Romans 8:7
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- is the causal conjunction DIOTI, which comes from the crasis of the preposition DIA plus the conjunction HOTI.  It means “because, for, inasmuch as.”  With this we have the nominative subject from the neuter singular article and noun PHRONĒMA, which means “way of thinking” or as we say in current English, “the thought pattern.”  This is followed by the descriptive genitive from the feminine singular article and noun SARX, meaning “of the flesh” and referring to the sin nature.  Then we have the predicate nominative from the feminine singular noun ECHTHRA, which means “enmity, hostility, antagonism.”  The nominative subject and predicate nominative strongly suggest the ellipsis of the verb EIMI, meaning “[is]” here.  This is followed by the preposition EIS plus the accusative of hostile relationship from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “toward God” in the sense of “against God.”

“because the thought pattern of the flesh is hostile toward God;”

- is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” with the dative of indirect object from the article and noun NOMOS, meaning “law, principle, norm, requirement.”   Here the word “policy” is an excellent meaning of the thought.  With this we have the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “of God.”  This is followed by the strong negative adverb OUCH, meaning “not” with the third person singular present passive indicative from the verb HUPOTASSW, which means “to subject oneself, be subject or subordinate, obey.”


The present tense is a static or gnomic present for a state or condition that perpetually exists throughout human history.


The passive voice indicates that the thought pattern of the sin nature receives the action of not being subordinate to the policy of God.

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

“for it is not subordinate to the policy of God,”

 - is the causal use of the postpositive use of the conjunction GAR, meaning “because” plus the “negative conjunction OUDE, meaning and not, nor, and used to join negative sentences or clauses to others of the same kind.”
  Finally, we have the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able.”


The present tense is a static or gnomic present for a state or condition that perpetually exists.


The deponent middle/passive is middle/passive in form but active in meaning, the thought pattern of the sin nature producing the action of not being able to subordinate itself to the law or policy of God.


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

The verb DUNAMAI is used in an absolute sense here, whereby the infinitive (to be subordinate) can easily be supplied from the context.  Examples of this use can be found in Mt 16:3; 20:22b; Mk 10:39; 6:19; cf. Lk 9:40; 16:26; 19:3; Acts 27:39; Rom 8:7.

“because it is not able [to be subordinate].”

Rom 8:7 corrected translation
“because the thought pattern of the flesh [is] hostile toward God; for it is not subordinate to the policy of God, because it is not able [to be subordinate].”
Explanation:
1.  “because the thought pattern of the flesh [is] hostile toward God;”

a.  The entire sentence reads, “Consequently the thought pattern of the flesh is death [the sin unto death], but the thought pattern of the Spirit is life and prosperity, because the thought pattern of the flesh is hostile toward God; for it is not subordinate to the policy of God, because it is not able [to be subordinate].”

b.  Paul’s basic thought here is as follows: the thinking of the sin nature in the believer produces the status of perpetual carnality resulting in death as discipline from God because the thought pattern of the sin nature is hostile to God and unable to be subordinate to God.


c.  The believer gets involved in perpetual carnality because he makes decisions to sin and not recover from those sins by the use of the recovery procedure of 1 Jn 1:9.


d.  The longer he or she stays in carnality the more discipline they receive.


e.  Eventually they receive the judgment from the justice of God of entering into a state of dying discipline.


f.  The believer continues to sin and reject rebound as a solution because their sin nature is hostile to God.


g.  The thinking of the sin nature is at war with God.  There is a definite conflict between what our sin nature wants and what God wants, as we have seen in chapter seven.


h.  The hostility of the sin nature toward God by the unbeliever is not surprising as we saw from chapters one and two, but this is the hostility of the sin nature still functioning in a believer after salvation.


i.  This hostility toward God is why a believer in perpetual carnality cannot be distinguished from an unbeliever who is antagonistic to God.

2.  “for it is not subordinate to the policy of God, because it is not able [to be subordinate].”

a.  The thought pattern of the sin nature is not subordinate to God.  It is not even able to be subordinate to God.


b.  No sin nature in the history of the world has ever been willing to obey the policies, rules, regulations, norms or standards of the law of God.  Not only has no sin nature ever been willing to do this, but no sin nature has ever been able to do this.


c.  The old sin nature is now, has always been, and will always be hostile to the law, principles, and policies of God.


d.  Man does not want to do the will of God.  Man wants to do what man wants to do.  We do what we want to do and not what God wants us to do.  This is true for all unbelievers and for all believers in a state of carnality.  The only exception to this principle is the believer in fellowship with God under the influence of the Holy Spirit.


e.  The carnal believer is hostile to God.  This is why Scripture (1 Pet 5:5) says, “God makes war against the arrogant but gives grace to the humble believer.”


f.  The sin nature is naturally arrogant.  The sin nature is hostile to the policies and rules of God because of that arrogance.  The sin nature is not willing to be subordinate to anything or anyone.  Arrogance never wants to subordinate itself for any reason.


g.  Only true humility is willing to subordinate itself to God.  This is why it was so important for the humanity of our Lord to be willingly subordinate to the will of God the Father.


h.  Our Lord proved that a human being without a sin nature could and would be subordinate to the laws, principles, regulations, requirements, and policies of God.  Our Lord did what was expected of Adam in the Garden of Eden, but what Adam failed to do to resolve the angelic conflict.


i.  The law or policy of God is that we love God and love one another.  The law or policy of the sin nature is that we love only ourselves.  Love for self will never subordinate itself to love for others, not even for God.  This is why the sin nature is not able to subordinate itself to the law of God.


j.  Love for self as the law or policy of the sin nature is what prevents the sin nature from ever having the humility necessary for true love for others.  This explains why we have no love for anyone or anything when we are under the control of the sin nature.  The only person we think we love or try to please is ourselves.  However, the irony is that when we are in a state of perpetual carnality we really do not love ourselves at all.  In fact, we are producing so much self-induced misery that it is impossible to be happy.


k.  So in reality our sin nature is not only hostile to God, but it is also hostile to us, making us miserable and deceiving us into thinking we are really happiest only when we do what it wants.  No wonder Paul exclaimed, “I am a miserable person!”
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