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tially the same as that of the 0l1d Testament. Every main fa-
cet regarding God's appointment of the nations found in the
0l1d Testament is found also in the Apocrypha. The Apocrypha
does, however, tend to engage in a certain amount of interpre-
tation of the 0ld Testament, but these interpretations do not

seem, at face value, to be anything but complementary.

Pseudepigrapha

The writings included in the Pseudepigrapha89 are rich
in material pertaining to God's relation to foreign nations.
Apocalyptic literature in particular has much to say on this
topic since most of it was written in response to Israel's
treatment by foreign powers, in particular, Greece and Rome.

In general, those writings in the Pseudepigrapha which
do deal with God's relation to the nations have a number of
things in common: they reflect a Jewish, monotheistic theolo-
gy; God is sovereign over all the nations and the whole earth;
nations have been allowed to invade Israel because of her many
sins and apostasies; these invading nations will eventually be
punished by God (for going too far in their punishment of Is-
rael); angels are involved in God's rule of the nations, ful-
filling a variety of functions.

Although most of the writings do not articulate a
clear and specific understanding of God's ordination of the
nations, a number of documents do get somewhat specific and it

is worth noting these.

89Following those included by J. H. Charlesworth in his
2 volume work on the Pseudepigrapha.
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90 teaches that

The Book of Dream Visions in 1 Enoch
foreign nations (Greece and Rome) have received their sover-
eignty from God in order that they might slay, at appointed

91 Seventy shep-

times, predetermined numbers of God's people.
herds (angels) are put in charge of the nations who will exe-
cute this punishment on Israel.92 It appears that the
job of these angels is to watch over the nations so that no
more than the predetermined number should be killed. The an-
gels fail to restrain the nations and the result is excess vi-
olence and killing, for which the angels and nations will be
judged.93
3 Enoch is similar to the teaching of the Book of Dan-
iel (10:20-21) and 1 Enoch (89:59) in that it assigns an angel
to each of the (apparently seventy-two) nations, but goes one
step beyond and assigns an angel to be in charge of all nations

94

and angels as well as the whole world. This "prince of

the world" acts as an advocate of the whole earth and its deeds

in a heavenly courtroom.95

901 Enoch is obviously a composite work with differing
theologies and, in particular, differing angelologies.

911 Enoch 89:51-68. This teaching is quite similar to
that found in Dan. 7:23-27.

921 Bnoch 89:57-69

931 Enoch 89:62-69 (see also 90:1-5) This teaching
is implied in the 0l1d Testament and taught in Rabbinic writ-
ings. See footnote no. 65 in this chapter.

943 Bnoch 30; 17:8

953 Enoch 30:2. The "heavenly courtroom" idea occurs
often in Jewish literature.
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The function of the several angels of the nations
seems to be that of reporting the sins (and good deeds?) of
the nations to God in order that he might decide their fate.

In one place in 3 Enoch Satan and the angel-princes of
Rome and Persia are seen attempting to convey information to
God concerning Israel's sins so that God will destroy Israel.
Seraphim intervene and prevent this from happening:

Every day Satan sits with Samma'el, Prince of Rome, and
with Dubbi'el, Prince of Persia, and they write down the
sins of Israel on tablets and give them to the seraphim
to bring them before the Holy One, blessed be he, so that
he should destroy Israel from the world. But the sera-
phim know the secrets of the Holy One, blessed be he,
that he does not desire that this nation of Israel should
fall. What, then, do the seraphim do? Every day they
take the tablets from Satan's hand and burn them in the
blazing fire that stands opposite the high and exalted
throne, so that they should not come into the presence of
the Holy One, blessed be he, when he sits upon tgg throne
of judgment and judges the whole world in truth.

Book three of the Sibylline Oracles sees the history
of the nations unfolding according to "cyclic course" of ten

.97 God raises each

divisions of history predetermined by God
nation up in its turn, beginning with the house of Solomon, and

terminates each one when it follows a "course of unjust haugh-

tiness."98
As in Daniel, chapters two and seven in the fourth book of
963 Enoch 26:12. This teaching is reminiscent of
Col.2:14.

97Sib. Or. 3:115

98Sib. Or. 3:165-180 This is a general summary of
Book three's political complexity. See J. J. Collins, "Sibyl-
line Oracles," in The 0l1d Testament Pseudepigrapha, 2 vols.,
ed. by J. H. Charlesworth (Garden City: Doubleday and Co.,
1983), 1:354-361.
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the Sibylline Oracles divides the history of man (after the
flood) into four world kingdoms, Assyria, Mede, Persia and Rome,
all of which have their times of rule predetermined by God.99

In the fourth book of Ezra, the author wonders why God
has given the nations descended from Adam dominion, but Israel
possesses nothing. An angel of God answers Ezra as follows:

For I [God] made the world for their [Israel's] sake, and
when Adam transgressed my statutes, what had been made
was Jjudged. And so the entrances of this world were made
narrow and sorrowful and toilsome; they are few and evil,
full of dangers and involved in great hardships. But the
entrances of the greater world are broad and safe, and
really yield the fruit of immortality. Therefore unless
the living pass through the difficult and vain experi-
ences,they can nevEBOreceive those things that have been
reserved for them.

Perhaps this cryptic answer is suggesting that hard-
ships endured make Israel worthy for her inheritance or in
some other way prepare her for it.

Chapters eleven and twelve of 4 Ezra reveal an inter-
pretation of history similar to Daniel and the fourth book of
the Sibylline Oracles: there are a total of four world king-
doms with Rome being the fourth. These kingdoms are made by
God so that "the end of my [God's] times might come through

w101

them. Rome's appointed time for rule is over and she is

99Sib. Or. 4:49-114. Predetermination plays a
large part in much of intertestamental theology, but often a
complex mix of "free will" ideas are included as well.

1004 gyra 7:11-15

l014 Ezra 11:39. Perhaps this means that God's ulti-
mate purposes are somehow accomplished through the kingdoms.
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ripe for destruction due to her insolence and pride.loz.

The book of Jubilees, a document Paul was most likely

103 states that God has caused evil spirits to

104

familiar with,

rule over Gentiles in order to lead them astray. Israel,

however, was not given a spirit to rule over her because God

alone is her ruler. He does, however, use andgels, spirits and

authorities to protect and bless his people.lo5

Rabbinic Teaching
There are two main facets of Rabbinic Theology regard-
ing the state which are important to consider here. The first
concerns the early haggadic understanding that the seventy
grandsons of Noah mentioned in Gen. 10 (cf. Gen. 10:32 and

46:27) were the basis for a division of mankind into seventy

nations each of which was assigned a guardian angel:106

When the Most High gave the world for an inheritance to
the nations which came forth from the sons of Noah, when
He divided the alphabets and tongues to the sons of men,
he cast lots with the 70 angels, the princes of the na-
tions . . ., and established the borders of the peoples
according to the numb?67of the 70 souls of Israel which
went down into Egypt.

l024 Ezra 11:42-45 There are several eschatological
schemes in this book. 1In one of them a messianic kingdom of
God is set up after Rome's tyranny ends (12:32-34).

103O. S. Wintermute, "Jubilees," The 0ld Testament
Pseudepigrapha, ed. by J. H. Charlesworth, 2:53.

lO4Jub. 15:31 The reason for this action is not
made clear in the book.

105

Jub. 15:32

1O6The Jewish Encylopedia, S.v. "Nations and Lang-
pp. 184-188.

107

uages,

Targum Pseudo-Jonathan (Gen. 46:27) as quoted in
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Later rabbis either considered the Genesis list to be

nothing more than a simple, incomplete historical narrative,

or came up with alternative interpretations.108

The second facet of Rabbinic theology to be considered
here has to do with the Rabbinic statements that governments
(the Roman government in particular) are ordained by God:

The kings of this earth rule by the appointment of Hea-
ven. blessed is the All-merciful who has made the earth-
ly royalty on the model OEOBhe heavenly and has invested
you [Rome] with dominion.

When Rabbi Jose ben Kisma was ill, Rabbi Hanina ben Ter-
dyon went to visit him. He said to him: Brother Hanina,
do you not know that it is heaven that has ordained this
(Roman) nation to reign? For though she has laid waste
His House, burnt His temple, slain His pious ones, and
caused HileSSt ones to perish, still she is firmly es-
tablished!

In light of this understanding of God's role concern-
ing Rome's existence, it is not surprising that Jewish leaders
often counseled submission to, prayer for, and payment of
taxes to earthly rulers:

The Holy One said unto Israel, I adjure you that even
though the Roman government decrees against you harsh
decrees, yve shall not rebel against it for anything that
it decrees, but keep the king's command. But if it de-
crees against you to abandon the Torah and the command-
ments and deny God, then do not obey it, but say unto it:
I keep the king's laws only in those things which are ne-

C. R. Briggs, S. R. Driver, and A. Plummer, eds., The Interna-
tional Critical Commentary, 2nd ed.(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,
1896), Deuteronomy, by S. R. Driver, pp. 355-56.

108

Jewish Encyclopedia, p. 188.

109Berakot 58a., as quoted in Polish, "Pharisaism and

Political Sovereignty," Judaism 19(4, 1970):421.
llOAbodah zarah 18a., as quoted in Polish, "Pharisaism
and Political Sovereignty," pp. 421-22.



52

cessary for the government.lll

Pray for the peace of the government, for were it not for
the aw?lattached to it we should have swallowed each
other.

In so far as duties and taxes are concerned, in all that
thou decreest upon us, we will obey, and thou art the
king, but to deny God--we have no need to answer thee in
this matter . . . we will not serve thy ?Tgs, nor worship
the golden image which thou hast set up.

The above statements appear quite positive, but in the
context of the whole of Rabbinic/Pharisaic thought, this ordi-

nation was understood as being conferred by God only for the

114

purpose of punishing Israel. The Pharisees never viewed

Rome as being legitimate rulers over the land of Israel in any
other sense., Israel would be under the heel of Gentile domi-

nation until the time of the Messiah and the commencement of

the Kingdom of God.115

The Pharisees counseled submission so that Israel

116 and so that the commun-

117

would be purified for the end times

ity of God might remain in the land promised to them. This

lllTanhuma on Gen. 8:16, Noah 10., as cited in Alfred
J. Gross, The Development of Pauline Paraenesis on Civil Obe-
dience (Ph.D. dissertation, University of Chicago, 1947), p.34.

112Pirke Aboth 3:2. The Babylonian Talmud, ed. Rabbi
I. Epstein (London: The Socino Press, 1935), p.27.

113Midrash on Dan. 8:16, as cited in Gross, The Develop-
ment of Pauline Paraenesis on Civil Obedience, p. 34.

114David Polish, "Pharisaism and Political Sover-
eignty," Judaism 19(4, 1970):417

1151113, Note the similarity of this idea with Je-
sus's teaching in Luke 21:24-27.

116

Ibid.

ll7Ibid., p. 418. Jewish submission often seems to be
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submission did not, however, extend to breaking any of the laws

of God.118

Zealots
For the most part, the Zealots held to the same theo-
logical beliefs as the Pharisees, but differed mainly in that
while the Pharisees accepted Roman rule as God's ordained pun-
ishment, the Zealots believed that God did not desire Rome to

119

rule over Israel. Consequently, as they believed, revolt

was their only course of obedience, and God would certainly

give them victory, as with Mattathias and his sons.120

Josephus
The teaching of Josephus on God's relation to Rome was
essentially that of the Pharisees. According to Josephus,
"Without God's aid, so vast an empire [as Rome] could never

121

have been built up." The fall of the temple and the defeat

of the Jewish Revolt in A.D. 70 was due to civil strife; the
Jews brought upon themselves the wrath of the Romans.122

Josephus does lay almost all of the blame concerning the "civ-

motivated by utilitarian reasons rather than theological.

1181154., p. 421

119F. F. Bruce, New Testament History (Garden City:
Doubleday and Co., 1980), pp.96-97

1201p54., p.o97

121

War. 2:390-391. This is a logical conclusion
within "orthodox" Jewish theology.

122113i4., 1:9-10 & 5:395-397
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il strife" at the feet of the Zealots: "God made a present to
the Romans of the wretched Galileans."lz3
Josephus counseled submission since God was judging
his people and those who would not submit would experience

God's wrath as expressed in Roman retaliationa124

Philo
Philo's political thought (as found in The Allegory)
is a careful laying out, in light of parts of the 01d Testa-

125 His view

ment, what constitutes the well-governed society.
of the ordination of rulers is that they are appointed "by
nature," which is the equivalent, in his thought, of being
appointed by God, and there are certain criteria for knowing
if a ruier is ordained or not: the ruler must be a "philoso-
pher-king," surpassing others in wisdom and stature; his rule
must be just and democratic (in the Platonic sense); he must
not come to his rule through military means.126
Curiously, Philo omits any reference to the role of
the ruler in the Land of Israel from the Maccabean dynasty up

127

to and including his own time, It is possible to see,

123Ibid., 3:293. Most scholars consider the Galileans
to refer to the Zealots.

1241p5a., 5:377-412

125See H. A. Wolfson, Philo (Cambridge: Harvard Univer-
sity Press, 1962), pp.322-438 for a good discussion of Philo's
thought.

126Samuel Sandmel, Philo of Alexandria: an Introduc-
tion, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1979), pp. 104-05.

127Ibid., pp. 102-03. This may have been for his own
safety, but the total absence of any such reference is unusual.
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however, through some of his allegorical writings, that he
probably did not consider Roman rule during his time legiti-
mate.128
Philo further taught that God accomplishes his works
on the earth both directly and indirectly. His indirect rule
is achieved through a system of powers, (including angels)

some of which are responsible for government.129

Stoic Thought
Stoic thought, as with Philo, spends much time defin-
ing what should be the "ideal," and less with current situa-
tions. 1In general, it can be said that the Stoic believed
that " . . . government was sanctioned by a universal natural

n130 More specifically,

law that reflected the cosmic order.
this meant a state described as follows:
without marriage, family, temples, courts, public
schools or coins--a state which excluded all other states
because all the natigﬁalities of men were merged in one
common brotherhood.
This ideal was not to be found in any existing form of
government with the result that Stoic thought on political eth-

ics was often inconsistent and ambiguous. Stoic thinkers can

128115i4., p. 103

129See G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers: A
Study in Pauline Theology, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956),
pp.14-15.

130Encyclopaedia Britannica, 15th ed., s.v. "Political
Philosophy," p. 687

l31Alfred G. Gross, Development of Pauline Paraenesis
on Civil Obedience, p. 82.
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be found teaching abstinence from public affairs (due to their
less than ideal constitution) as well as patriotism and civic

duty.l32

Essene Thought
There is little information to be found regarding the
attitude of the Essenes toward government. According to Jose-
phus, each new member of the community agreed to "forever keep
faith with all men, especially with the powers that be, since

133

no ruler attains his office save by the will of God." The

Essene War Scroll, however, ". . . manifests a community which

envisaged a future conflict between themselves and Rome; soO
intense was the hostility that Rome and the Roman forces are

explicitly identified as Satan and his hosts."134

Jesus

There are four passages attributed to Jesus that bear
consideration here: Luke 21:20-24, Mark 12:13-17, John 19:10-
11, and Luke 4:6.

Luke 21:20-24 is a somewhat enigmatic passage. It can
be understood, perhaps, in two different ways: 1) it may be
seen as referring to a "day of grace" for Gentiles, understood
in the same sense as Paul speaks of such a period in Rom. 11:25.

2) It may be understood as period of Gentile rulership in af-

1321pid., pp. 81-82
133Josephus, War. 2:140.
134

Marcus Borg, "A New Context for Romans xiii," New
Testament Studies 19(2, 1973):206.
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fecting God's wrath on Israel.

The first interpretation has little exegetical support
other than to suppose that since Luke wrote it he knew and a-
greed with Paul's understanding in Rom. 11:25.

The second alternative seems the better choice for two
reasons, First, it is in line with the context of the section
(verses twenty through twenty-nine). Jesus is speaking of the
"days of vengeance," when Jerusalem is "trodden under foot"
until the "times of the Gentiles are fulfilled." It would
seem that the end of Gentile rule comes when the Kingdom of
God comes (verse thirty-one). Second, it is quite in line
with the Rabbinic theology {(discussed above) of Jesus' time:

The [Hasmonean] dynasty's fall in 63 B.C.E. was seen by
the Pharisees as a retributive act of God against whom

the Hasmonean house had rebelled, and, according to many
of the faithful, the subjugation of the Jewish people to
Roman rule restored the divine order of the world. Word-
ly power, ordained from the beginning, had been imposed
over Israel, and Israel would endure under its dominati?§5
until the advent of the Messiah and the Kingdom of God.

Mark 12:13-17 is considered by some to hold the key to
the New Testament understanding of the state and by others to
add nothing clear to the issue.136

There are a number of points worth noting about this

passage. First, the tax in question was the "head tax," a

tangible token of Roman domination.137 Jesus was essentially
135David Polish, "Pharisaism and Political Sovereign-
ty," p. 417
136

C. K. Barrett, New Testament Essays (London: S. P.
C. K., 1972), p.6

137Karl H. Schelkle, Theology of the New Testament
3 vols. Morality, trans. by William A. Jurgens (Collegeville,
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being asked whether he was for or against Rome. Second, the
word "render" (g7ddore ) as used in both clauses suggests a
legitimate duty. Third, it is significant that both injunc-
tions are linked with the word "and" (4««¢). This implies that
Jesus did not regard duty to God and duty to Roman rule as two

138 This doesn't place the

mutually exclusive alternatives.
two duties on an equal level of course, and it doesn't neces-
sarily mean that Jesus had a particularly positive view of the

Roman government. It does indicate, however, that Jesus
did not find it necessary to oppose it on principle."139
The obvious emphasis of the passage is duty to God,
yet it must be acknowledged that Jesus does not negate duty to
Rome, at least in the paying of this particular tax.140 Lit-
tle more can be said with confidence regarding the interpre-
tation of this passage and Jesus' attitude toward Rome.
Concerning the interpretation of the third passage,
John 19:10-11, two problems need to be addressed. One is whe-
ther Jesus means that the authority given refers only to Pi-
late's intent to crucify him (divine consent seems implied) or

whether Jesus also refers to the Roman government in general.

Whichever interpretation is correct, it is obvious that the

Minnesota: the Liturgical Press, 1973), 3:337

138C. K. Barrett, New Testament Essays, p. 9
1397phi4.
140

Whether Jesus would approve of all taxes levied is
another question. It would be presumptuous to think that Je-
sus here sanctions the payment of all and any taxes that any
particular government decides to levy.
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former is primary.141 Two, it is not clear that the authority
conferred, if it does include Roman government in general, ne-
cessarily establishes anything positive in Jesus' (or John's)
attitude towards Rome:
We may recall from the same Gospel (11:51) the belief
that the high priest in office might receive the gift of
prophecy and so give utterance to truths of which he was
not himself aware., Pilate, though on the whole very fa-
vourably regarded by John, is not capable of entering in-
to serious exchanges about the truth, and does not even
receive an answer to his own question. He has authority
to exercise the office which has been given him in the
present world order; but in Jesus he is confronted with
one who represents an order not of this world (18:36),
and the one authoiiEy serves as no more than a pale sha-
dow of the other.

In the final passage, Luke 4:6, Satan states that the
kingdoms of the world have been "handed over" to him and that
he has the authority to give them to whomever he wishes. The
whole tone of the temptation passage suggests that Luke (and
Matthew) understood that Jesus was truly tempted by valid choi-
ces. 1In other words, it seems safe to assume that the writers
understood that Satan did indeed have such authority and was
not lying to Jesus.

Since it appears from the 0ld Testament (cf. Job) that
Satan is a fallen angel, it would seem that Luke 4:6 (and
Matt. 4:8-9) are parallel in thought to the rather common Jew-

ish understanding that angels are involved somehow in earthly

governments.

141C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John: An
Introduction with Commentary and Notes on the Greek Text, 2nd
ed. (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1978), p. 543

142

Barrett, New Testament Essays, pp. 10-11.
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Little can be found in the Gospels about Jesus' exact
understanding of the ordination of the state. One explanation

as to why Jesus spoke so little about the state is offered by

Carl Soule:

He [Jesus] saw so much in Judaism that needed purifica-
tion that--like Isaiah and Jeremiah, who in the face of
Assyrian and Babylonian aggression upbraided their coun-
trymen instead of the invaders--he spoke primarily to the
consciences of his own people. Before the Roman WIQRgs
could be adjusted, the Jews must purify themselves.

143Carl David Soule, "The New Testament and War and

Peace," p. 241.



CHAPTER III

EXEGETICAL ISSUES IN ROMANS 13:1-7

Introduction

For the purpose of understanding the nature of the or-
dination of the state in Rom. 13:1-7, it is not necessary to
examine every verse or issue in the passage. Therefore this
chapter contains, in addition to some preliminary exegetical
concerns (context, style, structure and purpose), discussions
on only those issues which are necessary for understanding

Paul's concept of the ordination of the state.

Context

The relation of Rom. 13:1-7 to its context is somewhat
problematical. Since some of the issues dealing with the sec-
tion's relation to its context were previously discussed in
chapter two (concerning James Kallas' contention that Rom.
13:1-7 is an interpolation), only those concerns which remain
will be discussed here.

As described in chapter two, James Kallas maintains
that the continuity between 12:21 and 13:8 is interrupted by
13:1-7, both by its abrupt introduction and by the fact that
if Rom. 13:8-14 is read immediately after the closing of chap-
ter twelve, there is a very smooth progression of thought
which is otherwise broken by 13:1-7. 1In addition to this,

61
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,Axbékvi is repeated both in 12:17 and in 13:8 and both times
it introduces what looks like a paraphrase of Jesus' command to
love one's neighbor.l According to Kallas, Paul is writing a
commentary on synoptic teaching in Rom. 12:14-21 and 13:8-12
{cf. Matt. 5:11, 39; Luke 26:27 and Matt. 22:39), but no such
reference to synoptic thought is found in 13:1—7.2

While it must be admitted that Rom. 13:1-7 does inter-
rupt the flow of its context in some ways, it appears that
there is more evidence for contextual continuity than against
it. First of all, even though verse seven does not appear at
first to be a guote of synoptic material, it does not seem
reasonable to exclude it as such since it bears a strong simi-
larity to Luke 20:22-25 and Mark 12:17 in attitude, content,
and in the use of two key words, amoddre and ;54002/

Second, the discrimination urged in verse seven is fur-
ther reinforced in verse eight because in verse seven "that
which is due" (é¢£¢/&fg) ié linked to "owing" u@%éZA€7E‘) in
verse eight. 1In other words, verse eight appears to be a "ver-
bal echo" of verse seven.3

Third, if the governing authorities serve the "good"

of men (verse four), assisting the state could be understood

as partly fulfilling the debt of love one has to his neighbor,

lC. E. B, Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, 2 vols. (Edinburgh:
T & T Clark, 1975, 79), 2:651.

2James Kallas, "Romans xiii:l-7: An Interpolation,"
New Testament Studies 11(4, 1965):366.

3John Howard Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, (Grand Ra-
pids: Eerdmans, 1972), p. 211.
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the subject of verses eight through ten.4

Fourth, since Paul in 12:14-21 urges humility, harmony
and non-resistance to evil, the transition to submission to
governing authorities in 13:1-7 seems quite logical.5

Fifth, the words evil (#wxo¢), vengeance (éKﬁ?Kpavd,
wrath (éqyp) and good (éyﬁé%@') which occur in the discussion
in 12:17-21 occur again in 13:3-5. This is rather strong ev-
idence of continuity. Of the particular interplay between
12:19 and 13:4, John Howard Yoder insists "It is inconceivable
that these two verses, using such similar language, should be

meant to be read independently of one another."6

4Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Epistle to the Romans, 2:652.

5Alexander F. C. Webster, "St. Paul's Political Advice
to the Haughty Gentile Christians in Rome: An Exegesis of Ro-
mans 13:1-7," St. Vladimir's Theological Quarterly, 25(4,
1981):279. Marcus Borg "A New Context for Romans xiii," New
Testament Studies, 19(2, 1973):205-18, offers an argument which,
if correct, provides an interesting confirmation of this point.
According to Borg, the references to non-violence which Paul
makes in chapter twelve are from the sayings of Jesus. Since
the sayings of Jesus about non-violence and non-retaliation
took place against the specific background of conflict between
Rome and Judaism, they are best understood not as general e~
thical commands, but as counsel against a "militant anti-Roman
policy." It is possible then, that in chapter twelve Paul is
exhorting his readers with the same intent. 1If so, the sub-
mission urged in Rom. 13:1-7 is not only logical, but neces-
sary and expected. Interpreting the section in this way lends
support to the position (which Borg holds) that the Roman gov-
ernment was God's servant only in the sense that it was the
agent of judgment on Israel at that particular time in history.

6

Yoder, The Politics of Jesus, p. 199.




64

Style

According to many authorities, Rom. 13:1-7 is written
in the catechetical style of diasporic Jewish Hellenism.7 S.
Hutchinson thinks that the style is essentially diatribe,
. reminiscent of Jewish Hellenistic Wisdom teaching:
it appeals to the reason, the nous, of the reader: there
is a play on words, hypotassestho, antitassomenos, and a
repetitive catechetical style, gar, occurring seven times
in seven verses, agathon three times in two verses. 1In the
general subject matter one is reminded of Wisdom 6:1-11
with its allusion to the 'Kings of the earth, to whom God
has delegated authority' or of the Rabbinical saying that
'to resist8the King is to pitch oneself against the
Shekinah.'
Hutchinson goes as far as to state that in Rom. 13:1-7
Paul has ". . . incorporated a ready-made pericope of cateche-

9 If this is so, then it would explain why

tical teaching."
Christ is not mentioned in the passage. We would have strong-
ly expected Paul to mention Christ since he always seems to be
very careful to point out, in contexts such as this, that God
has placed Christ as the head over all rulers and authorities
both in heaven and on earth (cf. Eph. 1:20-22, Col. 1:16-17,
2:10-15).

Whether Rom. 13:1-7 is an incorporation of a previous-

7Perhaps the most extensive work on this issue has
been done by Edward Gordon Selwyn, The First Epistle of St.
Peter (London: Macmillan, 1955), see esp. pp. 407-13. See al-
so Webster, "St. Paul's Political Advice to the Haughty Gentile
Christians," pp. 273-77; S. Hutchinson, "The Political Impli-
cations of Romans 13:1-7," Biblical Theology, 21(3, 1971):50;
and Ernst Kasemann, New Testament Questions of Today, (Phila-
delphia: Fortress Press, 1969), pp. 204-05.

88. Hutchinson, "The Political Implications of Romans
13:1-7," Biblical Theology, 21(3, 1971):50.

9

Ibid., p. 51.
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ly existing Jewish pericope or not is not crucial for this
thesis. It is sufficient to note that if Paul has incorpo-
rated a preexisting catechism, he has "Christianized" it.
Therefore when Paul uses &o¢ in the passage he uses it in

the full Christian sense.lO

Structure
Rom. 13:1-7 develops along a rather simple, three part
scheme: There is an initial exhortation in la (repeated in
verse five); the basis for the exhortation in between (verses
lb-four); and in verses five through seven, some practical e-

thical duties which are involved in submission.

Purpose

Rom. 13:1-7 reads in such a way that it does seem to
imply that the Roman Christians were having some trouble with
the ruling authorities. The rather exact rhetoric of verse
one, the repeated warnings, the explanations supporting sub-
mission and the lengthy note on taxes all suggest this.

Not surprisingly, a number of different hypotheses are
offered as to what the trouble may have been: 1) Since the
Jews had always had trouble with foreign domination and all
that it meant for their religion, and because many of them
looked forward to the overthrow of Roman rulers by the Mes-

11

siah, there may have been revolts in Rome due to this, These

lOCranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on
the Epistle to the Romans, 2:654. There is therefore no basis
for insisting the passage is "non-Christological."

11

Hodge, Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, pp.
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could have been what led to the expulsion of the Jews from
Rome in A.D. 49 under Claudius, and Paul may have wanted to
prevent another such problem (among Jewish Christians at
least) since many of those who had been expelled were prob-

12

ably returning after Claudius' death in A.D. 54 2) There

may have been trouble and resistance to Roman government dur-
ing the tax protests which occurred during Nero's reign as

13 This idea dovetails well

recorded in Tacitus and Suetonius.
with Paul's injunction in verses six and seven to pay taxes.
3) There may have been a group of antinomians in the Roman

.14 Frank Stagg

congregations as suggested by Rom. 3:7-8
thinks the antinomians were probably gnostics whose "world-
despising"™ attitude and "already attained sinless state" made
them think they were exempt from having to be obedient in any
area.15

It is perhaps impossible to prove that any particular

405-06. It is not at all certain that "Chrestus" is a mis-
spelling of Christ; the uprisings were probably purely Jewish
since only Jews were expelled. Stagg, "Rendering to Caesar
what Belongs to Caesar: Christian Engagement with the World,"
p. 107, does not think that there were any "Zealot-type" Jews
outside of Palestine.

12Alan R. Culpepper, "Righteousness in the Life of His
People: Romans 12-15," The Review and Expositor 73(1976):456.

l3See J. Friedrich, W. Pohlmann, and P. Stuhlmacher,
"7zur Historischen Situation und Intention von RSm 13, 1-7,"
Zeitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche 73(2, 1976):131-166.

14

Moulder, "Romans 13 and Conscientious Disobedience,"
p. 17.

15Stagg, "Rendering to Caesar What Belongs to Caesar:
Christian Engagement with the World," Journal of Church and
State, (Winter, 1976):107-110.
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hypothesis is correct. All of these hypotheses seem reason-
able. It is even possible all three problems were present in
the Roman congregation and that Paul was aware of them all.
Paul Furnish, however, offers a number of observations

16 1) Ro-

which may make the second hypothesis the most likely:
mans is the only existing Pauline letter where the issue of
taxes is mentioned: it was not a "standard" topic in his par-
anetic material. 2) Verse seven is worded in such a distinc-
tive way that it suggests Paul had a specific issue in mind:
a) It uses an imperative (énnﬂﬁoré) which means that it is an
admonition in contrast to verse six which is a mere statement.
b) The imperative a7oddre (render, discharge) is a more
"forceful" verb than redelre (pay), which was used in verse
six. c¢) The word for "all" in verse seven ( mwo¢z) is parti-
cularly striking. d) Verse seven uses two different words for
"tax" (g@wog' and 7€Ao¢ ), whereas verse six has only one.
According to Furnish, these two words were deliberate-
ly chosen by Paul because they were the Greek equivalents of
the official Latin terms for the direct tax (¢gnog = tributa)
and the indirect tax (7€Aoc¢ = portoria). This is significant

because in Tacitus (Ann. 13:50) it is recorded that there was

public outrage over the unjust collection of the indirect tax,

16Paul Furnish, The Moral Teaching of Paul (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1979), pp. 131-35. Although Furnish mentions that
most of his understanding on the issue comes from "a team of
German scholars," he does not name them. It is obvious that
he took his information from J. Friedrich, W. Pohlmann, and P.
Stuhlmacher, "zZur Historischen Situation und Intention von
ROm 13, 1-7," pp. 131-66.
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the 7edos¢ , in A.D. 58.

Nero considered abolishing the tax, but his advisors
warned that if he did, the next thing to go would be the di-
rect tax, thereby placing Rome in trouble financially. As a
result, Nero kept both taxes in force. Since Paul wrote Ro-
mans in A.D. 56 or 57, it is reasonable to assume that public
anger was rising at this time, and that Paul would have known
about it. Furnish therefore concludes that Paul is urging his
readers to pay both Nero's direct tax and his controversial

indirect tax.

Verse One
aca }9KY$ is a Semitic expression (cf. Rom. 2:9, Acts
2:43, 3:23 & Rev, 16:3) and means simply "every person." 1In

nl7

this context it means specifically "every Christian. The

phrase may indicate some emphasis and possibly, with its 01d
Testament nuance, solemnity.18

Zﬁm@ogyoﬁuazg is an adjectival participle modifying
é€0001k{g . The problem with this term is in deciding how it
modifies éSOLmnhgg. There are two options here: 1) Paul is in-
dicating higher grades of authorities (the emperor and important
Roman officials) or 2) The word simply means "ruling," or "gov-
erning.”

In non-Biblical Greek the word is used in a number of

ways. Transitively, the word generally means to "hold (some-

l7Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 2:656.

18Ernst Kasemann, Commentary on Romans, trans. by Geof-
frey W. Bromiley, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), p. 355.
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19

thing) over or above." It is most often used intransitive-

ly though, in several senses: 1) "To be above" (physically);20

21

2) "To be prominent" (of persons, in stature); 3) In a mil-

ne?2 4) In several metaphorical

3

itary sense of "outflank;

senses: a. "To outdo or exceed" (another person);2 b. "Pre-

24 w25

vail;" c. "To be more powerful; d. "To stand out, be

prominent" (because of possessions);26 e, As a participle, it

n27 but it is not

gquite often refers to "those in authority,
found modifying eéovoca or any related word.

In other words, in those contexts in non-Biblical
Greek where civil authorities are the subject, the participial
form of Jﬂ@;ngxu by itself means ruler, civil authority or
magistrate. According to Gerhard Delling the phrase oé &ﬁ??d—
éXOszg is a "fixed term for rulers" outside of the New Tes-

28

tament.

Z&@pgmwdoes not occur often in the Septuagint (thir-

19E.g., Homer Il. 2:426 and Arist. HA 589.

2OE.g., Herod. Hist. 2:4.

21E.g., Homer Il. 3:210 and Herod. Hist. 5:92.

22Xen. Hist. Hell. 4.2.18.

23E.g., Aesch. Pers. 7009.

24E.g., Theog. Trag. 202.

25E.g., Aesch. Prom. Vin 215,

26E.g., Aesch., Prom. 213.

27biog. Laert. 6.78; 17; 2, 12 p. 102, 4; PGM 4, 2169.

28Gerhard Delling, S.v. "d%goemxu" Theological Dic-
tionary of the New Testament, 8:43, n. 24.
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teen times) and is generally used in two senses: a literal,
such as "excell" or "surpass" (Gen. 25:23; Exod. 26:13), and a
figurative, such as "greater" (in the sense of non-political
authority, e.g., Gen. 39:9), or "to be over" (in the non-poli-
tical sense of "in charge of," e.g., Gen. 41:40). The word
occurs only once in a political context in the sense of "ru-
lers," "kings," or "high and mighty ones:" (Wis. 6:5).29

In the New Testament ﬁ7§0€ya/is found only five times
(Rom. 13:1; Phil. 2:3, 3:8, 4:7; 1 Pet. 2:13) four of which
belong to Paul and three of the five occurrences are in Phil-
ippians. 1In Philippians the word can be translated (as in the
New American Standard Bible) "surpass" in each case. In the
Philippian passages the word is never used in contexts deal-
ing with civil authorities. In 1 Pet. 2:13, however, the term
is found in a political context and it appears that it should
be translated "supreme" because the emperor is being compared
to lesser rulers and governors.30

In light of this background data alone, it would ap-
pear that the word could be indicating either "higher grades
of authority" or simply "governing" or "ruling" in Rom. 13:1.
There appear, however, to be a number of reasons which would

suggest that it would be best to translate L%féDgZ&J as "ru-

29On the translation of the Wisdom passage see
David Winston, "The Wisdom of Solomon," in The Anchor Bible
(New York: Doubleday and Co., 1979), 43:151-53.

3OCharles Hodge, Commentary on the Epistle to the Ro-
mans, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1953, reprint ed., 1886 rev.
ed.), p. 405.
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ling," or "governing," rather than using an English superla-
tive such as "supreme" or even the comparative "higher:"
1) Paul does not appear to be thinking of higher grades of au-
thority as opposed to lower since there is no comparison be-
tween rulers indicated in the context (as there is in 1 Pet.
2:13 or Wis. 6:5). Rather, both the singular and the plural
of éfoavza occur in the verse, suggesting rather strongly that
comparison is not his aim. 2) In 1 Tim. 2:2 the phrase TV EV
zfﬂgooxf; éi?&)? (without éfouaca) means simply "those in au-
thority." 3) The evidence from extra-biblical literature sug-
gests, as noted above, that in contexts where rulers are in
mind, o[cﬁﬁ§o§XOZ/feg is a "fixed term for rulers."

The word is therefore probably best translated "ruling"
or "governing." (éGnéogy@»indicates that the authorities are
"raised above" the simple citizen because they have authority
over them (cf. verse seven).31

Since both Jﬁgogxuj and éfduaza are able to mean poli-
tical authorities by themselves (see Tit. 3:1), it might be
thought that Lbﬁ;ggxa)is superfluous in Rom. 13:1. BRut in
light of Paul's use of the negative and the words qcrogfac in
the rest of the verse, it makes good sense because it empha-
sizes that he is referring to ALL existing ruling authori-

32

ties. This is an important point to keep in mind because of

what it reveals about Paul's concept of ordination.

31F. Godet, Commentary on St, Paul's Epistle to the Ro-
mans, (New York: Funk and Wagnalls, 1883), p. 441.

32

Ernst Kasemann, Commentary on Romans, pp. 355-56.
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One of the most discussed and important terms in this
verse 1is éfauaz%cg . It therefore requires a rather thorough
examination.
In classical literature éfOUJza appears to have three

general meanings: 1) "power" (or authority, license or con-

33

trol) to do something; 2) "civil authorities" (or political

34 3) "abundance of means" (or abundance

35

office, magistrates);
of resources or excessive wealth).
In the Septuagint Efouaza occurs over seventy times

and has five general meanings: 1) "dominion" (of God or a

King);36 2) "power" (to rule, defend, kill, etc.);37

n38

3) "liberty," or "permission; 4) "authority" (to rule,

9 40

impose restrictions);3 5) "rulers," "civil authorities."

In the Papyri all of the meanings found in the Septua-

gint can be found except perhaps "dominion:"41

33Soph. Frag. 88.11 codd.; Isoc. Orat. 3:45; Diog.
Oen. Epic. 57; and Plato Gorg. 46 le.

34p1at0 Alc. 1.135b; Arist. Ethica Nicom. 1095 b21;
and Plut Phil. 17.

35Thucyd. Hist 6:31; and Com. Ades.25a.5d.

364 kgs. 20:13; Isa. 39:2; Dan. 4:34,

3774t. 8:15; Wis. 16:13; Prov.17:14.

385iy. 25:25; Bel. 26; 2 Macc. 4:9.

391 Esdr. 8:22; Dan. 3:30; Wis. 10:14.

40pan. 3.2,3; Jdat. 8:15.

41According to the listing in H. G. Liddell and R.
Scott, rev. by H. S. Jones, A Greek-English Lexicon, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1940): 1) "Liberty," "power of choice" (BGU
4.1158). 2) "Authority" (P. Oxy.:11 237). 3) "Power" (BGU 4.
1200). 4) "Rulers: (P. Par. 63.176).
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In the New Testament, the word occurs one hundred
three times, twenty-eight of which are found in Paul. The
word displays several meanings: 1) "power," or "ability" (to
do something: Matt. 9:8; Acts 8:19; 1 Cor. 7:37); 2) "right,"
or "liberty" (to choose or do something: John 10:18; Rom. 9:21;
1 Cor.8:9); 3) "authority," or "power" (political, spiritual,
theological, etc.: Matt. 21:23; Luke 7:8, 20); 3) "domain,"
or "dominion" (Eph. 2:2; Luke 4:6); 4) "political authori-
ties," or "officials"™ (Luke 12:11; Tit. 3:1); 5) "spiritual
authorities," or "spirit rulers" (Eph. 3:10, 6:12); 6) "sym-
bol of authority," or "means of authority" --referring to a
veil? (1 Cor. 11:10).

Although it would seem obvious that {fa&vz&cg refers
to political authorities in Rom. 13:1 since Paul mentions "do-
ing good," "receiving praise," and "paying taxes," gquite a
number of authorities contend that it has a DUAL reference in
that it refers not only to earthly authorities, but to spiri-
tual authorities as well, who stand behind and control or in-
fluence the earthly rulers. If this is true, then the ordi-
nation Paul speaks of would include spiritual authorities as
well as earthly. Clinton Morrison and Oscar Cullmann (and a

fair number of others) argue for this position.42

42For more information on this issue, both pro and con,
see especially the following: Oscar Cullmann, The State in the
New Testament, 2nd ed. (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons,
1956). See esp. Excursis I & II, pp. 70-88; O. Cullmann, Christ
and Time: The Primitive Conception of Time and History, rev.
ed. (London: S. C. M. Press, 1962); Karl Barth, Church and
State, trans. by G. Ronald Howe, (London: S. C. M. Press, 1939),
pp. 23-36; Gerhard Kittel, S.v. "¢ypehog," Theological Diction-
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There are a number of arguments posited by those who
believe Paul intended a dual reference, some of which are ra-
ther complex. One fairly common argument offered by those who
see a dual reference is essentially as follows: 1In every
place where Paul uses the plural form (qzbuazac) or the plur-
alistic sense (r7rwoa éfbyvzaa [except Tit. 3:1]1) the meaning
indicated is clearly spiritual beings or angels: (1 Cor. 15:24;
Eph. 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col. 1:16; and 2:10, 15). Therefore,
when Paul uses the word in Rom. 13 in a context where earthly
authorities are clearly indicated, he must have intended a du-
al reference.43

This argument is not valid. Even if it could be pro-
ven that in every other place where Paul used the plural form
(except, of course, Tit. 3:1) he meant spiritual beings, this
does not prove that this meaning MUST be included in Rom. 13.

éfbyazac was commonly used for earthly authorities in Paul's

ary of the New Testament, 1:80-87; G. B. Caird, Principalities
and Powers: A Study in Pauline Theology, (Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1956); Clinton Morrison, The Powers That Be: Earthly
Rulers and Demonic Powers in Romans 13:1-7, (Naperville: Alec

R. Allenson, Inc., 1960); S. Hutchinson, "The Political Impli-
cations of Romans 13:1-7," Biblical Theoloqy, 21(3, 1971):57-58;
Alexander Webster, "St. Paul's Political Advice to the Haughty
Gentile Christians in Rome: An Exegesis of Romans 13:1-7," St.
Vladimir's Theological Quarterly, 25(4, 1981):270-272; C. E. B.
Cranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle
to the Romans, 2:656-659; Frank Stagg, "Rendering to Caesar
What Belongs to Caesar: Christian Engagement with the World,"
Journal of Church and State, (Winter, 1976):104-106; Franz J.
Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans: A Commentary, (New York:
World Pub., 1961), pp. 328-329; A. Strobel, "Zum Verstandnis
von Rom 13," Zeitschrift fur die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft,
47(1956):67-93.

43Karl Barth, Church and State, (London: S. C. M,
Press, 1939), p. 23.
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day and "if Paul ever had occasion to mention earthly author-
ities, the same plural form (éf%uofac ) was the most natural
term for him to use."44

Some exegetes argue that there are other passages in
Paul's writings where a dual reference can be found.45 If
true, this would constitute reasonable evidence that Paul may
well have intended the same in Rom. 13. It is necessary there-
fore to examine a number of passages where Paul could have in-
tended a dual reference.

In 1 Cor. 15:24 éﬁ%avza occurs as a singular, but has
a pluralistic sense because of rrw¢. The context in which the
word occurs is dealing with Christ's victory over zn?ﬁa;/é€x§w
Kd?ﬁ9032'éfbuaibv Kal dy?@azy and over all his enemies, the
last of which is death. Although it is difficult to know
whether the authorities and rulers here are spiritual or not,
the mention of the last enemy as death may suggest that cosmic

46 There is no evidence in this

rulers are in Paul's mind.
passage that Paul intended a dual reference, however. There
is no hint of civil rulers in the entire chapter.

Eph. 3:10 states that the church makes known, somehow,

44F. F. Bruce, "Paul and 'The Powers That Be,'" Bulle-
tin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester 66(6,
1984):82.

45Oscar Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, 2nd
ed., (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1956), pp. 86-87.

46Grant Osborne and Rodney Peterson, "Paradox in Paul
and the Apocalypse: A Model for Attitudes Toward Government."
Unpublished Mss., Trinity Evangelical Divinity School, 1984,

p. 9.
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the manifold wisdom of God to the éq(a&'Ka[7q&'é§OUU£&(§ v
7ocs énzn¢oqz4274§ . The phrase " éi/;f&%’énvgaqz«bcf " makes it
certain that there is no dual reference in this context. Ob-
viously, the rulers and authorities here are spiritual only.

Eph. 1:20, 21 states that Christ is at the right hand
of God in the heavenlies, "far above all q&@(&; ke éfouaf&g
K@l dvvguews kai xyocdryroc and every name that is named,
not only in this age, but also in the one to come." 1In this
passage it is not clear if Paul is speaking about civil rulers
or spiritual. It is possible that the reference to "every
name that is named" alludes to those who are on the earth (as
in Eph. 3:15), and that the rulers and authorites, etc., refer
to spiritual beings (as in Eph. 3:10). In either case there
is no indication of a dual reference in this passage.

In Eph. 6:12 Paul describes a conflict between Christ-
ians andzégyég, éj%uaéﬁg andA<aqxaz§0é}goaf rv§<ﬂaﬂvbf rou-
rou as well as 7o 7reLuariKy 7S 7TOVROas €V TOK EmoyQarloLs,
In context, the conflict is seen as taking place, in an over-
all sense, with the devil (verse eleven: "5}@65A0u "). Combin-
ing this observation with the denial that Christians struggle
against "flesh and blood," and the phrase “év,mi} évogoa}%~
pc¢ " makes it difficult, if not impossible, to see a dual re-
ference here. It seems apparent that spiritual beings only
are in Paul's mind.

In Col. 1:16 Paul states that all things in the heav-
ens and on the earth have been created in Christ, the invisi-

ble and the visible, whether they be Kaa(5f776§ or éqya? or
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ébé?aa or éf%uai&(. If there is any passage which comes
close to indicating a bona fide dual reference in Paul this
would seem to be the one. The mention of "in the heavens" and
"visible and invisible" and then the use of g;}g . . . €£;¥' ’
when using the terms which describe what has been created,
could very well suggest that Paul is thinking of earthly as
well as spiritual authorities in the one word ég;uaza

Yet it must be noted that the context does not clearly
state this; it simply reads in a somewhat ambiguous way. In
the whole of Colossians however, prominence has been given to
the spiritual powers, and "Paul here forces them to realize
that these too are subject to, indeed were created by Christ."47
This last observation at least suggests that spiritual powers
may be all that Paul is thinking of in this passage, It does
not seem possible to prove he intended either a dual or a uni-
tary reference (to either civil or spiritual authorities).

In Col. 2:10, 15 it would seem fairly certain that
Paul is speaking of the demonic realm when he mentions rulers
and authorities. The entire epistle is dealing with the prob-
lem of heresy and verses 2:8-15 (note especially the "fullness
of Christ" idea in verse nine) use the teaching about Christ's
exalted spiritual position in 1:3-2:5 to combat the heresy,
which is directly linked (in verse ten) to "rule" and "author-

48

ity," and (in verses 17-18) to angels. There is however,

471pi4.
4SIbid., pp. 9-11. Wesley Carr, Angels and Principal-

ities: The background meaning and development of the Pauline
phrase Hai archai kai hai exousia; (SNTSMS 42: New York: Cam-
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nothing in the passages which clearly indicates a dual refer-
ence intent.

Although 1 Cor. 2:8 does not contain £é&owvera , it is
worth examining since it is a relevant verse for this issue.
cullmann thinks that in 1 Cor. 2:8 the phrase 7@{0V7€g7vu al-
wyoc is a reference both to earthly rulers and spiritual be-
ings. It appears to refer to earthly rulers since (according
to Cullmann) the rest of the New Testament always protrays men
and not demons as those who crucified the Lord.

There is also some indication that Paul may also be
referring to spiritual (demonic) authorities in 1 Cor. 2:8.
First, rargppew and géyac are almost always used by Paul when
he speaks of spiritual beings, and second, a very significant
parallel in thought is found in 2 Cor. 4:4 where Satan is

described as "the god of this age."49

Against this Gene Miller and Wesley CarrSO argue that
the "wisdom" is not something that thei%yvv7eg "give." In-
stead it is characteristic of their thought. Also, in chap-
ters one through three of First Corinthians the wisdom is not
supernatural but human (cf. 1:20, 3:19). Furthermore, aieov

should be identified with KogALog in Rom, 2:2 and especially

1 Cor. 3:18.

bridge University Press, 1981), pp. 52-66, argues that Paul is
addressing good rather than evil angels.

49Osborne, "pParadox in Paul and the Apocalypse," p. 14.

50Gene Miller, "Archonton tou aionos toutou--A New
Look at 1 Corinthians 2:6-8," Journal of Biblical Literature
91(1972), 522-28; Wesley Carr, "The Rulers of This Age--1
Corinthians 2:6-8," New Testament Studies 23(1976), 20-35.
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The wisdom in verse eight, however, does appear to be
supernatural, and Conzelmann (who believes the rulers are
spiritual) argues that earthly rulers do not have access to

51 This argument does not appear legi-

supernatural wisdom.
timate in light of verses nine and ten though, which, begin-
ning with ;%Aa , logically suggests that up UNTIL the present
NO ONE had access to that particular supernatural wisdom which
would have kept the princes from crucifying Christ. 1In other
words, it is implied that there was no way the princes could
have known about the supernatural wisdom since it is only NOW
being revealed.

Although it is difficult to be absolutely sure, the
evidence in favor of spiritual rulers would seem to slightly
outweigh that of earthly rulers in 1 Cor. 2:8. "Paul states
here that divine wisdom is beyond the earthly wisdom of Paul's
adversaries, and that this earthly wisdom parallels that of
the spirit-adversaries of Christ (cp. Col. 2:15)."52

Even though Paul is speaking of spiritual rulers this
does not necessitate a dual reference. If the spiritual be-
ings did do the influencing of those who physically crucified
Christ, Paul could still say that they had crucified Christ in
the sense that they were the instigators. It is important to

note that it is at least implied that the spiritual rulers

used human rulers as instruments.

51H. Conzelmann, I Corinthians, trans. by J. W. Leitch
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975), p. 61l.

52

Osborne, "Paradox in Paul and the Apocalypse," p. 1l4.
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In summary, there does not appear to be any solid evi-
dence from these passages which would suggest that Paul in-
tended a dual reference in Rom. 13:1. There is no clear in-
stance of a dual reference in any of Paul's statements on the
topic. Therefore it is reasonable to conclude that Paul was
speaking only of earthly authorities in Rom. 13 because that
is all that is indicated in the context. But there are other
arguments for a dual reference which must be considered.

Perhaps the most complex arguments offered for the du-
al reference position are those which attempt to prove that
Paul believed spiritual beings were at work behind the scenes
in influencing earthly rulers and that this indicates a dual
reference in Rom. 13.

It is worth noting from the beginning though, that
this particular reasoning is inherently faulty. Assume, for
the sake of argument, it could be proven that Paul believed
spiritual beings were at work behind the scenes in influencing
earthly rulers. This in itself would not prove that he in-
tended a semantic dual reference meaning in Rom. 13. It
would merely prove that he believed spirit beings COULD influ-
ence earthly rulers. Conceivably, although it would raise
certain problems, Paul could have believed that spirit beings
stood behind and influenced earthly rulers and still have been
referring only to earthly authorities in Rom. 13.

For the purpose of this thesis it is important to de-
termine if Paul believed that spiritual beings were at work

behind earthly rulers since this would be an important factor
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in understanding his concept of the ordination of the state.
It is therefore necessary to examine a number of arguments
which attempt to corroborate this.

Cullmann argues that 1 Cor. 6:1-4 reveals that Paul
believed angels were behind earthly rulers. In this passage
Paul instructs the Christians to stay away from civil law
courts and then bases this exhortation on the statement that
one day they will judge angels (verse three). The question
that arises is why should Paul have mentioned angels? As
Cullmann notes, "Paul might have been content simply to write
that the Christian would one day take part in the last Judg-

w23 Since the last judgment will certainly include na-

ment,
tions (verse two), Cullmann thinks it is reasonable to con-
clude that the specific reference to angels supports the idea
that Paul understood angels and governments were in some way
closely related.54
It is possible that Paul mentions angels here for the
reasons Cullmann has given, but the passage does not provide
enough evidence to be confident that Paul believed such a
relationship existed. It seems more reasonable, since the

PRIMARY basis of Paul's injunction is that Christians will

one day judge the world, to think that the angels were men-

53Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, 2nd ed., p.

79.

54Cullmann, Christ and Time: The Primitive Christian
Conception of Time and History, rev. ed. {(London: S. C. M. Press,
1962), p. 193.
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55 The inclu-

tioned merely to further support this statement.
sion of angels as support for Paul's statement does not seem
particularly arresting to those of us conditioned by a theolo-
gy in which such beings are relatively unimportant. But this
was not the case in Paul's time.

According to G. B. Caird, 1 Cor. 11:10-11 is evidence
that Paul held to the spiritual ruler/earthly ruler position.
He argues that it is natural to assume that the angels in 1
Cor. 11:10 are the same as those in 1 Cor. 6, and, since verse
eleven stands in contrast to verse ten, one should assume that

The subjection of woman to man, like the subjection of
slave to master, was part of the structure of the pagan
social system, and any Christians who ignored that system
would be undermining the divinely decreed order of natur-
al law whereby the the present age was governed. There-
fore out of deference to the angelic guardians of the na-
tural order of society, Christian wives ought not to ap-
pear in public without g6veil, the symbol of their subjec~
tion to their husbands.

While this is an interesting interpretation of 1 Cor.
11:10-11, it is a weak one. There is simply not enough infor-
mation in the passage to be certain of what Paul means. Also,
the angels may not be the same as those mentioned in chapter
six. Furthermore, the reason for the contrast between verse
eleven and ten might simply have been for the sake of balance:
Paul may have been worried that his statement in verse nine

(that women were created for the sake of men) could lead to an

improper understanding of the relation of women to men. Fi-

55Osborne, "Paradox in Paul and the Apocalypse," p. 15.

56G. B. Caird, Principalities and Powers: A Study in
Pauline Theology, (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1956), pp. 17-18.
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nally, Caird relies too much on his own understanding of "the
divinely decreed order of natural law," as well as his belief
that Paul believed there were "angelic guardians of the natur-
al order of society," a point which, although possible, must
remain in the realm of conjecture since Paul nowhere expli-
citly states such a belief nor does he even sufficiently al-
lude to the idea.

Cullmann and others argue that Ps. 110 as used in the
the New Testament indicates Paul's belief in the position. Ac-
cording to Cullmann, "there is no other 0ld Testament passage
which is so often cited by all New Testament writers as this

n57

one. Its use shows the Lordship of Christ over angelic pow-

ers and is at the very heart of primitive Christian thought.58

The phrase "Christ is Lord" is another way of expressing the
pelief that Jesus was seated at the right hand of God, in ful-
fillment of the Psalm. The use of this Psalm in the New Tes-
tament shows a dual reference since in the 0l1d Testament the
Psalm refers to the enemies as EARTHLY rulers but the New
Testament treats the enemies as SPIRITUAL, invisible powers:
While the 'enemies' mentioned in the psalm refer to the
nations which oppressed Israel, Paul has applied the term
in I Cor.15.24f and Eph.1.20ff. to the heavenly powers.
The same kind of association is evident in Paul's use of
Isa.45.23 in Phil.2.10f. That Paul has obviously applied
to the heavenly powers passages which refer to nations of-

fers evidence that he accepted a system in which there
were angelic powers behind the things of this world, in-

57Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, 2nd ed., p.

75.

581pi4.
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cluding the nations and their rulers.59
Cullmann also argues that Ps. 110, as used in Heb.
1:13-14, supports the idea that the powers have now become

60 He argues that in Heb. 1:14 the "min-

servants of Christ.
istering spirits" (Aefﬂoyova&;77E§Q4ard) are obviously angels,
but in verse thirteen, Psalm 110 is quoted where God's enemies
(éﬂ(ékbc ) are subjected (made a footstool). Since the enemies
in Ps. 110 are equated with angelic powers in the rest of the
New Testament, it follows that these subjected spirits are al-
so made servants (Xecroup//mc} ﬂ'Vf%/ﬂ(aTé? ccc Scaxoviarv Groc-
75A29&evzz ). This is essentially the same terminology used
in Rom. 13:4 (5cdxoz«%) and 13:6 (Aecrvgoyvf). Because in
many other places where Paul mentions égboazac he means spiri-
tual/angelic beings hostile to God and his people, and in Rom,
13:1-7 they are called servants, the subjection-to-service in-
terpretation solves this apparent conflict: Christ has made
the former spiritual enemies his servants and Christians
should submit to them for this reason.

Against Cullmann's contention that the spiritual pow-
ers have been "pressed into service" it is argued that there
is no concrete evidence in Paul's writings that hostile forces
are commissioned or recommissioned into the service of Christ.
Instead, in Col. 1:13, 16, 2:10, 15 and in Eph. 1:21, 22, 3:10

and 6:12 the éfouazac are hostile and need to be resisted, not

59Caird, Principalities and Powers, p. 23.

60Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, 2nd ed., p.
81, and Christ and Time, p. 205.
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submitted to.61 Also, in Rom. 8:38 the powers are trying to
separate the believer from God. How then could Paul counsel
submission to them in Rom, 13?62
[Christ] has not placed them in His service, but has ren-
dered them powerless to harm the elect who in spite of
everything have still to struggle against them with the
strength which Christ the Victor supplies. How can we
conceive of these powers as being converted and becoming
servants of the good? How could believers be exhorted63
to obey powers which they have still to fight against?
Cullmann argues that there is no contradiction when
the complexity of redemptive history (which is due to a tem-
poral "dualism") is properly understood. By temporal dualism
Cullmann means the tension between the "already fulfilled" and
the "not yet completed" in the New Testament (and Paul's)
teaching on Christ's victory over principalities and powers.64
In 1 Pet. 3:22, Col. 1:16-20, 2:15 and Phil. 2:10 the powers
are presented as already defeated; in 1 Cor. 15:24-28 and Heb.
10:13 the defeat is yet to come. This means, according to
Cullmann, that angelic powers have a certain amount of free-
dom to disobey Christ. They are bound as on a "rope" that can
be "lengthened," yet never broken. The Christian should be

subject, therefore, to the already (partially) subjected ser-

vant powers, yet he should remain watchful of the state since

61Frank Stagg, "Rendering to Caesar What Belongs to
Caesar: Christian Engagement with the World," pp. 106-07.

62J.Hutchinson, "The Political Implications of Romans
13:1-7," pp. 57-58.

63Franz J. Leenhardt, The Epistle to the Romans: A Com-
mentary, (New York: World Pub., 1961), p. 329.

64

Cullmann, Christ and Time, pp. 197-200.
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the powers behind them may decide (as in Revelation chapter
thirteen) to become disobedient.

Cullmann's argument is interesting and clever, and
does apparently harmonize many Scripture passages, but it is
founded more on speculation than on hard exegetical evidence.
It is crucial for Cullmann's interpretation of Heb. 1:13-14
that Ps. 110 supports the belief on the part of New Testament
authors that spirit beings were behind earthly rulers because
in the 01d Testament the passage refers to earthly rulers and
in the New to spiritual authorities. But it is not a certain-
ty that New Testament writers gquote Ps. 110 in their writings
for the reason Cullmann has suggested. It seems more reason-
able to think that New Testament authors knew that the enemies
originally referred to in Ps. 110 were earthly, but have ap-
plied the Psalm's promise of God's victory over his people's
enemies in the past to fit the present situation where spiri-
tual beings were considered the principle enemies.

Cullmann's interpretation should therefore be re-
jected, not only for the reasons previously cited, but es-
pecially since the submission in Rom. 13 is NOT based on the
subjection of angels, but on the fact that that no authority
exists apart from God's sovereignty!

Clinton Morrison argues that in the Graeco-Roman world
there was a rather common understanding that the state was di-
vinely appointed and was related to a system of spiritual pow-

65

ers According to Morrison, this understanding was so

65See Morrison, The Powers That Be, chap. four for a
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prevalent that if it is not openly opposed by New Testament
writers it should be assumed that it was shared by them.66

Against this A. Strobel contends that the terminology
used in Rom. 13:1-7 is the official phraseology of the Graeco-
Roman/Hellenistic world which contained no hint of a dual re-
ference.67 Therefore, according to Strobel, Paul is delib-
erately suggesting, by the particular words he uses, that he
is not thinking in terms of a Jewish theology of guardian an-
gels, but of earthly rulers only.

As Cullmann notes,68

Strobel's point does not rule
out the possibility that Paul understood angels were in the
background; it merely shows that Paul is referring to earthly
authorities in the passage. Strobel's evidence does weaken
Morrison's position by showing there were mixed views about
the state and its relation to the spiritual realm in Graeco-
Roman thought. Neither Strobel's nor Morrison's arguments
seem to contribute anything substantial towards the issue;
they rather seem to cancel each other out.

None of the preceding arguments are very convincing,

although they are taken seriously by many authorities on the

subject. However, a consideration of the combined data pro-

discussion of this issue.

661pid., p. 99.

67A. Strobel, "Zum Verstdndnis von RoOm. 13," Zeit-
schrift fir die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 47(1956):67-93.

68

Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, 2nd ed.,

p. 85.
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vided by the following arguments does seem to provide suffi-
cient evidence to conclude that Paul believed spirit beings
stood behind and influenced earthly rulers (yet did not in-
tend a semantic dual reference in Rom. 13).

First, there is clear evidence that Paul believed
spirit beings could influence/affect both groups and individu-
als (1 Cor.5:5, 7:5; 2 Cor. 2:10-11, 11:13-15; 1 Thess. 2:18).
Although civil authorities are not mentioned in these passages
this does not mean Paul thought they were exempt. According
to Paul, "the prince of the power of the air" is a spirit who
works in ALL who practice disobedience. Logically then, one
could assume that when a civil ruler did evil, the "prince of
the power of the air" could have been involved in the disobe-
dience,

In 2 Thess. 2:3-10 the "man of sin" accomplishes his
deeds with the help of Satan. Although it is possible that
the "man of sin" refers only to a false prophet, as Ridderbos69
argues, there is evidence that he was considered a political
figure, another "Antiochus Epiphanes," who would also function

70 As noted earlier, if in 1 Cor. 2:6-8

as a false prophet.
spiritual beings are indicated, this would imply that human

rulers were their instruments.

69Hermann Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline of His Theology,
trans. by J. R. DeWitt, (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1975),
pp. 512-14.

70See James Moffatt, "The First and Second Epistles to
the Thessalonians," The ExXpositor's Greek Testament, ed., R.
Nicoll 5 vols., (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 4:48 and
Donald Guthrie, New Testament Theology (Downers Grove: Inter-
varsity Press, 1981), pp. 806-09.
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This interpretation is in agreement with the Gospel
tradition that Satan was working in Judas to betray Christ so
that he might be crucified. Also, the "hour" of Christ's be-
trayal and crucifixion was specifically related to the working

of the "power of darkness."7l

Although we cannot be certain,
it does not appear unreasonable to suggest that not only would
Paul have been aware of this particular Gospel tradition, but
that he would also have agreed with it.

Second, Paul held the 0ld Testament as authoritative
and it is clearly taught in Daniel (see chapter two of this
thesis) that angels have an influence on the deeds of earthly
rulers. Also, although this is perhaps a somewhat weaker
point, Deut., 32 (in one Jewish tradition) taught that when God
gave the nations their boundaries he did so "according to the
number of the sons of God," which suggests (perhaps as in
Daniel and later Judaism) that each nation had an angel "as-
signed” to it (see chapter two of this thesis).

Third, in the New Testament as a whole, angelic pow-
ers seem to be behind nearly all earthly events.72 In Acts
12:15 we learn that every person has an angel as is also im-
plied in Matt. 18:10. In Revelation chapters two and three
each church has its own angel. 1In Eph. 6:12 Paul teaches that

our fight is not with flesh and blood, but with principalities

and powers in the heavenly places. 1In 1 Cor. 4:9 Paul states

Tlhuke 22:3, 4 & 25.

72Cullmann, The State in the New Testament, p. 79.
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that the apostles have "become a spectacle to angels and men."
In Luke 4:6 Satan has been given the nations of the earth and
offers them to Jesus if he will worship him.

This evidence does not directly prove Paul believed
spirit rulers were behind earthly rulers, but it does demon-
strate that such a belief on Paul's part would conform with
the rest of Scripture, a point of considerable significance
for those interpreters whose belief in Scriptural inerrancy
precludes the existence of conflicting theologies among Bibli=~-
cal writers.

The motif of angels influencing earthly rulers shows
up so uniformly in Jewish literature (0ld Testament, Apocry-
pha, Pseudepigrapha, Philo, Rabbinic writings, etc.) that Paul
must have been aware of the concept. It does not seem illogi-
cal to suggest that he was influenced by these teachings and
that this influence can be seen in the "hints" that we have in
his writings (and in those of the rest of the New Testament)
about spirit beings influencing those who dwell on the earth.

This does not mean that Paul's concept would neces-
sarily be identical in all respects with, for instance, that

found in Rabbinic writings (as Moore73 argues), or in any

73George Foot Moore, Judaism in the First Three Centu-
ries of the Christian Era: The Age of the Tannaim, 4 vols.,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1927), 3:97. David Po-
lish, Pharisaism and Political Sovereignty," Judaism 19(4,
1970):421-22, however, strongly objects to this equation on
the basis that Paul's understanding of ordination and motives
for submission were different. According to Polish, Paul (and
the early Christians) submitted to temporal authority for three
reasons: 1) the true Kingdom was not of this world, 2) gov-
ernment was a necessary, permanent condition due to man's de-
pravity, and 3) earthly rule was "God's surrogate." As a con-




