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ABSTRACT

Since the Reformation, translation into the vernacular has been a significant part
of interpretation of biblical texts. In modern English, it seems as though new translations
are created all the time, and Christians often take for granted this valuable tool of the
faith. However, there are many ways in which translation can—and should—be done
better. This project discusses the theory and methodology of translation, with particular
attention to formal and functional equivalence translations. Additionally, it looks at key
issues in translation such as semantic range and contextualization of the text. Then, it
reviews new research in translation relating to discourse analysis and the role of the
reader in interpretation. The ultimate purpose of the project is to propose another method
of translation that looks at these key issues and works to move beyond simple
grammatical and syntactical analysis to viewing the text as a whole. As a result, it
includes a translation case-study of Romans 3 with a discourse analysis, translation for
personal devotion, and a translation for congregational reading. Finally, it includes a
comparison of key differences between the proposed translation and three modern
translations at various ends of the translation spectrum—the NRSV as a formal
equivalence translation, the NLT as a functional equivalence translation, and the NIV as a

mediating translation.
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Translation Theory and Methodology

Introduction

Translation is one of the most important—and yet most overlooked—aspects of
biblical studies. Translation is the primary means by which we can understand the text,
without learning the original languages. Still, it seems as though new translations are
created all the time, each one both similar to and distinct from what has already been
written. If we already have plenty of translations in English, what is the point of
continuing in making new translations? As languages change over time, it is important to
revisit past translations and translation theories and consider ways which translation can
be done better.
Guiding Thoughts on Translation

At its most basic form, translation is a means of transferring meaning from one
language to another. In biblical translation, the primary role is to “put a Hebrew or Greek
sentence into meaningful English that is equivalent to its meaning in Hebrew or Greek.”!
A good translator will take into account the contexts of both the source language and the
receptor language and create a translation which preserves in the receptor language the

same meaning and effect of the source language.? In this way, the ultimate purpose of

1 Gordon D. Fee and Mark L. Strauss, How to Choose a Translation for All its Worth (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2007), 21.

2This is a hotly debated topic in translation theory. For discussion on the benefits of this
method, see Jan de Waard and Eugene A. Nida, From One Language to Another (Nashville:
Thomas Nelson, 1986). For discussion on the failings, see D.A. Carson, “The Limits of Functional
Equivalence in Bible,” Translation—and Other Limits, Too,” in The Challenge of Bible Translation
(eds. Glen G. Scorgie, Mark L. Strauss, and Steven M. Voth; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003), 65-
114.



translation is to overcome all barriers to communication—Ilanguage, culture, time, and
space.’

A good translation should be clear to the intended reader. The translation must be
understandable, avoiding awkward language and grammar. Furthermore, it should
attempt to express in the translation meaning that is implicit in the original context.*
Therefore, a translation should be natural, favoring contemporary idioms and styles of
speech over words or phrases that hold little meaning for today’s reader.® Though
preserving the form of the original when translating from one language to another is
helpful, it is far more important to translate the meaning of the text in a natural,
understandable way.®

In many ways, translation itself is a means of interpretation. The words in a text
only bear meaning within the context of other words.” Thus, simply choosing one word in
translation rather than another is an interpretive choice on the part of the translator.®
Additionally, translations must be faithful to the meaning of the source language, drawing
readers into the world of the Bible.® For biblical translation in particular, knowing the
intended context of the reader and the purpose in reading is necessary for producing a

faithful translation.® Therefore, a translation must not only be faithful to the source but

3Y.C. Whang, “To Whom Is a Translator Responsible—Reader or Author?” in Translating the Bible:
Problems and Prospects (ed. Stanley E. Porter and Richard S. Hess; Sheffield, England: Sheffield Academic
Press, 1999), 55.

4 Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 38-9.

5 bid, 39.

6 Eugene A. Nida and Charles R. Taber, The Theory and Practice of Translation (Leiden, Netherlands: E.J.
Brill, 1969),, 12.

7 Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 30.

8 Kenneth L. Barker, “Bible Translation Philosophies with Special Reference to the New International
Version,” in The Challenge of Bible Translation (eds. Glen G. Scorgie, Mark L. Strauss, and Steven M. Voth;
Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003), 52.

° Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 36.

10 Whang, “To Whom is a Translator Responsible,” 59.
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also appropriate to the context of its target audience.'* A good translation should ask
what the meaning of a text is in its original context, then transmit that meaning into the
receptor language.!?

Methodology of Translation

Historically, two primary forms of translation have fought for prominence among
biblical scholars. The first, formal equivalence, focuses primarily on the source language,
while the second, functional equivalence, focuses on the receptor language.!® Each has its
own benefits when it comes to translation and each has issues that translators must deal
with in order to produce a faithful translation. A third type—mediating translation—
attempts to make the best of both kinds of translation.

Formal equivalence focuses more directly on words and phrases over larger units
of meaning. It seeks to preserve both the words and the grammar of the source
language.'* In this way, formal equivalence translations attempt to reflect the sentence
structure, verbal nuances, and idioms of the source language.*® This method of translation
attempts to create consistency in translation of word choice, phrase and clause order,
sentence length, and grammatical class—nouns as nouns and verbs as verbs.®

Formal equivalence is effective in creating what many believe is a “literal”
translation. In the matter of consistency in translation of individual words, formal
equivalence is undoubtedly a success. However, through these same means, much

meaning is lost unless the reader has studied the text in its original language as well.

11 Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 40.

2 |bid, 30-1.

13 Barker, “Bible Translation Philosophies, 53.

14 This is often referred to as the “form” of the source language. cf. Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 26.
15 Paul D. Wegner, The Journey from Texts to Translations, (Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 1999), 400.
16 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 21-2.



While potentially helpful for the person who wants to use a translation for in-depth study
of the text, formal equivalence is not recommended for the average casual reader of the
Bible. Because of differences in context between the original writing and the readers, a
“word-for-word” translation is lacking when compared to the “meaning-for-meaning”
translation of functional equivalence.

Functional equivalence!’ translations aim to represent the translated text as
naturally in the receptor language as it would have sounded to the original readers.® This
method of translation seeks to preserve the meaning of the source language over the
specific forms—that is, to make the translation understandable rather than being tied
down to the specific form of the original language.® The effectiveness of a functional
equivalence translation is the “degree of equivalence of response” between the original
receptors in the source and the modern receptors in the translation.?’ In this method of
translation, the emphasis is on the target language rather than the source language, and
how to convey the equivalent of the source language as closely as possible without
changing the context of the writings.?! In this way, the context of words matters just as
much as their lexical meaning.?? Furthermore, these translations believe in using the

style, structure, and idioms of the receptor language.?

17 Functional equivalence and dynamic equivalence are phrases that are used almost interchangeably in
translation studies. For the purposes of this paper and to promote clarity, “functional equivalence” is the
term that will be used for his kind of translation.

18 Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 26.

% ibid, 26.

20 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 24.

21 stanley E. Porter, “Assessing Translation Theory: Beyond Literal and Dynamic Equivalence,” in
Translating the New Testament (eds. Stanley E. Porter and Mark J. Boda; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009),
131.

22 Fee and Strauss, How to Choose, 27.

23 Wegner, The Journey, 400.



The primary question in functional equivalence is how translators can know
whether the response of the receptors is the same as the original audience and where the
meaning itself lies.?* While this is a noble goal, functional equivalence translations still
focus primarily on smaller units of meaning—words, phrases, clauses, and sentences—
without looking so much at the discourse as a whole in context. Since the goal is to
produce the same response in the modern reader as in the original reader, some
contextualization occurs, but larger amounts of contextualization are often perceived as
inauthentic.

The mediating translation—also referred to as a combination translation—
attempts to balance formal and functional equivalences, deciding based on context which
theory works best.?® This methodology acknowledges that one set of assumptions
regarding translation sometimes trumps another. Still, while this translation theory is
more flexible and adjusts based on the form and genre of the text, it still focuses too
narrowly on the grammar and syntax of the text instead of broader questions of discourse.
Key Issues in Translation

The first issue in translation is how to keep the text clear and understandable.
Since the text was written to be understood by its original readers, the job of the
translator is to clearly transmit this message.?® However, in cases of multiple

interpretations, some believe that translators should intentionally keep ambiguity.?’

24 Whang, “To Whom is a Translator Responsible,” 52-53.

25 Wegner, The Journey, 400.

26 Some believe that the Bible should intentionally be kept ambiguous, arguing that we cannot fully
understand the text. However, according to Nida, the Bible would have been understandable by its
original audience and thus should be understandable in translation. This is the assumption this paper
works under. cf. Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 19ff and De Waard and Nida, From One
Language,10ff.

27 Whang, “To Whom is a Translator Responsible,” 56-7.
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However, De Waard and Nida assert that it is more efficient to provide a meaningful
translation in the text itself and alternate “literal” translations in notes.?® Furthermore,
translations must avoid using words or phrases that are not easily understood by the
average reader—especially unfamiliar vocabulary and grammatical structures.?® Thus, in
order to provide a translation which is understandable and not awkward in the receptor
language, the audience and style of the translation must be considered at an early stage in
the translation.°

Additionally, when considering how to translate a word in a given context,
translators must understand the semantic range of words—the variety of ways they can be
used in different contexts. However, semantic range is not only important in discussing
the source language. Rather, understanding the semantic range of words in the receptor
language is also necessary so that the translator can avoid ambiguity where the author did
not intend.3! Thus, to properly translate the semantics of one language into another,
translators must understand “the speakers, their environment, their society, and their
beliefs.”®? This form of contextualization helps translators to understand the assumptions
that a language and culture makes and then transfer meaning more fully into the source
language. This helps to promote clarity, as obscurity in the Bible is often not the original

author’s intent, but readers’ lack of historical and cultural information.33

2 The idea here is that the text itself should have meaning. While some would prefer to put the “literal”
translation in the text and an interpretation in the notes, in order to promote a smooth reading
experience, it is far better to make the text understandable and provide resources for curious readers.
One translation that does this well is the New Living Translation. cf. De Waard and Nida, From One
Language, 34.

2% Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 2.

30ibid. 103

31 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 19-21.

32 Whang, “To Whom is a Translator Responsible,” 49.

33 De Waard and Nida, From One Language, 10.

11



The last important factor in preparing a translation is identifying the intended
audience. This identification is vital to translation as it dictates the decisions a translator
can make.3* In fact, the authority in interpretation lies in the community of which readers
are part.® Since interpretation lies in community, translators must consider the
circumstance of the reading of the text—specifically whether it will be read or heard and
whether it will be communal or individual. These factors contribute to choices the
translator must make involving issues of homophony and ambiguity.® Furthermore,
audience context is essential because if the Bible is to be understood as an instrument of
evangelism, it is necessary that it be intelligible not only to Christian insiders, but also to
the outsiders who do not have previous encounters with the text.3’

More important than whether a translation is accurate in form, however, is
whether the translation is intelligible. This includes how the message impacts the receptor
as well as how understandable the vocabulary and semantics are.® Translators must use
language as the average reader does, otherwise there is the risk of misunderstanding. °
Furthermore, translators must be wary of assuming that poor translations will be further
explained by religious authorities. Many times, readers do not have access to adequate
religious teachers and put more weight in the written word than in what is preached in a

church service.*®

34 Douglas J. Moo, We Still Don’t Get It (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2012), 35.

% Kevin J. Vanhoozer, “The Reader in New Testament Interpretation,” in Hearing the New Testament:
Strategies for Interpretation (Ed. Joel B. Green; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 311.

36 De Waard and Nida, From One Language, 16.

37 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 31.

% ibid, 22.

39 Moo, We Still Don’t Get It, 4-5.

40 De Waard and Nida, From One Language, 40.
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However, a "good translation™ must go beyond simply moving the readers to
understanding. In addition to providing information, translations must also have
relevance to the modern context and move the reader to action. The text of the Bible is
not meant to be read as a disconnected, intellectual task. The words were written with the
intent that they would make the readers feel and act in a certain way. This assumption is
the theory behind dynamic equivalence translations—that the translation must promote
right understanding, right feeling, and right action.**

New Research in Translation

Two primary areas of research in translation involve discourse analysis and the
role of the reader in interpretation. The topic of the reader’s role includes subcategories
such as literary criticism, reader-response criticism, and the development of reader-
friendly versions of the Bible. These various forms consider the text as a work to be read
as a whole. Instead of considering the smaller units of meaning in a text, they consider
where meaning lies in relation to the reader and how to translate this meaning into the
receptor language. Similarly, discourse analysis looks at the relationship of various parts
of the text to one another. Instead of stopping translation at the sentence level, it goes on
to see the influence of argument and rhetorical devices on the meaning.

A newer form of biblical criticism, literary criticism, analyzes the text with
special reference to the artistic and aesthetic qualities, genre, features of the form and
their functions, and the text as a whole unit instead of a “patchwork collection.”*? In this

way, the biblical text is analyzed as a piece of literary work with a specific purpose rather

41 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 24-26.
42 Jeffrey A.D. Weima, “Literary Criticism,” in Interpreting the New Testament: Essays on Methods and
Issues (Eds. David Alan Black & David S. Dockery; Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2001), 151.
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than as a text disconnected from its context. In forms of criticism such as textual or
source criticism, the text is analyzed as sub-units put together by a later editor. However,
for literary criticism, the text does not hold meaning outside of the whole. In this way,
this method invites translators to consider large units of text—which is vital for a good
translation as we have already seen and will see again in a discussion on Discourse
Analysis.*

The primary question in determining methods for literary criticism is whether
meaning lies in the author’s intent, the text itself, or in the reader's response to the text.
These three perspectives influence the interpretation of the text. If the meaning of the text
lies in the author’s original purpose, then the role of the translator is to find the author’s
meaning and put that into plain language for the modern reader. However, since the
“author” in these contexts often becomes an idealized person who does not exist in our
modern time and place, translators often disagree on what this “intent” was. If the
meaning lies in the text itself, then the translator’s only job is to put the words into the
receptor language exactly as they appear in the source. However, this often leads to
ambiguous and unintelligible translations—a common issue with formal equivalence
translations that operate under this assumption. 44

If the meaning lies in the reader’s interpretation of and response to the text, then
the translator’s role is discovering what the original reader’s response would have been
and transmitting it into a new context. This method makes the most sense as we can
determine what the goals of a text for its reader were based on its original context. Thus,

the new focus of translation is on the response of the reader rather than on the precise

3 ibid, 151.
* ibid, 151-2.

14



form of the message.®® In this type of translation and interpretation, the reader comes to
the forefront as the person who receives the text and makes meaning of it. This idea is
significant as translators consider who a translation is for. In analyzing reader response,
the intended audience helps to make decisions of contextualization—what makes sense to
one reader in one context would be considered incomprehensible to another.*®

Discourse analysis is the most up-to-date method of analyzing the text which
helps translators in conveying the message of the Bible to modern readers. As we have
already seen, an important aspect of Discourse Analysis is the assumption that meaning
lies in sentences and paragraphs rather than in phrases and clauses.*’ Rather than merely
considering the grammatical and syntactical features of a text, discourse analysis focuses
on “language in use.”*® In this way, it allows that the texts studied are not independent
from the larger work, nor is it proper to analyze the parts so deeply that the whole is
lost.*® Furthermore, discourse analysis understands that communication happens in
“ongoing social interaction[s]” and thus, words cannot be taken out of their situation.>
To be fully understood, texts must be looked at in context and then re-contextualized to
the modern reader.

In this way, discourse analysis goes beyond simply looking at words, clauses, or
sentences, to analyzing the “communicative dimensions of translation”—the relationships

between these smaller units in a discourse.®® Discourse analysis consists of breaking up a

45 Nida and Taber, The Theory and Practice, 1.

46 Vanhoozer, “The Reader,” 301.

47 George H. Guthrie, “Discourse Analysis,” in Interpreting the New Testament: Essays on Methods and
Issues (Eds. David Alan Black & David S. Dockery; Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2001), 256-7.

“8 Joel B. Green, “The Practice of Reading the New Testament,” in Hearing the New Testament: Strategies
for Interpretation (Ed. Joel B. Green; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995), 175

4 Guthrie, “Discourse Analysis,” 258.

50 Green, “The Practice of Reading,” 180.

51 porter, “Assessing Translation Theory,” 132.
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text into “kernel sentences” and then distinguishing layers of importance and how two
phrases, clauses, sentences, or even sections relate to and build off of one another. In this
way, when using discourse analysis a translator should alternate between "micro- and
macro-levels of discourse."®? Through this method, the translator can almost
simultaneously study the impact and direction of the entire text while still being faithful
to the individual words.
Conclusion

The Bible is a text meant to be read and understood—which is where the role of
the translator comes in. Though modern translations are often viewed as superfluous
when considering translation needs in other languages, putting the text into modern
language through translation is vital. While research in translation theory has increased,
fewer texts actually use this research in creating translations. With the fluidity of
language, translation theory must continually be analyzed and new translations presented

to make the text of the Bible more fully known.

52 ¢f. Guthrie, “Discourse Analysis,” 258. Here, he suggests the following method of analyzing the text at
these two layers: (micro-) Basic translation and grammatical analysis, (macro-) identification of unit
boundaries, (micro-) analysis of internal structure and detailed study of unit material, (macro-) analysis of
interrelationship between various units and identification of progression, (micro-) interpretation of
elements within the discourse unit

16



About the Translations
Discourse Analysis:

This section analyzes the argument of Romans 3. The chapter was first broken
into kernel sentences in Greek.>® Next, the argument was broken into 9 major sections.
These major sections were analyzed for their relationship to one another. Following this,
the kernel sentences were analyzed for their relationship within the section each was a
part. These relationships have been listed on the right hand side of each line, with the
appropriate line number referenced. > Some kernel sentences served merely as
transitions between major sections and have been denoted with “Transition” and the kind
of transition presented in parenthesis.

Two levels of hierarchy are presented in this analysis. The first is a syntactical
hierarchy shown through the indentation of kernel sentences. In this hierarchy, more
significant phrases and clauses are farthest left, with supporting phrases and clauses
indented more. The second is an argumentative hierarchy shown through the relationships
on the right hand side of each line. In these, the primary member of each relationship is
denoted by all caps.

This analysis is significant in translation because it shows the flow of Paul’s
argument. This analysis helped in determining which arguments were Paul’s and which
he was responding to. This difference is shown through the translation for Congregational

Reading discussed later. Furthermore, it shows what parts of the argument are most

53 A kernel sentence is a phrase or a clause which holds meaning. The majority have their own verbs—
finite or non-finite—but some are significant phrases connected to a more primary clause. This analysis is
presented in Greek because the syntax of the translation is modified for clarity.

54 For further explanation on the kinds of relationships presented, see Peter Cotterell and Max Turner,
Linguistics and Biblical Interpretation, (Downers Grove: Intervarsity Press, 1989).
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significant to the text as a whole, with the conclusion bolded to emphasize that the entire
chapter has been building towards this argument.
Preliminary Translation and Questions:

This translation is the first draft of my translation of Romans 3. It is a formal
equivalence translation, with attempts to preserve the original syntax and consistency
with regard to translation of individual words. In particular, it keeps the general sentence
structure of the Greek text, with minor adjustments for readability. Furthermore, in the
translation of one of the most common words in section—miotevo and its derivatives—
the word “faith” was consistently chosen in order to highlight the importance. Also in this
translation are notes or questions that are significant to consider in revising the
translation. These have to do with particular Greek syntax or vocabulary, the context of
the text, or how to clearly contextualize into English. Especially difficult words or
phrases have been bolded for further analysis.

This translation is designed for readers at approximately 9'"-10" grade reading
levels. While the vocabulary is mostly familiar, the sentence structure is what really
makes this translation more difficult than others. Many sentences in this section are long
with multiple clauses and supporting structures, and this translation does little in order to
make those clear. However, each of these has been addressed in the comments in hopes
that a different translation can better render them in readable English.

Personal Devotion:

This translation was created for personal devotion. It is not intended for in-depth

study or for congregational reading. Rather, it is designed to promote meditation on the

text through a seamless reading experience. It is a far more functional translation than the

18



preliminary translation and attempts to take the questions provided and answer them
through translation while still preserving some aspects of the form of the text.
Specifically, this translation makes use of the discourse analysis in order to determine
hierarchies and to recreate understandable sentence structure in English. Many of the
longer sentences have still been preserved in this translation, however, in order to keep
the tone of the original Greek text.

Because of the mediating nature of this translation, some contextualization has
occurred. Most significantly are transitions and emphatic negative answers. Negative
answers have been rendered, “No way!” and transitions have been rendered “So what?”’
where applicable. Additionally, certain interpretive choices have been made. In two
places in particular (“These statements deserve judgment” and “because of Jesus’
faithfulness”), the exact meaning was ambiguous. However, after discourse analysis and
comparison of potential translations, choices were made that seemed to follow the
argument best. The result is a translation that is approximately a 6'"-8" grade reading
level—corresponding with the average adult reading level in America—and balances
modern and “original” styles.

Congregational Reading:

This translation takes the discourse analysis and personal devotional reading to
create a version specifically designed for Congregational Reading. Since this type of
reading provides more flexibility in regards to extra-textual cues, the chosen form for this
translation is a script for 4 speakers. The two primary speakers—Questioner and Paul—
provide the hearer with a more accurate understanding of where Paul himself is speaking

versus the arguments he is responding to. This is particularly significant in the beginning

19



and end, where Paul makes use of multiple rhetorical questions that are likely quotes
from those at the church trying to understand the concepts.

Another stylistic choice in this translation was the move to an almost entirely
functional equivalence translation. To promote intelligibility in the heard form, most
uncommon words were eliminated. In addition, when quoting Old Testament references,
the introductory phrases were changed to correlate more with modern language choices
regarding using the scriptures as supporting information. Lastly, longer sentences were
broken into multiple ones to allow hearers to follow the argument better. Especially
significant is Paul’s discussion of the righteousness of God being revealed. This section
was one long sentence in previous versions of the translation, but has been broken into 5
sentences, separated by their relation to the independent clause in the Greek sentence—
how those who believe are made righteous and what God’s final purpose was in making
them righteous.

Comparison with Modern Translations:

The last section of the translation portion of this project is a comparison of the
personal devotion translation and 3 popular modern translations—the NRSV, NIV, and
NLT. The NRSV represents the traditional formal equivalence translations, the NIV
represents a mediating translation, and the NLT represents a functional equivalence
translation. The personal devotion translation was chosen as it balances contextualization,
translation consistency, and the argument outlined through the discourse analysis. The
comparison highlights important differences in word choice and sentence structure and

then explains the significance of each of these differences to reading and interpretation.
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Discourse Analysis

A: Intro to chapter; Transition from previous
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Preliminary Translation and Questions
Therefore what is the advantage of the Jew or the benefit of circumcision®? Great in
every way.*® First because they were entrusted with the message of God. Then what? If
some were unfaithful, will their faithlessness abolish the faithfulness® of God? Of course
not®®! May God be true and all humans liars, just as it is written,
That you may be justified in your word
and you will conquer in your judgement.®®
But if our unrighteousness recommends God’s righteousness®’, what do we say? Is
God unjust®® in bringing wrath? (I speak in a human way)®? Of course not!®® How, then,
would God judge the world? If the truthfulness of God abounds to his glory by my
lying®, why am I still judged as a sinner? And why not, as we are blasphemously charged
and some affirm that we say®, “Let us do evil, so that good might come”? Their
judgement is just.%®
Then what? Are we®’ better? Not at all! For we have previously stated that all, both

Jews and Gentiles®, are sinners®, just as it is written,

55 In this context, what is the meaning of “advantage” and “benefit”? Maybe something like “What good is
it to be a Jew?”

56 Does this need to be more emphatic?

57 What is meant by the language of “faithfulness” and “unfaithfulness” or “truth” and “lies”?

58 What phrase here would hold the same emphasis today as un yevotro did for the original audience?
%9 How might this be worded or denoted in a congregational reading?

50 The idea is something like “makes known” or “confirms” or “sheds light on” God’s righteousness.

61 |s “unjust” Christianese?

52 \What is the best way to put in asides?

53 Emphasis? (See footnote 2)

54 How can this be syntactically arranged to be the clearest?

55 Are BAaopnuouueda (“Blasphemously charged”) and gaotv in synonymous parallelism?

56 What judgment is referred to here? The judgment by the “slanderers” about the fictional argument?
The judgement from God onto the slanderers?

57 Who are “we”?

58 How is louSatouc t€ kat EAAnvac mavrac related to the first person verb mpontiacaueda?

59 What is the use of the preposition ug’ with regard to apaptiov?
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No one is righteous, not one
There is no one who understands
No one who seeks God
All turned away and became perverse
There is no one who does good?®
There is not even one.
Their throats have been opened as a grave
Their tongues deceive
The venom of vipers is on their lips™
Their mouths are’ full of curses and bitterness
Their feet are quick to shed blood
Destruction and hardship are their ways
They do not know the way of peace
There is no fear of God before their eyes.
We know that whatever the law says speaks to those in the law’? so that all mouths
might cease and all the world be under judgment.” Because no flesh” will be made

righteous before him by works of the law,’® for through the law sin is known.”’

7 How can “does good” be put into better English? The idea being “does good deeds” or “practices good”
"1 Is “on” in the semantic range of uro in this context?

72 Collective noun with a singular verb.

73 Can v tw vouw mean “under the law”?

74 What is the “judgment” being referred to?

75 Is oapé referring to “sinful nature” or “humanity”?

78 epywv vouou is used often. What is it referring to in the context of Romans 3?

77 \What is the relationship between smyvwoic and auaptiac?
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But now, apart from the law, God’s righteousness’® has been revealed, being
witnessed to by’® the law and the prophets, the righteousness of God through faith of
Jesus® to all who believe. For there is no distinction, for all sin and lack®! the glory of
God, being made righteous as a gift by his grace through redemption that is in Christ
Jesus®? who God brought as a means of forgiveness®® through faith in his blood® in proof
of his righteousness through the disregard of the previous sins by the patience of God, to
the proof of his righteousness in the present, that he might be righteous and make
righteous the one who has faith in Jesus.®®

Then where is [room to] boast? It is excluded. Is it through doing the law? By
works?%® No, but through the law of faith®’. We consider that a person is righteous by
faith apart from works of the law. Or is God the God of the Jews only? Is he not also of
the Gentiles®? Yes, also of the Gentiles. For there is one God who justifies the
circumcised from faith and the uncircumcised through faith.8® Therefore, do we abolish

the law through faith? Of course not!*® But we uphold the law.*

78 What kind of genitive construction is Sikatoouvn?

7% How can this phrase be put in clearer English?

80 What kind of genitive construction? Faith from Jesus, Faith in Jesus, Jesus’ faith, Jesus’ faithfulness,
etc.? (I think in the context, | lean towards “Jesus’ faithfulness” because Paul immediately begins speaking
about God’s grace and sending Jesus and his sacrifice. It seems that this sending and sacrifice bears the
weight, not our faith in Jesus.) Discourse analysis of this chapter could help here.

81 “Fall short”. What does this word mean in this context?

82 Sikatoupevol Swpeav TN aQUTOU YapLTt SLa THE AMOAUTPWOEWC TNE £V XpLoT¢ Inoou is a really long
phrase. Is there any way to break it up or reword it to be clear?

8 daotnptov is traditionally translated as “propitiation” or “sacrifice of atonement”. What can be done to
make the force / movement of the idea (and relationship to the mercy sear of the ark) evident?

84 What does the phrase Sta motewc ev Tw autou atuatt mean here?

85 This entire paragraph is one long sentence. Are there places it can be broken either syntactically (not
really; no finite verbs) or visually?

86 What role do these two short questions &ta rtotou vouou; Tcv epywv; play?

87 What is “the law of faith”? What kind of genitive construction? (law that is faith?)

8 How can the word “Gentiles” be translated so that it is not “Christianese”?

8 |s there a significance of ek in one place and ta in the other?

% Emphasis? See footnote 2

%1 What is meant by “uphold”?
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Translation for Personal Devotion
Therefore, what is good is it to be a Jew? What’s the point of being circumcised? It’s

great in many ways! Primarily, they were to be entrusted with the message of God.

So what?

If some were unfaithful with this message, does that mean their disobedience made God
less faithful? No way! May God be true even when all humans are liars. Just as it is
written,

That you, God, may be justified in your word

and you will conquer in your judgement.

But if our unrighteousness lets others know that God is righteous, what can we say? Is
it injustice when God destroys the unfaithful in wrath? (This is a human argument) No

way! How, then, could God judge the world?

But if when I lie, it increases the glory of God’s truthfulness, why am 1 still judged as a
sinner? And why not say (as some slander us and claim that we say) “Let us do evil, so

that good might come”? These statements deserve judgment.

So what?

Are we any better? Not at all! We already said that all, both Jews and Gentiles, are
sinners. Just as it is written,
No one is righteous, not one
There is no one who understands
No one who seeks God

All turned away and became perverse
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There is no one who does good things

Not even one.
Their throats have been opened as a grave

Their tongues deceive

Their lips are poisonous like snake venom

Their mouths are full of curses and bitterness
Their feet are quick to shed blood

Destruction and misery are the paths they follow

They do not know the way of peace

There is no fear of God before their eyes.

We know that whatever the law says is for those who are under the law so that no one
can say anything and all the world be judged by God. Because no person will be made

righteous before God merely by following the law, for law only makes sin known.

But now, without the law, God’s righteousness has been shown to the world with the
witness of the law and the prophets—the righteousness of God that comes to all who
believe because of Jesus’ faithfulness. There is no difference based on race; everyone
sins, and no one can compare to the glory of God; rather, we are made righteous as a gift
by God’s grace that comes through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus, who God
brought into the world to be the sacrifice for our sins because of our faith in his blood to
prove God’s righteousness through the disregard of the previous sins by the patience of
God, to prove his righteousness in the present, that he might be righteous and make those

who have faith in Jesus righteous.
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Then where is room to boast? There is none. Is it through obeying the law? By doing
good works? No, but through faith. We are made righteous by faith apart from works of
the law. Or is God the God of the Jews only? Is he not also the God of the Gentiles? Yes,
he is also God of the Gentles. There is only one God who justifies both the circumcised

and the uncircumcised by faith.

Therefore, do we forget about the law because of faith? No way! Instead, we fulfill the

law.
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Translation for Congregational Reading

Questioner: So what good is it to be a Jew? What’s the use of being circumcised? Is there
any point?

Paul: Yes, there is! It’s great in every way. They were entrusted with the message of
God.

Questioner: So what? If some were unfaithful, does that make God less faithful?

Paul: No way! May God’s word be true even when ours are false. You know that it’s
written that God will be justified in his word and will conquer in his judgment.
Questioner: But if through our unrighteousness others come to know God, then what? Is
God unjust in bringing wrath on us?

Paul: Of course not! That’s a human argument! If that were true, how would God judge
the world?

Questioner: Okay, but if my lying increases God’s glory and shows his truth, then why
am I judged as a sinner? And why not say (as people accuse us), “Let us do evil, so that
good might come”?

Paul: That wouldn’t work. Such statements deserve judgment.

Questioner: Then what? Are we who obey the law any better?

Paul: Not at all! We’ve already said that Jews and Gentiles are both sinners. Remember
the scriptures.

Reader 1: No one is righteous, not one. There is no one who understands. No one who
seeks God.

Reader 2: All have turned away and become perverse. There is no one who does good.

Not even one.
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Reader 1: Their throats have been opened as a grave. Their tongues deceive. The venom
of vipers is on their lips. Their mouths are full of curses and bitterness

Reader 2: Their feet are quick to shed blood. Destruction and hardship are the paths they
follow. They do not know the way of peace.

Reader 1: There is no fear of God before their eyes.

Paul: And we know that whatever the law says is for those under the law. That way, no
one has any real argument and all the world can be judged by God. Because no one will
be made righteous before God simply by following the law. The law only serves to make
sin known.

But now, without the law, God’s righteousness has been revealed—the righteousness the
law and the prophets bear witness to. This is the righteousness of God to all who believe
because of Jesus’ faithfulness. There is no difference among us. All have sinned, and no
one can compare to God’s glory. But we are made righteous by the gift of God’s grace
that comes through our faith in Jesus’ blood and the redemption that is found in Christ
Jesus, who God brought into the world to be the ultimate sacrifice for our sins. God gave
this grace to prove his righteousness right now, that he might be righteous and make
righteous those who have faith in Jesus.

Questioner: Then where is there room to boast?

Paul: There is none.

Questioner: But then how are we saved? By obeying the law? By doing good works?
Paul: No. We are saved through the new covenant of faith. We believe that we are made

righteous by faith apart from works of the law. For God is the god of both the Jews and
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the Gentiles. There is one God who justifies both the circumcised and the uncircumcised
through their faith in him.
Questioner: So does our faith allow us to forget about and ignore the law?

Paul: No way! Our faith allows us to fulfill the law.
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Comparison with Modern Translations
Verse 3
If some were unfaithful with this message, does that mean their disobedience made God
less faithful?
NLT: True, some of them were unfaithful; but just because they were unfaithful, does that
mean God will be unfaithful?

NIV: What if some were unfaithful? Will their unfaithfulness nullify God’s faithfulness?

NRSV: What if some were unfaithful? Will their faithlessness nullify the faithfulness of

God?

While these verses look familiar, the language used in each makes for a different
reading experience. The NLT uses “unfaithful” for each of these words. The consistency
here is good, because it shows the parallelism between these words. However, it does not
explain what “being unfaithful” means. Both the NIV and the NRSV have the same
problem with their translations of “unfaithfulness” and “faithlessness.” This
unfaithfulness is in relation to Israel’s disobedience to the covenant of God, so it is
accurate to translate it “disobedience” instead of “unfaithfulness.” Furthermore, the NIV
and NRSV use words that are not in common use today. Specifically, the word “nullify”
is not common outside of legal circles. While that may be accurate language regarding
the “legal transaction” theme behind righteousness, it is clearer to say “makes God less
faithful.” Still, in a Study Bible, it would be important to point out the legal nature of

God’s faithfulness and righteousness.

Verse 4

May God be true even when all humans are liars
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NLT: Even if everyone else is a liar, God is true.

NIV: Let God be true, and every human being a liar.

NRSV: Although everyone is a liar, let God be proved true,

In this verse, the important distinctions are the chosen verbal mood and the
relationship between the two parts of the sentence. The Greek functions as a type of
prayer in response to the idea of God’s faithfulness being impacted by human
disobedience. The idea is not just that God is true even when humans are liars, but the
request that he remain true as scriptures say—an idea that is preserved in every
translation except he NLT. Additionally, the relationship between the two parts of the
sentences is that of a concession and contraexpectation. Human beings are liars, but God
is still true to his word. Thus, there needs to be some connector of “although” or “even
though” or “even if”. The only two translations that fit both of these criteria are the
NRSV and the translation proposed in this project. However, the word order of the NRSV

is less clear and concise than the proposed translation.

Verse 8
These statements deserve judgment.
NLT: Those who say such things deserve to be condemned.
NIV: Their condemnation is just!
NRSV: Their condemnation is deserved!
This verse is very ambiguous, even in the Greek text. The primary problem with
the NIV and NRSV translations is that they are still vague and do not specify whether the
“just condemnation” is the people who are slandering or the idea being suggested. The

NLT does pick a side, but it is not the same as the one chosen in this translation. The
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section leading up to this statement is discussing multiple inadequate views on sin and
our relationship to God. Thus, it only makes sense that Paul would state that the ideas
deserve judgement. While the immediate context may refer to the slanderers, it does not
seem to make sense with the rest of the chapter that Paul would pause to condemn his
opponents. Rather, he would clarify once again that the idea that we should do evil so that
good might come is completely false.

Verse 19

So that no one can say anything and all the world be judged by God.

NLT: For its purpose is to keep people from having excuses, and to show that the entire

world is guilty before God.

NIV: So that every mouth may be silenced and the whole world held accountable to God.

NRSV: So that every mouth may be silenced, and the whole world may be held

accountable to God.

In this verse, the Greek reads “that every mouth may cease.” This phrase is
interesting because it is unclear in its context. According to Paul, the law was given to the
Jews for this purpose. However, in that context, the purpose of the mouths being silenced
is not given. The NIV and NRSV do not address this issue, but the NLT might go a bit
too far in defining it. While the idea does seem to be that no one would have any excuses,
such a phrase interrupts the flow of the text and makes the sentence confusing. In this
case, a simpler translation is required, stating that no one would be able to say anything
and instead the world would be judged.

Verse 22

The righteousness of God that comes to all who believe because of Jesus’ faithfulness.
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NLT: We are made right with God by placing our faith in Jesus Christ. And this is true
for everyone who believes, no matter who we are.

NIV: This righteousness is given through faith in Jesus Christ to all who believe.

NRSV The righteousness of God through faith in Jesus Christ for all who believe.

Here, the issue is the genitive construction “faith of Jesus” and the question of
clear sentence structure in relation to the phrase “to all who believe.” The genitive “faith
of Jesus” has traditionally been translated “faith in Jesus,” as the NLT, NIV, and NRSV
all render it. However, in the context “Jesus’ faithfulness” makes more sense. The context
is that God sent Jesus as a sacrifice and it is through his faithfulness in completing this
task that righteousness is offered to those who believe. Furthermore, it is necessary to put
the phrase “to/for all who believe” in a place where it is clear that it is righteousness
given to all who believe. In this way, the clearest would be the NLT; however, this
translation is slightly too free, adding a second sentence based on a prepositional phrase.
Thus, the placement of “to all who believe” before “because of Jesus’ faithfulness”
specifies who receives righteousness, keeping clear that this phrase goes with the coming
of righteousness, not faith in Jesus.

Verse 27

Is it through obeying the law? By doing good works? No, but through faith.

NLT: For our acquittal is not based on obeying the law. It is based on faith.
NIV: Because of what law? The law that requires works? No, because of the law that

requires faith.

NRSV: By what law? By that of works? No, but by the law of faith
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Here, the translation “the law of faith” is confusing, as Paul has just stated that it
is not through the law. While the Greek text does use the phrase “law of faith,” the idea is
more of the covenant of faith. Still, this language has the potential to be confusing, so it
can be shortened to “through faith.” While the NLT does specify this, it does not preserve
the rhetorical questions posed in the first part of the verse, which are necessary for the
flow of the argument. The proposed translation preserves these questions in parallelism
while still being clear that the point is righteousness comes through faith only.

Verse 31

Therefore, do we forget about the law because of faith? No way! Instead, we fulfill the
law.

NLT: Well then, if we emphasize faith, does this mean that we can forget about the law?
Of course not! In fact, only when we have faith do we truly fulfill the law.

NIV: Do we, then, nullify the law by this faith? Not at all! Rather, we uphold the law.
NRSV: Do we then overthrow the law by this faith? By no means! On the contrary, we
uphold the law.

In this verse, the primary question is what “upholding the law” truly means. In the
context of this verse, the idea is that through faith, the law is fulfilled. Since neither the
NIV nor the NRSV specifies this, both translations are unclear. Similarly, the NLT has
the potential to be wordy and thus the point is not as clear and concise as it could be. The
proposed translation, on the other hand, clarifies both what “upholding the law” is and
what “nullifying” or “overthrowing” the law would be. It is clear that we do not merely
forget about the law because of forgiveness through faith, but that faith allows Christians

to fulfill the true purpose of the law—the final and most important point in this chapter.
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