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theIn Paul’s discussion Of the godlessness ÖOf 12 1N Rom „ 18=32,
Arıpar.  e unıts 23—-724 and 25—-27 oth juxtapose CWO toplcs whıch

regarded typıcal examples T hıs godlessness, I  V (VV and 25)
and P sexuality 24) further specified homosexualıty (VV 26-

27) ese CWwO toplıcs arı Lınked ge' DY the 1ınk wOords 516 24) and
51 TOÜUÜTO 26) ; and DY the repetıtıon Of the erb uUETNAAAEAV , whıch 1n
Vn 1 sed about i1dolworshippers who "exchanged" the FEIrUutn OU: God fOr

lıe, and ın Va about who "exchanged" natural SsSexual relatıons fOor
unnatural.

1 well known hat the termınology whıch L1 sed 1n these VeErSSS echoes
the F  u Of central Old Testamen dealıng TEn 1dolatry
5 S SeSP- 106;20  }  ° Jer DA eut 4,16-18 anı wıth homosexualıty e CSPD-
LevV 1B 225 U7 In reCcent Rı has 1sS0 een poınted Out that Rom I D
depicts ı  o  a  V wıth termınology :a CO Cho negatıvely the

anguage Of Gen 1,26-27°.
The jJuxtaposition of ıdolatry and homosexualıty ere L1n Rom 223-27 1

Often aken reflex Of Paul’s encounter wıth typıcal features l$l.M

contemporary culture),. However, the background Of the Old Testament
ınfluence on the choıce OtT termınology ın ese VeEeEILSCS/ — could ask a 1so
hıs Juxtaposıtion Ca be understoo!| lın the light ÖOf the Old Testament‘“.
beliıeve D Cangı, when the readıng Of Rom E negatıve CNO Of Gen 1,26-

18 extended ın Rom CO L AA and 1ın Gen 1,26-28.
cCould ecem A1ffiıeul: CO transform the Concepts ıma deı L1n Gen

ınto the CONCEPTS Oof ıma!' hominıs ln Rom 1I but such transformatıon 1S

"The repetıtıon Of ese 1lınk wOrds belongs CO sSseries Of repetiıtiıons
whıch to give 23-24 and 25—-7)27 a para structure:
Kal MNAAaEaV PE f} OLTLVEC HETNAAAEAV (25)
TI\V S50Eav TOÜDÜ AÜdOaAPTOU OQeOU (23) / 1/ TI\V äÜaANOELAV TOU OeOÜU (25)
ÖLOÖ TADEÖdOKEV AUTOUC DEÖC (24) / / ÖL TOUÜTO NADEdOKEV AUTOUC DEÖC (26)

2Both N. HYLDAHL, Reminiscence Oof the Old estament at RKomans 2
and S Gen ılmNTS 2l 1955/56, 285-288; JERVELL, mago Da T A

Späatjudentum, ln der Gnosıs und ın den Paulınıschen Brıefen, "RLANT F
Göttingen 1960, 320, claım o Dbe the fırst Nes CO ave notıced hıs
connectıon. Of commentarıes where hiıs readıng 1 given consıderatıon,
especlally U / Der Brıef dıe Romer, 6/1, Neukırchen-Vluyn
1978 , 107-108.

Saf£,. &, K. 7 Paulus und dıe Homosexualıtat. Überlegungen ROöm
BA ZEE 31 1987, 72-81  7 and P, VO: der STEN-SACKE Paulınısches
Evangelıum und Homosexualität, Berlıner Theologische ZeLitschrıft 33 1986, —

*For extrabıblıcal materıal linkiıng the CWO topıcs together, C &, G +
S5SapSal 13-15 R A 14,26-27)3 TestLev 37A3  7  e and especlally es  ap. 3,2-4,
W:  e poınted Out J JEREMIAS, ZU 1722732 4 1954, 119-121,
resembles the termınologyvy Of Rom 1,23-27 VeELrYV losely. ä
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above Old Testament ackground for Paul’s presentation Oof ıdolatry,
eut ,16-18, nas termınology quiıte closely rese|  es hat Of Gen 1
ul the settıng Of hıs termınology 18 utterly Ädıfferen ıln these LWO

exts, f rom the creatıon of INa  3 ln Gen CO the makıng of ımages 1ın
eut e ese VerSeSesS 1 eut generally en &A  4S belongıng CO the
textual layer Of cChe Pentateuch as Gen d the Prıestly ode PE thus, DY
playıng the pregnan termınology, Va ble e poıint Out the

COnNtrast between

IMa , who Oorıgınallıy Ja created 1l1N the ımage Of God anı accordıng CO

hiıs likeness; further defıned male and female -placed the earth T W
Pr and ule Vr 1ts creatures;

Man , whı NO! faces the danger of turnıng hıs Oorder Of the
creatıon upsiıde down, by makıng and worshipping images 1%1N the Oof
hımseltf and the er Creatures.

Now, what 1 hen the relatıonship between ese LWO ex Oof P, Gen 1,26-
and eut 4,16-18, and the OI! DY aul Ln ROm 123-27? OmMme detaıls

should be notıced:
In Gen the relationship between God and IMa 15 expressed Lln \ A

Av ODRDOTOV KT e ( KÖva IHETEPAV Kal KaB OUOLOOLV, and ın M 3NH3ıs KaT
e ( KÖva 18 closer defıned ARTEV Kal ONAU In eut 4: 1 the terminologyvy Of
Gen ı and 19 mıxed CO OMOLOUA ARGEVLKOU ONAUKOU. for Rom k 23 the

readıng ÖMO LÖOUAT L LKOVOC dOapTOU &v PATMOU 1S terminologically closer v Gen

han CO eut 4 ; Ven the SsSupposed pleonasm ÖMOLOMUMAT L LKÖVOC 18 reasonable
when ead cho Of Gen 126 However, thıs terminological closeness CO
Gen 18 combıned wıtch <  < factual cCloseness CO eut e And the result 18

clear ımpressıon Oof how the ıdolater worshıps images e)a hımself ınstead Of
the God lın whose image he 1 created. Thus, 1ıdolatry L1 described L1 erms of
a reversing Of tche creatıon Oof [Nal.

The relatıonship between God and Ma  } L1S hen further defıned 1n Gen

Ea the para sentences KT € LKÖVOa EOU NOLNDEV aAUTOÖV F# ARDDEV KalL

ONAU ETMOLNOEV AUTOUC. The PUrpPOSE Of hıs sexual diıfferentiatıon ınto male
anı female is presented Lln * C 28, where God blesses "T+hem”" aUTOUG, e the
end Of .a 23r hat cthey ( fruıiıtful and 1NCrease 1n number. hiıs
sexual dıfferentiatıon between DAUC and ÜPTEV 1s repeated n eut 6, 16, but
there wıth tcthe slıghtly dıfferent erms NAUKÖC and ÜAPOEVLKÖC, and wıthout
references to the PUuLrpOSE of hıs dıfferentiıatı.on. Rom 1 terminologically
closer CO Gen than CO eut 1so at his point; the OAELAL and ÜNTEVEC lın
RKROm 1,26-27 arı plurals of the sıngular UC and ÄÜRTEV Ln Gen 1L and
could 1so hnhat the berakhah ın Rom 57255 ÖC EOTLV EUAOVNTÖOÖC, could be

cho Of the NUAOVNOEV AUTOUC OEÖC 1n Gen 1 28i Also the sexual
differentıation 1 ere emphasızed, but compared A e Gen ; has completely
1ost ıts meanıng hat the obligatıon CO e FPYuUu3t ul 18 replaced

P Deuteronomium 'S>For detaıls, D: KNAPP, Lıterarısche Analyse und
theologische Interpretation, G'TA 3 Göttingen 1987, 34-35, 328-91.



fruıtless sexual relatıons.
The relatıonshıp between God and INa 1Ss fınally presented DYy Gen LO

and oblıgatıon fOor INa CO ave domınıon Ver the er Creatures.

'"TwWwOo Of ese e mentiıoned ln al ree eXts, the bırds and the reptiles®.
In Gen 12 and these Arı presented NETE LVÖÄV TOÜUÜ OUPAVOÜU and EOTETÖÄV

ese,TV E OTÖVTOV O  Au FTA VÄC eut GE nas rephrased the former e

HO LOUCA NMAVTOC) ÖDVEOQU NTEDHWTOÜU, the lLlatter Ll1S rendered .n sıngular.
Also ere the readıng NMETE L VV and EOTETÖV l1N Rom L3 1S terminologıcally
cliloser CO Gen nan CO eut 4I but the functıon 1S reversed lın the ame WaY

ı8el eut The Creatures ar  D NnOtT an y longer subjects for man’s dominion,
but erns fOr images which hıs INa  - C worshiıp.

1OM hıs SULVEYV 1E clear to hat Gen 1,26-28 provıdes
for aui:?e andreasonable background Juxtaposiıtıon f ıdolatry

homosexualıty 8l Rom E3 2IE eut L1S obvıouslvy the model for hıs negative
echoıng Oft Gen I5 Dbut Otch the choice Otf termınology and the emphasizing ÖOf
the SsSexual dıfferentiıatıon poınt ack CO Gen d rather han o eut -

Accordıngly, hen aul ın hıs dıscussıon of the godlessness Of Ma Lln Rom

, 18-32 ]Juxtaposes ıdolatry and homosexualıty, he thınks ln erms Of

reversıng DBE the creatıon Of mMan poınt whıch 1so corresponds wıth tcthe
hat 18a 18 wıthout SEXCUSE for hısmajor argument OT hiıs PaSsSaye ,

godlessness S1LNCeEe GOod has een known AT Ö KTLOEQC KÖOUWOU , V e

SThe TETDETNOSANV lLısted 1ın Rom Ta Ln between NMETELVÖV and DTETÖÄV,
echoes Gen 1,24, and has unterpart 1N eut 4 . F


