the imperative mood to express a command.


The active voice indicates that Paul was commanded to produce the action.


The indicative mood is a potential indicative expressing a command.  The future indicative may be used to give a command rather than to make a prediction.

“For instance, I did not even know about lust, except the Law kept on saying, ‘You will not lust.’”
Rom 7:7 corrected translation
“Therefore, what are we to conclude?  Is the Law sin?  Emphatically not!  On the contrary, I did not understand the sin nature except through the Law.  For instance, I did not even know about lust, except the Law kept on saying, ‘You will not lust.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, what are we to conclude?  Is the Law sin?  Emphatically not!”

a.  Paul comes to another conclusion and again puts it in the form of a rhetorical question, which he himself answers.


b.  Paul’s conclusion is that the Mosaic Law is not sinful.



(1)  The Mosaic Law is not Moses’ law but God’s law, taught by angels, and given to Moses to teach the Jewish believers.  Moses did not make it up, think it up, write it, or do anything other than teach it.



(2)  The Law came from God.  Therefore it was perfect for its intended purpose.  Since God can have nothing to do with sin, and the Law came from God, it follows that the Law is not sinful.  This is why Paul answers his own question with a resounding “No!”


c.  In Paul’s previous statement he connected the Mosaic Law with the function of the sin nature.  Knowledge of the Law increased the activity and function of the sin nature.  Therefore, it would be easy for someone in his audience to misunderstand his meaning and think that the Mosaic Law promoted sinfulness in mankind.  Nothing could be further from the truth.


d.  So to head off this possible misunderstanding, Paul continues with a further explanation and illustration.

2.  “On the contrary, I did not understand the sin nature except through the Law.”

a.  Instead of the Mosaic Law promoting sinfulness in man, it did just the opposite—it made man aware of his own sinfulness.  This was God’s purpose and intent for the Law.  He wanted mankind to see how truly sinful and evil he was, so that he would recognize his absolute need for a savior.  The Law also presented Jesus Christ as the only possible solution to man’s problem of sin.


b.  The idea here is that Paul was not aware of the existence and function of the sin nature until he learned about it from the Mosaic Law.  He was not familiar with what it did or how it worked.  He did not realize what was going on in his life with regard to the sin nature until he learned certain things from the Mosaic Law.



c.  Paul uses himself as an unbeliever as an example.  He points out the principle that the unbeliever is not aware of the fact he has a sin nature until God points it out to him.  The unbeliever thinks that whatever he does is “natural, normal” and therefore acceptable.  The problem is that some sins affect other people, such as murder, rape, robbery, etc.  So the unbeliever has to rationalize his behavior and modify it by saying, “It isn’t wrong as long as it doesn’t hurt anyone else.”  This is often the rationalization for drug use.



d.  So the unbeliever does not understand, recognize, or become familiar with the function of his sin nature until someone points it out to him.  This normally begins with parents in the home.  But if the parents are unbelievers and were brought up by unbelievers, then their children have no training or understanding in the functions of the sin nature as revealed in the word of God.



e.  But Paul was brought up in Judaism and learned from the teachings of the rabbis what the Mosaic Law had to say about sin and lust.  So Paul explains here that he had no idea that there was a sin nature or what it did until he was taught about it from the Mosaic Law.  However, knowing that the sin nature existed and that it functioned in certain ways still gave Paul no advantage over it or the power to say ‘no’ to its temptations in his area of weakness, which was self-righteous arrogance.

3.  “For instance, I did not even know about lust, except the Law kept on saying, ‘You will not lust.’”

a.  Paul continues with an illustration or example from his own life.  He did not know about the existence and function of the lust pattern of the sin nature as an unbeliever except the Mosaic Law kept on saying that he was not suppose to lust.


b.  As an unbeliever, he thought nothing about lusting for or desiring certain things in life, such as: power, approbation, recognition, success, etc.  These were all “normal,” “acceptable,” and not intrinsically sinful or evil.  Paul did not realize how wrong he was until the Law told him so.


c.  The Law keeps on saying, “You will not lust” in the following passages:



(1)  Ex 20:17, “You shall not covet your neighbor's house; you shall not covet your neighbor's wife or his male servant or his female servant or his ox or his donkey or anything that belongs to your neighbor.”



(2)  Dt 5:21, “You shall not covet your neighbor's wife, and you shall not desire your neighbor's house, his field or his male servant or his female servant, his ox or his donkey or anything that belongs to your neighbor.”


d.  Paul learned through the teaching of the Mosaic Law that there was a lust pattern to the sin nature and that this lust pattern contributed to new areas of sinfulness of which he was totally unaware.  So as an unbeliever he did not understand fully and completely how the sin nature with its trends and lust pattern worked until he began to be taught by God’s word.  But even though taught by God’s word that the sin nature existed and that it worked in certain ways, this still did not solve his problem of sinfulness or prevent him from sinning.
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