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Unapologetic:  

Theological Reflections on Romans 1-2 

 
Evan May 

The first two chapters of Paul’s letter to the Romans are theologically loaded, not 

only because they represent an essential contribution to Paul’s argument as he begins to teach the 

gospel message, but also because they have generated much dogmatic reflection and debate on 

subjects such as General and Special Revelation, the project of Natural Theology, apologetic 

methodology, the noetic effects of sin, as well as cultural themes related to the suppression of 

God’s truth (most prominently today, homosexuality). From the First Century to the Twenty-

First, this passage has articulated the antithesis between the believing and unbelieving 

community and has drawn dividing lines among various theological distinctives. More 

importantly, it has provided the necessary foundation for the church to engage the world with the 

good news of Christianity.  

This essay will be an exegetical-theological reflection on the text, seeking to outline 

the development of Paul’s thinking and engage some of the discussion that has arisen from his 

statements.  Exhaustive with respect to neither exposition of the passage nor interaction with the 

secondary literature, this is a modest attempt to present the most salient issues.  

Context Considered 

The thesis statement for Paul’s letter to the Romans is found in 1:16-17: the gospel is 

the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes because it reveals the righteousness of 

God by faith. This statement is programmatic for what will follow; Paul will demonstrate the 

necessity of a “by-faith-righteousness,” provided in Christ, by showing that it cannot be attained 

any other way.  He dedicates the first several chapters of his argument to the hopelessness of 
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mankind’s condition to make clear that the only hope of salvation is to receive it humbly as a 

gift.1 

Paul begins his exposition of the gospel by explaining why this proclamation from 

God is necessary. The good news is required because there is bad news: God is opposed to sinful 

humanity in his wrath. The gospel is the revelation of God’s righteousness (1:17), and such a 

revelation is necessitated by the unrighteousness of those who suppress the truth (1:18).  

Initial Exegesis of the Passage 

God’s wrath is against both the “ungodliness” (ἀσέβεια) and the “unrighteousness” 

(ἀδικία) of men, and Paul illustrates these with the practice of idolatry (1:18-32) and self-

righteousness (2:1-11), respectively. While it is true that the Gentile and Jewish worlds are 

described generally by these two indictments, Paul does not yet explicitly frame them in these 

categories. “He omits the usual ethnic stereotypes precisely because they are for him 

theologically irrelevant, and indeed, misleading.”2 He will eventually bring in this distinction to 

show the universality of sin across ethnic boundaries (2:12-29 and 3:22-23), but his first concern 

is simply to argue that any and every individual has failed to meet God’s righteous standards—

whether they have bowed down to a statue or arrogantly judged the one who has.  

His burden in these opening chapters is to demonstrate that God is just in the 

condemnation he brings upon sinners. He grounds (διότι) this in the revelation of God in the 

created order: “For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has shown it to 

them” (v. 19)—his nature and character being clearly perceived in what he has made (v. 20).3 

                                                 

1 Douglas Moo, The Epistle to the Romans, NICNT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 92. 

2 Mark A. Seifrid, “Natural Revelation and the Purpose of the Law in Romans,” Tyndale Bulletin 49, 
no. 1 (May 1, 1998), 117. 

3 Baker’s study of νοούµενα and καθορᾶται concludes, “These two verbs together, then, suggest seeing 
with the eye and understanding with the mind” (Bruce A. Baker, “Romans 1:18-21 and Presuppositional 
Apologetics,” Bibliotheca Sacra 155, no. 619 (July 1, 1998), 292. 
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The intent of this (purpose infinitive: εἰς τὸ εἶναι) is to render man inexcusable (ἀναπολόγητος). It 

is important to recognize that the purpose of this revelation from God is not to provide an innate 

ability in man to formulate truth on his own or to arrive at the gospel message. Paul’s teaching 

here must be understood with reference to the charge of idolatry. The text is not about human 

ability to find truth but the sinful suppression of the truth that is revealed.4  

This “General Revelation” of God’s existence and attributes available throughout 

nature brings with it a moral and religious obligation to God, but this is precisely where 

humanity has failed: “For although they knew5 God, they did not honor him as God or give 

thanks to him” (v. 21), resulting in a futility of thinking and a darkened heart, exhibited 

principally in the exchange of idolatry (v. 23). Since creation itself screams of the Creator, to 

worship the creation instead of the Creator is the ultimate display of folly and depravity.  

This fundamental sin of idolatry comes to fruition in a host of other sins, to which 

God has given over humanity (v. 24); God does this since they have exchanged his truth for a 

lie—again, represented in the worshipping of what is made instead of the Maker (v. 25). It is for 

this reason (∆ιὰ τοῦτο) that God has given them over to “dishonorable passions” (v. 26), 

illustrated with female and male homosexuality, which are contrary to the nature God designed 

and in which he has revealed himself. It is probably due to the connection between the Natural 

Revelation Paul describes and the “against nature” character of homosexuality that it is his first 

and primary example of the effects of idolatry.6 This sin stares at the glories and wonders of 

                                                 

4 “Paul does not in the first instance inform us about some residual capacity within the fallen human 
being, but charges that idolatry entails the unjustified suppression of God’s self-manifestation through the created 
order” (Seifrid, 119). 

5 Paul’s use of the aorist participle (γνόντες) is not necessarily a reference to past time (i.e., “they used 
to know God, but no longer know him”). The aorist tense form, especially in the non-indicative, is simply used to 
express perfective verbal aspect. He is viewing humanity’s actions “from without.” Cf. Stanley E. Porter, Verbal 
Aspect in the Greek of the New Testament, with Reference to Tense and Mood (New York: Peter Lang, 1993), 75-
109. 

6 David E. Malick. “The Condemnation of Homosexuality in Romans 1:26-27,” Bibliotheca Sacra 150, 
no. 599 (July 1, 1993), 335. 
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sexual design and chooses to worship desire and disorded pleasure instead of the God who 

created sex. This refusal to acknowledge God is the work of a “debased mind” (v. 28) and brings 

about all manner of sins (v. 29-31). Again Paul emphasizes humanity’s knowledge of God’s 

moral character and his requirements: “Though they know God’s righteous decree that those who 

practice such things deserve to die, they not only do them but give approval to those who 

practice them” (v. 32). The claim of ignorance will not be available when God reckons with 

them.  

The emphasis on God’s decrees, and specifically his law with its sanctions, transitions 

to the subject of the next chapter. Here he shows that those who have the revelation of God’s law 

(specifically, the Torah) are not in a better position than the pagan world, unless they have 

perfectly kept it. He illustrates the failure to fulfill God’s law by indicting these individuals with 

the sin of self-righteous judgment. To judge another is to break the law—and, therefore, to judge 

oneself (2:1-2). Such judgment is necessarily hypocritical, since the one judging is himself a 

sinner (v. 3, 17-24). 

To have the Law of Moses, then, is not an advantage on the Day of Judgment (v. 11-

12). This comes back to the subject of General Revelation, because those who do not have the 

law (ἄνοµοι) are a law for themselves, since God has written his law on their hearts—exhibited 

by the Gentiles’ fulfilling of the law’s requirements (v. 14).7 “Although they lack the external 

address of the law, the created order of which they are a part (φύσις) supplies an equivalent 

                                                 

7 Some commentators (Augustine, Cranfield, Barth) take Paul to be referring specifically to Christian 
Gentiles. But see Moo, 148-153; Thomas R. Schreiner, “Did Paul Believe in Justification by Works? Another look 
at Romans 2,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 3, (January 1, 1993), 114-147. On the flow of argument in the text, 
Schreiner notes, “What Paul wants to prove here is that the Jews should not consider possessing the Mosaic law as a 
sign of salvation because even the Gentiles who do not have the Mosaic law have heard the law, and Jews do not 
consider Gentiles to be saved simply because the latter are aware of the moral norms contained in the law. The 
connection between vv. 13-14, then, is not that Gentiles do the law, and thus are justified. The connection is that the 
Gentiles, like the Jews, have heard the law in that it is written on their hearts, but such hearing of the law does not 
ensure justification” (145). 
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internal witness.”8 Therefore, whether Jew or Gentile, recipient of the Mosaic Covenant or 

member of the pagan community—all possess God’s righteous requirements and have broken 

them in unrighteousness, which necessitates the gospel with its hope of the righteousness of 

another.  

Theological Implications 

There is to be a working relationship between exegesis and dogmatic reflection, and 

five theological implications from this text deserve mentioning: 

 

All individuals are made in God’s image and know of his existence—even those 

who profess to be atheists. As mentioned above, Paul argues that all sinners are culpable before 

God due to the revelation he gives and the genuine knowledge of him that results from it.9 They 

do not just know God generically, but they know the true God, the God who has intentionally 

made himself known (1:19). This is a personal-covenantal knowledge (v. 21), with moral content 

(v. 32).10  It is, then, more than simply the potential of arriving at knowledge of God by the 

information that is available. It is the sensus divinitatis, which is not only an inferential 

knowledge from the facts of creation but an awareness in the heart (2:15).11  

All individuals know God, including self-professed atheists. But how can they know 

someone if they do not believe that he exists? The necessary and sufficient criteria for 
                                                 

8 Seifrid, 122. 

9 The “they” of verse 21 who know God are the same individuals described in verse 18, which is 
universal in scope—or at least coextensive with those who are under God’s judgment (in other words, everyone held 
accountable for their sin possesses this knowledge). This paper takes no position on whether or not this includes 
infants or the severely mentally handicapped. 

10 John Frame, Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Christian Belief (New Jersey: P&R 
Publishing, 2013), 538. 

11 “Calvin’s use of the term ‘sense’ signals that the knowledge of God is a common human 
endowment; mankind is created not only as capable of knowing God, but as actually knowing him” (Paul Helm, 
“John Calvin, the Sensus Divinitatis, and the Noetic Effects of Sin,” International Journal for Philosophy Of 
Religion 43, no. 2 [April 1, 1998], 88. 



6 
 

knowledge are typically defined as justified, true belief.12 The proposition “God exists” is true, 

and it is justified by God’s revelation (i.e., it is a warranted conclusion from the facts of 

creation). But is it a belief—held by those who do not believe? And if it is not a belief, can it 

constitute knowledge? Of course, Paul’s description of this knowledge is not philosophically 

precise, and it does not need to be tied to a specific epistemological model in order to establish 

his point that this knowledge is available and sufficient to inculpate humanity.13 But it must be 

recognized that not all beliefs are held consciously and explicitly (or consistently with other 

beliefs), and it is possible to be self-deceived about one’s own beliefs. For example, a wife may 

suspect her husband of having an affair, but she refuses to believe that he would cheat on her—

despite her suspicions that his behavior reflects someone hiding an adulterous relationship. An 

atheist has this same experience whenever he responds with moral outrage to some wrong or 

expects human persons to be treated as valuable.14 Therefore, his flawed self-understanding of his 

own beliefs is not problematic for the contention that he truly knows God. Textually, this process 

is described as suppressing the truth in unrighteousness. What is suppressed is still present, even 

if it is hidden beneath layers of deception. 
 

The intent of General Revelation is to render mankind inexcusable at the 

Judgment, not to establish Natural Religion. Natural Revelation has sometimes been taken as 

the basis for Natural Religion, understood as the religious truths that can be produced rationally 

without appeal to divine revelation (i.e., the “God of the Philosophers”). As Bavinck notes, 

“Whereas natural theology was initially an account, in the light of Scripture, of what Christians 

                                                 

12 It is outside of the scope of this essay to dispute these criteria or to discuss Gettier-type objections. 

13 Furthermore, Scripture uses the verb γινώσκω in several ways, and there is an important sense in 
which unbelievers certainly do not know God. 

14 A softer claim would be to assert that these beliefs logically presuppose God, and so the atheist is 
simply inconsistent in his worldview. But the text seems to suggest that there is a genuine sense that the so-called 
atheist knows God, so that not only does he fail to follow certain propositions to their logical conclusions, but he 
(albeit sub-consciously) holds to contradictory propositions (i.e., “God does not exist,” and “God exists”). 
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can know concerning God from creation, it soon became an exposition of what nonbelieving 

rational persons could learn from nature by the power of their own reasoning.”15 The historical 

result was that Natural Religion became viewed as “the real, the scientific demonstrable theology 

by which revealed theology was increasingly marginalized.”16 But it is clear in the Pauline 

argument that General Revelation is not given in order for an autonomous humanity to establish 

Natural Religion apart from Scriptural Revelation.17 In fact, the emphasis of Romans 1 is not on 

the elaborate schemes and theological propositions that man is able to deduce from nature, but on 

the fact that in his sin he suppresses the truths that are revealed there.18 General Revelation, seen 

through the lens of Special Revelation, broadcasts the glory and moral excellence of the Maker. 

By itself, General Revelation serves to render humanity inexcusable.  

This does not mean that the project of Natural Theology in general or theistic 

arguments in particular are doctrinally unfaithful, but that they must not be framed according to a 

pre-dogmatic model that empties them of faith commitments and their necessary Christian 

presuppositions.19 Such arguments are not epistemologically prior to God’s revelation or the 

basis for its veracity (although they may be experientially introduced first as one is led to believe 

in the truth of God’s Word). Scripture is self-authenticating; it is itself sufficient evidence of its 

                                                 

15 Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics, V. II: God and Creation, ed. John Bolt, trans. John Vriend 
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 78. 

16 Ibid. 

17 Commenting on the phrase, “because God has shown it to them”  (1:19), Oliphint notes, “We should 
be clear here about Paul’s emphasis. What Paul is concerned to deny in this context is that we, in our sins, as 
covenant-breakers in Adam, would ever, or could ever, produce or properly infer this truth that we have, this 
knowledge of God, in and of ourselves” (K. Scott Oliphint, “The Irrationality of Unbelief: An Exegetical Case 
Study,” Revelation and Reason: New Essays in Reformed Apologetics, ed. K. Scott Oliphint and Lane G. Tipton 
[New Jersey: P&R Publishing], 65). 

18 As Helm notes, “If anything, Paul seems to be more concerned with natural irreligion than with 
natural revelation” (Paul Helm, The Divine Revelation: The Basic Issues [Vancouver: Regent College Publishing, 
2004], 28). 

19 See Michael Sudduth, The Reformed Objection to Natural Theology, Ashgate Philosophy of 
Religion Series (Burlington: Ashgate, 2009).  
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truthfulness. Additional evidences abound and are to be presented and defended, but they are the 

reflection of God’s truth in the world he has made, not its justifying basis.20 
 

The presence of both morality and immorality are evidence of the work of God. 

Paul describes the Gentiles, who were not privy to Special Revelation or the Sinaitic Covenant, 

as fulfilling the moral law’s requirements in their ethical discourse and practice because God has 

inscribed his law on their consciences (2:14-15). Their own hearts, therefore, commend or 

condemn them; as Francis Schaeffer has illustrated it, if every moral judgment that an individual 

made throughout his life (praising certain activities or revolting at others) were recorded, and 

God played it back at the Day of Judgment, there would be sufficient criteria to condemn every 

person with his or her own thoughts.21 The presence of a moral framework, then, is evidence of 

God’s existence and of his revelation in humanity. It is essential to understand that Paul’s 

argument is specifically that humanity follows these ethical regulations apart from Special 

Revelation or the influence of religion. In apologetics, The Moral Argument is often 

misunderstood to be suggesting that the only reason people think in categories of right or wrong 

is because of the influence of Christianity on society. On the contrary, the point is that right and 

wrong are intelligible because of the Christian worldview (i.e., God’s existence and the universal 

revelation of his precepts), which must be presupposed in order for moral discourse to make 

sense. 

One does not need to subscribe to traditional Christian morality in order to be 

“moralistic.” Those who identify themselves as progressive or liberal are capable of as much 

self-righteous judgmentalism as Pharisees. Perhaps, to them, the slaughter of the unborn or the 

                                                 

20 Specifically regarding arguments for the existence of God and their relation to the knowledge of God 
resident in humanity, Sudduth comments, “if we suppose that unregenerate persons have an intuitive knowledge of 
God, we can view theistic arguments as a way of adding warrant to antecedent religious convictions which have 
some warrant on the grounds other than inference” (142). 

21 Francis Schaeffer, The Church at the End of the Twentieth Century, 2d ed (Wheaton: Crossway, 
1985), 49-50. 
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redefinition of marriage is not a cause for concern but celebration; but the mistreatment of 

animals or the destruction of the environment is an outrage. In fact, the intolerance of tolerance22 

is itself a kind of legalism—the “tolerance police” pass judgment on those who dare to judge. To 

such, Paul’s words apply: “in passing judgment on another you condemn yourself” (2:1).23 Moral 

outrage, even if it fails to be informed by God’s righteous standards, is an indication of the fact 

that this is a universe structured by ethical principles and ultimately accountable to the law-

giving Lord.  

However, amorality—or specifically, immorality—is considered by Paul to be just as 

much an evidence of the hand of God.  “God gave them up” (1:24, 26, 28) to these practices 

since they determined to exchange his truth for a lie.24 Human culture, then, expresses the truth in 

its moral thinking, but it also suppresses the truth in its twisted ethical understanding and 

rejection of God’s commandments. Ironically, this suppression of the truth is also an expression 

of God’s truth, since, seen through the lens of Scripture, humanity does exactly what God 

accuses them of pursuing. But since such sin involves the rejection of the Creator who designed 

the world and a substitution of the truth with foolish thinking (v. 22-23), there is a fundamental 

irrationality involved. The noetic effects of sin will be discussed more below, but here brief 

consideration should be given to Paul’s “Exhibit A” of this idolatrous folly—homosexuality.25   

                                                 

22 D. A. Carson, The Intolerance of Tolerance (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2012). 

23 As Seifrid notes, “Not merely the Jew, but also the moralizing Gentile is subject to the condemnation 
which he describes in Romans 2:1-11” (117). 

24 This is judicial language (Moo, 110). Sin does not just bring God’s judgment; it is God’s judgment. 
“The meaning is not simply that God withdrew from the wicked the restraining force of His providence and 
common grace, although that privative sense is included in the judicial sense, but that He positively gave men over 
to the judgment of ‘more intensified and aggravated cultivation of the lusts of their own hearts with the result that 
they reap for themselves a correspondingly greater toll of retributive vengeance’ [quoting Murray, 1:44-45]” (S. 
Lewis Johnson, “‘God Gave Them Up’: A Study in Divine Retribution,” Bibliotheca Sacra 129/114 [April 1972], 
128).  

25 The discussion that follows does not assume that “homosexual orientation” (a category the Bible 
does not use) as such is consciously chosen. The disposition toward homosexuality may itself be one of the effects 
of having a fallen nature (which pervades the intellect, the body, and the desires).   
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Paul utilizes his “exchange” language again to describe this sin, underscoring its 

relationship to the suppression of God’s revelation.26 It is the replacing of the “the natural use” 

(τὴν φυσικὴν χρῆσιν) of human sexuality for a use that is “contrary to nature” (εἰς τὴν παρὰ 

φύσιν).27 What Paul means here is biologically obvious; no conjugal union is possible in 

homosexual relationships.28 It is entirely against the current of nature and the evident design that 

is found there; consequently, it is a rejection of the revelation of God in the created order.  While 

Paul’s statements here are demonstrably obvious, at least to those whose eyes have been opened 

by revelation, the world’s response is to shout louder and attempt to mute what nature itself 

loudly sings. 

This is not a “Natural Law” argument as such, but an argument from nature, through 

the illumination of Special Revelation. Arguments from nature, to the extent that they are 

informed by Scripture, are faithful and useful as efforts to persuade individuals of the common 

sense of biblical principles (if this is the universe that God created, then it will make sense only 

as it functions according to his intent). Indeed, Natural Law arguments may be reformulated with 

Christian presuppositions as a means of providing an internal critique of contrary worldviews or 

illustrating the consistency of the Christian worldview with the creation that God has made.29  
 

                                                 

26 Moo quotes the Wisdom of Solomon 14:12, noting the theme in Jewish polemical works of tracing 
sexual immorality rampant among Gentiles directly to idolatry (113). 

27 For an interaction with the arguments that Paul is not condemning homosexuality generally with 
these descriptions, see Robert A. Gagnon, The Bible and Homosexual Practice: Text and Hermeneutics (Nashville: 
Abingdon Press, 2001), 229-299. 

28 Despite the popular portrayals of homosexual “parents,” no biological children will ever come from 
such a union, and those who adopt have disqualified themselves from modeling what fathers and mothers ought to 
be. 

29 For example, Sherif Girgis, Ryan T. Anderson, and Robert T. George provide a Natural Law 
argument for conjugal marriage in What is Marriage? Man and Woman: A Defense (New York: Encounter Books, 
2012). They emphasize that the argument they are presenting is not religious in nature but based upon commonly 
held assumptions and values. While this falls prey to the myth of neutrality, much of the data in the book is useful 
and could be incorporated to demonstrate that opposing viewpoints suffer from internal tensions or that only the 
marriage that God designed makes sense in the world God has created.  
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Humans do not reason autonomously but in covenantal relationship with God, and 

their reason is fallen due to the noetic effects of sin. The bi-covenantal structure of redemptive 

history is hinted at in these opening chapters of Romans, particularly when Paul articulates 

humanity’s obligation to obey God’s law. It is the doers of the law who will be justified (2:13); 

those who simply have the law of God revealed to them but fail to obey it perfectly stand under 

God’s judgment (v. 21). Whether Jew or Gentile, all are under the stipulations of what is 

described in the categories of Systematic Theology as the Covenant of Works—and, as Paul will 

soon argue in his letter, all have broken the terms of this covenant in Adam (5:12-21).30 

The universality of sin and judgment (3:23) implies the universality of mankind’s 

covenantal accountability to God. This relationship extends to every aspect of existence, and 

requires obedience in every setting, including the life of the mind. Autonomous reasoning is not 

an option. In fact, it is not possible, given the structure of the world God has made. This means 

that the result of suppressing the truth is intellectually perilous. To deny what is plain (v. 19) is 

the definition of irrationality. It is striking how many descriptions in this text are noetic in nature: 

“truth” (v. 18); “what can be known” (v. 19); “they knew God,” “futile in their thinking” (v. 21); 

“they became fools” (v. 22); “a debased mind” (v. 28), etc. As Oliphint describes it, “What we 

necessarily understand, we sinfully attempt to hold down.”31 There are genuine worldview 

implications for this (the unbeliever embraces an irrational system), but there also devastating 

consequences, in this life and in the life to come. It is not safe to operate with a foolish mind!  

This means that as we engage the unbeliever, we must recognize that we are not 

simply interacting with an independent thinker, attempting to persuade him that the Christian 

religion meets his proposed evidentiary standards. We should seek to persuade him with good 

                                                 

30 For the exegetical arguments for an Adamic covenant with universal consequences, see G. K. Beale, 
A New Testament Biblical Theology: The Unfolding of the Old Testament in the New (Grand Rapids: Baker 
Academic, 2011), 29-57. 

31 Oliphint, 69. 
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arguments, and appeal to every evidence God has made available. But we must acknowledge that 

we do not speak to an autonomous reasoner but to a creature made in the image of God who is 

actively engaged in suppressing the truth. We seek to liberate him from the cage of folly in 

which he has placed himself. Characteristically, Van Til says it well: 
 

The natural man at bottom knows that he is the creature of God. He knows also 
that he is responsible to God. He knows that he should live for the glory of 
God…But he suppresses his knowledge of himself as he truly is. He is the man 
with the iron mask. A true method of apologetics must seek to tear off that iron 
mask.32 

 

The gospel message is available only through Special Revelation, which means the 

missionary enterprise is absolutely necessary. A false inference from this text would be to 

conclude that because universal knowledge of God is available, then evangelism is 

unnecessary—or that regions of the world that have yet to hear the gospel are safe from God’s 

judgment or saved by General Revelation. Romans 1, however, is not about how to be saved but 

how to be condemned. It is about human culpability, not human innocence. The only solution, 

the only “power of God for salvation,” is in the gospel itself (1:16).  “Romans 1 does not indicate 

that anybody can obtain God’s forgiveness through natural revelation. Later on, Paul indicates 

that forgiveness comes through a different from of revelation, the preaching of Christ.”33 

As the Westminster Confession of Faith states, the works of creation and providence, 

while manifesting God enough to render mankind inexcusable, nevertheless “are not sufficient to 

give that knowledge of God, and of His will, which is necessary unto salvation” (I.1). It is the 

Scriptures which are able to make one wise for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus (2 Tim. 

3:15). This is why further in the letter Paul will provide the “logic of missions”—since salvation 

is by faith, individuals must believe; in order for them to believe, they must hear; in order for 

                                                 

32 Cornelius Van Til, The Defense of the Faith, 3d ed. (Phillipsburg: P&R Publishing, 1967) , 101. 

33 Frame, 538. 
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them to hear, someone must go to them and preach (10:13-15). This missionary enterprise is 

absolutely necessary. Believers must engage the nations with the good news of Christianity, 

knowing that they come with the only message that explains fundamental reality and provides 

hope for rescue in a fallen world.  

Conclusion 

At the risk of equivocation, according to Romans 1-2, both the believer and the 

unbeliever may be said to be “unapologetic.” The unbeliever is twice labeled as ἀναπολόγητος 

(1:21; 2:1)—without an excuse, without a defense. He has no apologetic; every argument will 

fail on the Last Day. The believer is also unapologetic, in a radically different sense. Not that the 

practice of apologetics is illegitimate; on the contrary, this text provides the necessary 

theological principles for apologetics to be possible. But while the believer should defend God’s 

truth, he need not make any apology for it. In fact, as the passage shows, it is a truth that is 

known to all humanity, the only truth that causes life to make sense and to be worth living.34  

                                                 

34 Thanks to Steve Hays for offering comments on an earlier draft of this paper. 
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