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This volume is the incarnation a Ph.D. thesis presented to the University of Durham, under
the supervision of J. D. GDunn. The book is oparticular interesbecausehe stance
assumed byhe student is anspicuouslyat oddswith that ofthe teacher. Inthe preface,
Gathercole compliments his mentor as “a tireless, graciougpkndntsparringpartner in
debate;”but, | would add, asparring partner all the same. Inpersonalconversation,
ProfessoDunn confirmedhat, in fact, hignteractionwith Gathercolewas comprised of
several years of very intensive exchange.

Gathercole tackles the question of “ealéyvish soteriology” from the vantage point
of Israel's boasting as it pertains to her confidence before God and her distinctiveness from
the nations. Structurally, tHeok follows the more or lesgaditional pattern o research
project, in this instance: (1) an introductory survey of boastingelattd matters in recent
scholarshipy3) a study of pertinent Jewigbxts hat bear on théssue ofobedience and
final vindication in early Judaism; (3) an exegesis of Romans 1-5.

1. Summary of Gathercole’s Argument

Much of thelntroduction is occupiedwith a review ofthe New Perspective (NP), as
represented prominently by the work of E.Janders, J. D. Gunn and N. TWright.
In this survey, Gathercolesingles outstatements of Dunn ant¥right, in ageement with
Sanders, tdhe effect tha{supposedly) in Jewisthinking final acceptance bgod at the
judgment does not resh obediencdo theTorah. Clearly, saysGathercolejf this picture
of Jewish soteriology is right, theboasting inobedience, or basingne’s confidence of
final salvation inone’s observance ofTorah, is very unlikely to be in evidence.
Accordingly, the model ofboastingarticulated byDunn and Wright, of confidence based
on national election and vocation, would more likely be the correct one.

Howeve, Gathercole isadamant thathis model is not correct. Indeedit is
“dangeroust one-sided,”because obedience as candition of andbasis for final
vindication and salvation at the eschaton is fundamental to Jewish thought. He d(halifies
the recostruction of NPscholars is not alwaysrong in what it asserts, butit is
extremely one-sided and leads to serious distortions whetomve to examine the relation
between early Judaism and Paul” (13).



Since the purpose of this book is to assess the role of boasting in Paul’'s response to
Jewish soteriology, Gathercole summarizes the issue in these ‘t€hmslebatehinges on
whether thesevorks are identitymarkers,defining one as belonging tbe true people of
God, or whethethese woks also have dunctional role as a criteriofor final salvation.
Broadly, adherents dhe NewPerspective on Paul hotde first position, while critics of
the New Perspective emphasize the second position” (13). Gathercole thus presents us with
an either/or option; and ultimately he will come down on the side of boasting as a species of
human “achievement.”

Integral tothis eitrer/or schema ithe “grace-worksaxis” (K. L. Yinger). On the
one sidaare scholarsvho emphasizéhe continuity betweedudaism and Paul geertains
to the relation ofyrace andvorks. Yinger, for examplemaintains thaPaul andJudaism
alike are nomore “monergistic” or‘synergistic” thaneach other.rideed, Paul'sstance
toward works in relation to the final judgment intirely consistentwith Jewish
precedents.On the other sie, interpreterssuch as T.Laato and T. Eskola adopt an
“anthropological” approach, according which Paul’'sappraisal of humanature is much
more pessimistic than that JudaismFor thesescholars,Paul stresses predgnation and
grace, whereas hiswish contemporaries, wittheir “higherview” of humannature, are
“synergistic” in their sympathies.

The introduction isroundedoff by various methodological considerations. Here,
Gathercole is concerned tmderscore a number ¢dctors. (1) Sanderdownplayed the
eschatological dimensiaf SecondTempleJudaism. (2Judaism is to be understood not
only on “itsown terms,”but as wellon “Paul’s terms.” (3Hellenistic Jewishexts have
not beengiven theweight theydeserve inthe reconstruction of Jewiskoteriology. (4)
Nomenclature such as “legalism” and “works-righteousnesdyfadgionally conceived, is
not appropriatdor the literature ofthis period. Thereal point is hat not enough of a
distinction has been made by the NP between salvatigettasg inand finalvindication at
the last judgment.

Gathercole then epitomizes his book as being concerned witnpaet oftwo key
guestions on the exegesisPaul. (1)Whatwerethe criteriafor God’s savingvindication
at the eschaton, according to Jewish thought? (2) Did Jewish dgreligge theywould be
vindicated on thébasis of God’selection, oron the basis oftheir own obedience? His
thesis argues that Jesh soteriology was basedboth ondivine election and onfinal
salvation by works. Paul, by contrast, opposes the view that justification is by obedience to
the Torah (as contra the NP).

' Yinger, Paul, Judaism, and Judgment According Deeds Society for New Testament
Studies Monograph Series 105 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).



After theintroduction commenceBart |: Obedience and Final Vindication
in Early Judaism. This survey of materials subdividago five segments thatamvass a
variety of literature, including selected New Testament passages.

Gathercole’s conclusion fromte Apocrypha,Pseudepigrapha ar@umran isjust
what was stated in the introductidf&od is portrayedas saving hipeople at theschaton
onthebasisof their obadiene, aswell asonthebags of his election of them(90). As far
asthe DeadSea Scrolls irparticular areconcerned, he ibothered thathe Sanders-type
reading of the sources upsets the balance between realized and future eschatology. For him,
“final judgmenton the basis of workspermeates Jewish theolog{f11). This, inturn,
sets the stage for the argument ®Paitil was reacting agairstludaism whiclbelievedthat
one earned final salvation as a result of works.

The treatment of Jewislsoteriology inthe New Testament yields the same
conclusion: works are a precondition ttagorable verdict in th&ast judgment. Inthis, the
New Testament itself i line with Jewish precedentsafcularly as regards Paul, the
theology of final judgment accordingto obedienceexhibits both continuity and
discontinuity in relation to Jewish texts: continuity as to obedience being a criteriorafor
judgment,discontinuity as tahe character of thebedience. Thereforé&aul’s theology
does noffit comfortably intoeither a Lutheran or Reformdcamework. But neither can
covenantal nomism suffice as a descriptioritffer Judaism orChristianity because of the
function of waks atfinal judgment. If it seems likdewish and Paulinesoteriological
patterns are more dessthe same,Gathercoleassures us that such a comparison runs
aground onthe rocks of Paul’'spneumatology. In hisonception,unlessthe apostle’s
contemporaries wersynergistic,“then the Holy Spirit came atPentecostfor nothing”
(134)! Neverthelessthere has notbeen sufficient recognitiomf the commonground
between the traditions of early Christiardiyd early Judaisrit is not that both consist in
initial grace thafully accomplishessalvation,followed by waks which are evidence of
that; rather,both share anelectivegraceand alsoassign adeterminative role tavorks at
final judgmenit (135 [italics mine]).

The chapter on obedience and final vindicatiotha aftermath of 70 CEBurveys4
Ezra 2 Baruch Josephusnd rabbiniditerature, includinghe targums. Thdindings are
the same as in the case of firevious materialsvorks count inthe finaljudgment, thus
rendering the covenantalnomism model inadequate. Ofparticular note is that in
summarizing and embragj F. Avemarie’swork on the Tannaiticmaterials, Gathercole

> Avemarie, Tora und Leben:Untersuchungerzur Heilsbedeutungder Tora in derfrithen
rabbinischenLiteratur, Texte und Studien zum Aiken Judentum55 (Tubingen: Nbhr-
Siebeck, 1996).



chides Sanders for a systemizing approach thathemne hath, underinterprets texthat
are problematic for him and, on the other, stretches supporting texts beyond their limits.

The treatment oboasting in Second@iempleJudaism endeavors gieer a course
somewherebetweentraditional views of Israel’sboasting andhe outlook of the NP.
According to theformer, Paul seedack of assurance as one tiie most significant
problems within Judaism. The problem is solvedhgygospel of justificatioby faith. For
the ktter, the people ofod basedheir confidence in finavindication purely onGod’s
election and noton their works. Their assurance ofvindication came from God’s
faithfulness tohis promisesand was notearned by theiown obedience. Ircontrast to
both, thischapter “aims talemonstratehiat theelement ofobediencevas indeedbelieved
by a number of Jewish writers to be not only possible but also accomplished, both by the
nation as a whole agell asby individuals. Asaresult, itcan besaid that woks too, not
just divine election, are a basis for confidence in final vindication” (163).

Gathercole’s consideration of thewish materials rounded off bythe chapter on
boasting in Second@empleJudaism. Haliscovers latIsrael's boastingvas notonly in
election and rational distinctiveness, but iractual obedience to thdéaw. In brief, the
Israelite had to perform the Torah order to be considered faithful i@ Gathercole
believes thathis latter strand ofboasting haseen excluded by thHP, because, in his
words, “obedience, as well as election, tfee basis of Israel’'sconfidencebefore God”
(194). Predictably,Sanderscontinues tobe thewhipping boy. Inthe face of so much
evidence that boasting is groundedeal performanceGathercole feelsompelled taake
Sanders tdask for a“minimalistic” understanding otovenantfaithfulness that reduces
righteousness to “mere intention.”

The remainder of the book is comprisedRaft 2: Exegesis of Romans 1-5.
The first segment of this division pertaiis “Paul’'s Assessment of Jewish Boasting in
Romansl1:18-3:20.” The discussiohere isorganizedaround Paul’'s poblem with his
interlocutorin Romans 2:1-16: whawas heguilty of? For GathercolePaul's dialogue
partner is unrepentaand apostatelhis Jew, whorepresents Israel aswahole, believes
he is far better than hactually is. Therefore,all of Paul’'s energies in this portion of
Romansare directedoward convincing thisperson ofthe extent ofhis guilt, because
“...this was precisly whatwas missing irthe self-assessment tiie Jewish natioh(211
[italics his]). It is to this end tlat Gathercole addiespassage$rom Romans 2 and 3,
which indict the Jew of his failure to keep the law.

Given his conclusions from the previous survey of the Jewish materials, in Romans
2, Gathercole maintains: “Paul is countering the Jeweh thatobedience to Torah is the
way to final justification, not thatalvation is restrictetb a certairsphere”(214). He is of



the opinion that numerous \gsh texts speak of “@ense ofnnocence as far asin was
concerned” 214). This means that Paul igpposing “a Jewisttonfidence atthe final
judgment that is based on election in conjunction with obedient fulfilment of Torah. Paul is
trying to persuade his interlocutor that his sin runs much deeper than he thought, and so the
interlocutor’s obedience to Torah idy no means comprehensivenough for his
justification” (214).

All this is set in contrast to thdP, which,supposedlymainly views boasting as
possession ofhe Torahonly, not performance ofits requirementsSuch “aninomian
ethnocentristh is objectionable because“God’s election and Israel’'s obedience are
consistently held together, and neither is emphasized at the expense of the other” (203).

The exegesis ofRomans 1-5carries onwith “Paul’'s Reevaluation ofTorah,
Abraham, and David in Romans 3:27-4:8.” In this chapter, Gathercole rehesitews of
SandersPunn andWright, with more criticismsoffered, mainly relating to the perceived
imbalance on the part of the NP that restricts JeWisitks” to the boundary markers and
does notextend to inclde comprehensivebedience to thdaw. Gathercole offers
comments orPaul’'s use ofAbrahamandDavid in Romans 4 angbressegshe pointthat
both weregjustified as “ungodly”sinners, thugroviding the paradignfor Israel which is
disobedient andingodly. The issue isot boundarymarkers,but Israel’sfailure to keep
the law.

The final chaptebearsthe title of “The Resurrection of Boastingh Romans 5:1-
11.” Here, Gathercole takes up the relationship between boasting in Romans 25tZ,and
3, 11. The first passage condemns a certain kind of boasting, whitéhenesresurrect
aform of boasting that Paulot only approves of butctually commends. Iragreement
with the consensus among commentators, Gathercole defines boadtiegcasfidence or
assurance oéschatologicakalvation. He offerghe perinent exegeticalobservationthat
Paul’s use othe preposition“in” as construed withthe verb “boast” specifiethe ground
of Christian boasting: the hope thie glory of God, oursufferingsandGod himself. The
final segment of the chapter, and of the book, consitierslifference between Jewish and
Paulineboasting. Thdifference istwofold. (1) The Christian’'s boasin God through
Christ (2) Theboasting ofPaul’'s Jewish iterlocutor inRomans 2 isillegitimate and
unfoundedbecause he is unrepentant amébleactually tofulfill the law because of his
sinfulness; thus, the ground of the Jew’s confidence is undercut.



2. Response

Dr. Gathercole is to be congratulated fdina piece of scholarshiplis book isexemplary
asawell-researchedyell-argued andttractivelypresented thes. Thewriting style as a
whole is easy enough timllow. In places, amore deliberatephrasing wouldhave
facilitated the reading process, but only infrequeditigs he get boggetbwn by excessive
subordinate clauses and parenthetical explanations, a fairlgatsieyement irthis kind of
literature.

The argument itself is comprised of two intertwining themes: judgment according to
works and theconsequent boasting of thosdo have performedsuch works as to be
approved irthe finaljudgment. As tahefirst, it is not, he says, matter of initial grace
that fully accomplishes salvation, followed by wotkat are (mereg¢vidence of thafjrace;
rather, electivegrace assigns adeterminative ole to works atthe final judgment(135).
Given sucha premise,the secondpoint follows naturally enough, thaboasting entails
more than pride in election and national privileges; actual performance liesrabtiod the
boast. | should think that Gathercdlasestablished both prongsg his thesis beyond any
reasonable doubt, and tlee extent thathesefindings provide a necessacpunterbalance
to some approaches to the Jewish sources, we are in his debt.

By way of critical response, aumber of observationsare in order. It will be
possible only to respond in principle to those aspects of the book thiabkeeo criticism,
and not to offer a detailed appraisal of much of the exegesis of Romans 1-5.

(1) As pertains tdhe relation of works tgudgment,Gathercole’s thesis is not
unique: that (covenantal) wiks loom large in the literature ahis period has hardly
escaped the notice of scholars. One acknowledges that he is attempting to insert the thin end
of the wedgeinto the door ofthe NP; and anyonevho hasengaged in aimilar research
project can well appreciate that a Ph.D. thiesiges on a creatiugse of materialthat have
been explored countless times. Nevertheless, Gathercole has not really advanced us beyond
Yinger's work. He has devoted more detailed attention to sorttesburces than Yinger,
for which weare thankful;but, inprinciple, he has ndbld us anythingha Yinger and
others beforehim have not already saidl. might add thata number of other secondary
sources were only glanced at or ignored altogether.

(2) Gathercole’s represetitan of the NP ismisleading andorejudicial in some
particulars.For one thhg, hepaints a rather reductionistcture. The main tget in his
crosshairs ighe Sanders-Dunn-Wright axisyith occasional references other scholars
such as Yinger. One is not surprised by this, and tluspaton with the “big three” is not
out of line. In fairness, Gathercole acknowleddpas there ardiscrepanciedetween these



three particularscholars (221). Nevertheledbe phrase “NewPerspective” is normally
used in such ananner as t@onvey impressiorhat the movement thakears thidtitle is,
more orless, amonolithic entity. In point of fact, such is nothe case. Itis surelytelling
that D. A. Carson ackowledges thathe NP cannot be reduced to a singéspective.
“Rather, it is a bundle ofinterpretive approaches td”aul, some of whichare mere
differences in emphasis, and others of which compete rather antagonistiGding of us
who embrace a mafied form of the NP are entirely in agreemenith Gathercolethat
works count in the lasjudgment and hat Israeliteboasting pertains nonerely to
possession othe Torahand nabnal privileges, but as well to aactual and factual
performance of the law. Given that such is the dlweedge ohis argument iblunted to
a certain degree, at least in the case of those of us who believe that the NP'mokage
deal” that has to be bought into lock, stock and barrel.

Secondthe book startff on the wrong foot by pressing aather rigid either/or
distinction between works as identity markers andk&as serving as a criten for final
salvation’ In fairness, he doestate hat “broadly” adherents othe NP hold the first
position, while its critics emphasize the second position (13). Yttedhesisunfolds, the
former is almosexclusivelyattributed to a Ighly selectivenumber of poponents of the
NP. Asintimatedabove, I, for one, dondeed think hat works agokens ofelection and
works asthe precondition offinal acceptance gband in had. Dunn offers this very
observation: if Sanders has been criticitm@doolarizing in favor ofelection at theexpense
of obedienceGathercole is irdanger of parizing in the opposite direction. Those who
come in on the nexphrase ofthe debate will have theesponsibility to ensure that the
pendulum settles in a truposition? | would add hat Gathercolgends tochide Sanders
for his systematianethodology.Yet his owndetermination to havevorks asthe basis of
final salvation is as systematic as Sanders’ approachnegeiOnly this is a systemization
in reverse: whereas Sandersjen to thecharge hat his approach resulteish a downplay
of works, Gathercole’s systemization gives rather short shrift to election and the covenant.

As Dunn further points out, for all th&anders is open twiticism, hiskey phrase,
“covenantalnomism,” doesattempt toprovide abalance—covenarand law. This is

* D. A. Carson, Peter TO'Brien, and MarkA. Seifrid, eds.Justification andVariegated

Nomism. Volume I. The Complexities of Second Temple Juffaramd Rapids: Bake£001),

1.

* A similar false distinction crops up wh&nathercole alleges th#te NPstressesociological

categories to the exclusion ebteriologicalissues(225), asthough thetwo were mutually

exclusive. But, in point of fact, the worksquired forcovenant obedience ajest the works
that distinguished Israel from the nations. See my discussiobha Obedience of Faith’: A
Pauline Phrasein Historical Context Wissenschaftliche Untsuchungen zumNeuen

Testament 2/38 (Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1991), 265-66.

®In a personal communication from Professor Dunn.



nowheremore evwdent than inSanders’treatment ofthe Dead SeaScrolls. According to
Sandersthere is no layer in the Qumran materialsmhich obedience tdahe law is not
required or in whichransgression is ngtunished.Obedience to the commandments was
not thought ofas earning salvation, whichcame by God grace; butobedience was
nevertheless required as a conditafremaining in thecovenant, anaot obeying the
commandments wouldamn® Sanders writes ipointed terms thaat Qumran “obedience
is the conditiorsine qua nomf salvation.” If nothing else, such statements gitre lieto
Gathercole’s aligation thatSandersreducesobedience td'mere intention” and operates
with a “minimalistic” conception of the wks required bythe covenan{182-84,187-88).
To attribute toSanderghe attitudethat “it doesn’tmatterwhat you doas long agou are
sincere” (183) is a grave injustice to him.

Third, Gathercole’sportraiture of thework of Dunn is at least in need of
qualification. As quotedby him (12), Dunn would appear to distagchimself from the
proposition that, in Jewish theologyfinal acceptance byGod is conditioned on
obediencé. However, in hismonumentalwork on Paul’'s theologyDunn agreeghat
judgment according tthe lawwastakenfor granted: “...the needactually todo the law
was characteristic ohistoric Judaism.? Moreover,the citation of Dunn’s comment on
Romans 4:2 needs be set in contexDunn does say:Paul is na speaking abougood
works’ done by Abraham, but abofaithful obedience tavhat God requires® But the
fact that “good works” is placed in inverted commas is a giveaway that he faeaRks”
in the pejorativesense of eamng salvation This is evident fronthe introduction of his
commentary, where hexplains thathe traditionalapproach taJudaism has assumduhat
Paul, in Romans, addresses “therit of good works'**

Gathercolealso perpetuatethe common misconception that Dumeduces the
entirety of “the works of the law” to theoundarymarkers. The truth, however, ilsat
Dunn recognizes verglearly trat these“works” encompasshe whole Torah. But within
the period of the Second Temple, certain aspects of thbdzame especially pronmient as
the badges of Jewh identity: prominently circumcisionfood laws, purig laws and

°® Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism:A Comparison of Patterns of Religion
gPhiIadeIphia: Fortress, 1977), 320.

Ibid., 304.

8 Dunn, “In  Search ofCommon Ground,” Paul and theMosaic Law ed J. D. G. Dunn
gGrand Rapids: Eerdmans), 312.

Dunn, The Theologyof Paul the Apostle (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans]998), 135-36. This
consciousness of judgment byrks stems from the Toraitself, in particular Leviticus 18:5
and Deuteronomy 4:1, 10, 40; 5:29-33; 6:1-2, 18, 24; 7:12-13, with the familiar refraig,
do and live.”

' Dunn,Romans Word Biblical Commentary 38 a, b. 2 vols. (Dallas: Word, 1988), 1.200.
" bid., Ixv (italics his).



sabbath. He states, in point of fabgt circumcision and thether ordinances wenmot the
only distinguishing traits of Jewish self-identity. However, they werddba point of the
Hellenistic attack on the Jews during the Maccabean periodudts, theybecamehe acid
tests of one’s loyalty to Judaisfiin short...theparticularregulations of circoncision and
food laws were important not in themselves, Wt because theyfocused Israel’s
distinctiveness anthadevisible Israel'sclaims to bea people seapart, werethe clearest
points whichdifferentiated theJewsfrom the nations. The law was coterminous with
Judaism.*?> No wonder, Dunn justifiably issues a note of protést.

In the fourth place Gathercolgoins agrowing list of scholars whahave enlisted
the labors of Avemarie as acounterbalance t&anders’reading of rabbinic literature.
Admittedly, Avemariehas provided amxactingand invaluablestudy ofthese materials,
and his resultare to be wighed carefully. If nothinglse, hisfindings remind ushat
neither Sandensor anyone else is to laceptedincritically. However, likeMark Seifrid
before him}* Gathercole leaves the impressfom Avemarie’s book that rabbinic religion
was heavily works-oriented ithe “legalistic” senseln point of fact, Avemarie includes
lengthy engagements @uch matters asbedience toGod from the vantagepoint of
“knowledge of God and community>The conclusion to that particuldiscussion ighat
“the Torah notonly comes fromGod, it leads tohim as well’*® The comlusion to the
entire book is: “The Torah is, accordingth® rabbinicunderstandingthe meansnd way
to life, the medium ofalvation. But it ismore tharthat. Israel keeps ibecausesod has
given it and because she loves'tEven more strikinglyAvemariegrants that throughout
this literdure it is possible to speak of ‘@ovenantalnomism” BundesnomismiisThe
Torah of the rabbis cannot be divorced from the context in which the law was given. In this
sense, Sander’s coinage of his phrase, says Avemarie, is certainly ji&tified!

(3) A fundamental tiw of thisthesis is hat Gathercole, likeotherscholars of his
persuasiontends toabstract Jewistworks” or “obedience”from the covenant. To be
sure, he is not unaware of tfector of covenanand oftenenoughspeaks obbedience in
covenant termsNevertheless, ipracticalterms, a notabledistancing ofobedience from

 Dunn, “Works of theLaw and the Curse of theaw (Galatans3.10-14),” New Testament
Studies31 (1985), 526.See further his “Yet once more—'The Works of he Law: A
Response,Journal for the Study of the New Testam@&ht(1992), 99-117.

* Dunn, Theology of Payl358, n. 97.

" Seifrid, “RighteousnessLanguage inthe Hebrew Scriptures and EarlyJudaism,”
Justification and Variegated Nomism. Volume I. The Complexities of Second TDeripiem
eds. D. A. Carson, P. T. O'Brien, and M. A. Seifrid (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2001), 415-42.
* Avemarie, Tora und Leben244-61.

° Ibid., 261 (italics mine).

" Ibid., 584.

*® Ibid., 584, n. 40.
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covenant is in evidence. As Dunn remings Sanders didhot characterizeludaismsolely

as a “covenantal” religion, becausethe key phrase he chos&onveyed a double
emphasis—"covenantal nomism.” And Sanders nitaclearthat thesecond emphasis was

not to be neglected. But given the traditio@phasis on Judaisn'somism,” it is hardly
surprising that Sanders should have placed greater emphasis cowvéeahtal’element in

the twin emphasisthough in hiscentralsummary stateents heclearly recognizedthat

both emphases wenategral toJudaism’s self-understandifglt is just this balance of
“covenant”and “nomism” that is lackop in Gathercole’s presentation die materials.
Consequently, he persists with the old notion that the Judaism contemporary with Paul was
self-reliant and exhibited nceal sense ofdependence on the gemand mercy ofGod.

Many examples could be cited to the contrary, but here | would refer only to a couple of the
Dead Sea Scrolls ommunity Ruld1QS] 11:1-3, 5, 11-12, 13-1%@nd Hymn Scroll

[1QH] 4:30-33; 7:30-31; 13:1'8nd theconsiderablgenitentialprayertradition of Second
Temple Judaisrtf’

Apart from effectively disjointing law from covenant, Gathercole has not
appreciatedhe implications of covenaisthe matrix of obediencéarticularly given the
setting ofDeuteronomythe Sinai covenanivas established bygrace and mintained by
grace. The declaration of Deuteronom§, “I amthe LORD your God,who brought you
out of the land of Egypt, out of th®use of slavery,” roots tl@venant imone othethan
“redemptive grace.” Throughout the Hebrew Scriptures genethéygervasive metaphors
of father/son and husband/wife, tdepict Israel’s relationship to Yahweh, carry
connotations ofove, intimacy and enablementlf Gathercoleand othersare prepared to
chargeJews ofthis period with a kindbf autosoterism, theeuteronomy30:11-14 is
liable tothe sameaccusationSaysMoses: YYou can do it (v. 14)! But, of course, the
underlying assumption ithatone can do the laasenabled by théord of the covenant
himself. To suppos¢ha SecondTemple Jewswere unaware othe way the covenant
operates make®r presuppositionalism, not hisical objectivity. It is only areffective

 From Dunn’s review oflustification and Variegatedlomism Trinity Journal, forthcoming
at the time of this writing (my thanks to him for an advance copy of the review).

? See R. A.Werline, Penitential Prayer in SecondTemple JudaismThe Development of a
Religious Institution Society of Biblical Literature: Early Judaism ands Literature 13
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998). Werline's work is completely overlooked by Gathérbale.
these and other prayers were rootediblical texts haseen showrby M. J. BodaPraying
the Tradition: The Origin and Use of Tradition in NehemialB8ihefte zur Zeitschrift fur die
alttestamentliche Wissenschait7 (Berlin:de Gruyter,1999); J. H.Newman,Praying by the
Book: The Scripturalizationof Prayer in Second Teple Judaism Society of Biblical
Literature: Early Judaism and Its Literature 14 (Atlanta: Schd?aess,1999). A penitential
prayer consultatiohasnow been establishedt the annual meetingf Sociey of Biblical
Literature. Papers and bibliographies can accessed at: http://macdiv.ca/prayer.
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bifurcation of covenant and obedient®tt sparkshe quantumeap from works as the
precondition of final salvation to “earning salvation” and “synergism.”

An even more glaringmission isGathercole’'dailure to connectvorks with faith
in the Jewishmaterials.Onegainsthe impression thafaith was practically anonentity in
the life of the Jeveh communities andhe peculiar pssession ofhe Chrisian chuch. At
the risk of tooting my own horn, Gathercole might have had a look at my témdié¢nce
of Faith), also written undeDunn’s supervision, inwhich | endeavored to demonstrate
that the Second Temple texts are replete with the languaigéhgfespecially in connection
with obedience. Indeedf was my conclusionhat Paul actually coins the phrase“the
obedience of faith'{Romansl:5; 16:26) with Jewsh precedents imind. | would call
attention to a passage such as Sirach 1:14, where the ¥esilBen Sira equatesust in
God with the “fear of God,” the nearest Old Testament circumlocution for “religton.”

In light of the realities ofcovenant grace anthith, Gathercole’sdepiction of
obedience in Judaism and Paul respectively as an “apples and oranges” kind of comparison
(my phrase) falls by the wayside. Witlwave of the handie disavowsny closeparallels
to Paul’s theology of divine empowerment by the Spirit in Second Temple literaxasgt
at Qumran, and even that, he thinks, is questionable. Howevecldimsounders on the
evidence presented by C. S. Keeret theSpirit doesappear as th8pirit of purity (and
prophecy) in numerouexts®? It is evident enoughfrom Keener's data, thahe Spirit
cleanses and creates a new heart; one igfidb one’s own device® Especiallylame is
Gathercole’s coention that refeences tothe Spirit in the Dead Sea Scrollspertain to
illumination rather than empowerment. It is highly doubtful that the commumityd have
distinguished the two.

Provocative, to say the leasttli® catention hatunless Judaisrwas synergistic,
the Spirit camefor nothing on Pent®st! To besure, the doctrie of the Spirit does not
emergewith conspicuousclarity until the advent of theLord who is the Spirit (2
Corinthians 3:17); and it is juthe Pentecostalutpouring ofthe Spirit thatmarks out the
community of Jesus as the latter-day Iseselued with power froran high.Nevertheless,
to characterize predestruction Judaessa religion practically devoid ofthe enablement of
the Spirit borders on the irresponsible. §ay, as he doedhdt Paul hasan understanding
of obedience that isrédically differentfrom that ofhis Jewish commporaries,”because

! Garlington,Obedience of Faith19-20.

> Keener, The Spirit in the Gospelsand Acts: Divine Purity and Power (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 1997), 6-480ne may agreavith Keener that in early Christian literature the
Spirit distinguishes Jesus and lkeemmunity aghe trueservants of God, who havyeegun to
experience the radically new power of the kingdom era (ibid., 27).

» See also J. R. Levisoiihe Spirit in First-Century Judaisgheiden: Brill, 2002), 73-76.
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“for him [as opposed to Judaism] divine action is both the sourcéhamtntinuouscause
of obedience for the Christian” (264), simply begs the question.

(4) In line with scholars such agskola andLaato, Gathercole plays the
“anthropological card” irsupport of his thesis. Ireviving a very old positiomndeed, he
reiterates the nain that ancientJlewsthought they were muchetter than they actually
were, with some supposed innate ability to perftmewill of God apartfrom divine aid.
Such, however, is supposition not fact. A glancthatQumrarHymns and thepenitential
prayer traditionasreferencedabove, is aufficient argumento the contrary,along with
Keener’'s (and Levison’s) survey tife Spirit in the relevanmaterials. Gathercole'daim
that Paul andhis contemparies “clearly disagree” about wéther human obedience
without transformation by Christ and the Spadn ever be thbasis forjustification (249)
is only partiallycorrect. As weshall see momentarilyhe realdifference between the two
revolves around christology.

| would submit that Paul'actual critique ohis interlocutorin Romans zhas to do
with idolatry, a significantsubstratum of Romans 1:18-3:20 thlgaies unnoticed by
Gathercole. Without attempting to reproduce my previous study of this%hstiffice it to
say thatlsrael’sidolatry, according taPaul’s allegation,consists inher tenacious clinging
to the law tothe exclusion of Chist. His delate partner, who egages insacrilege or
idolatry (the verthierosule 2:22), isthe none other thathe onewho boasts irthe law.
The implication is that Paul'solemic is directed ndbward suchmoral shortcomingghat
would renderthe Jew “sirful” or “unworthy” in the most general termsRather, he is
addressing Israel’'sage old problemidolatry. Only now the face of the idol has
changed—it is the nation’s own Torah!

(5) Closely related to the charge of idolatry is the central issue between Paul and his
contemporaries, namelghristology If the Jew is idolatrous, fd?aul, it isbecause he has
refused tchaveJesus oNazareth asis Messiah and Lord. Heas refusedo submit to
God's righteousness which has nbeenlocalized inChrist (Romand0:3-4). Given the
premisethat Christ isthe “end” telog of the law(Romansl0:4), both asthe law’s goal
and its termination, not tbelieve in him is tgprove unfaithful to God’seschatological
purposesGathercolansists thatthe interlocutor isunrepentantTrue enough,but he is
unrepentant with regard to Chrisipt with regardo his covenantabuty underthe Torah.

* D. Garlington, Faith, Obedience, andPerseverance: Aspectef Paul's Letter to the
Romans Wissenschaftliche Untasshungen zumNeuen Testamen?9 (Tubingen: Mhr-
Siebeck, 1994), 32-43, as seconded by J. A. FitznRemansAnchor Bible 33 (New York:
Doubleday, 1993), 318.
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The Jew is not the “bad” person, morally speaking, Gathercole portrays hirf’toatiesr,
heis the onewho haseffectively renounced #hweh’s plan fothe end ofthe ages in his
Son. It is inthis sense thahe interlocutormay beregarded aspostaté’® For all that
Protestantismhas insistedhat justification isthe “article ofstanding andfalling of the
church” @rticulus stantis et cadentis ecclegiaghristologyreally is. The churchstands or
falls with Christ

(6) Naturally, the phenomenon of boastitsglf callsfor somecomment.Germane
to Gathercole’s argument is that Jewish boasting is bad because it entails “performance,” as
taken in thedisapproved sensef “earning salvation.” I would submit that boasting in
performance is not necessardypad thing andhat Gathercolehas faced too negative a
spin on the activity in question. His tack overlooks a noteworthy text such as Psalm 119, in
which the Psalmist “boasts” over and over agdmmakes no bonesalt it: he has loved
the law of God and has keep its statues. Other Psalmists rejoicdantttigatYahweh has
rewarded thenaccording to theirighteousnesandintegrity (Psalm7:8; 18:20, 24). Just
as striking, Paul, in Galatians 6@hmmends boasting ione’s ownwork, asopposed to
denigrating thecharacter ofothers. Ultimately, the believer'sboast is in Christ and his
cross (Galatians 6:14); but stemming from this boasitesability to perdrm such*work”
(ergon) as one maglory in?’ In Romans 2, Paul’s pbtem with the interlocutor is not
that he boasts as such, but that the objelaisdfoasting is wrong: insteadithe Torah, his

* Gathercole points to the charge of Rom@n21-22 that theinterlocutor has engaged in
theft, adultery andsacrilege.Commentators such as &. Barrett and D. J. Moo notéhat
these three often appear side by side in lists of vices (e.g., hilthe Confusion of ongues
163; SpecialLaws2.13; 4.87).C. E. B. Cranfieldsenses th@roblem occasioned bfaul’s
application ofthese three sins toontemporarylsrael and opts for theiew that Paul is
radicalizing the law in much the same manner as Matth@i-30 A Critical and Exegetical
Commentary on the Epistle to tiRomans 2 vols. ICC. [Ediaburgh: T. & T.Clark, 1975,
1979], 1.168-69). This makes moresense thanhe suppositionthat the typicalJew overtly
engaged irsuchactivities. In any event,given the wholesweep of Rorans 1:18-3:20, the
debatepartner’'s main problem idis idolatrous boasin the Torah, not inChrist, asGod’s
definitive provision for sin. It is certainlyoteworthy that in the Old Testament and later
literature, adultery stands as a symbol of idolatry (Garling@vedience of Faith190; R. C.
Ortlund, Whoredom: God’s UnfaithfuWife in Biblical Theology New Studies in Biblical
Theology [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996]). It should be added that engagement gnsuch
as Paul enumeratebardly renders thelew anapostate fromhe Mosaic standards, as per
Gathercole’s claim. If that were so, therany Christianscould beconsideredapostategrom

the new covenant!

| have argued that in Galatians 3:10-13 thaddizers” fall under he samecondemnation
because, for all intents amgurposes, they too assume a stance on the wrong side of the
eschatologicaldivide and subverGod’s planfor the Gentiles. See myRole Reversal and
Paul's Use of Scripture in Galatians 3.10-13gurnal for the Study of thRew Testamen65
51997), 85-121.

" See my treatment of the passage‘Burden Bearing and the Recovery of @fiding
Christians (Galatian$:1-5),” Trinity Journal ns 12 (1991),178-82; andAn Exposition of
Galatians: A New Perspective/ReformationdReading (Eugene,OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003),
272-74.
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boast should b Christ. Thisbecomes evident as okeepsreading further irthe letter.
In representing Jewish boasting in the manneddes, Gathercole treadthe same path as
D. A. Carson’s study oflivine sovereignty’® That is tosay, Jewishattitudes are made to
exist in a kindof time-warp betweethe two Testaments, in whicpeople lapsednto a
retrograde legalism. For such scholars, ihiertestamental periodserves as aonvenient
foil for various theses pertaining to New Testament theology.

(7) In the company ohumerousscholars,Gathercole believethat in both Jewish
and Pauline eschatology there is a tension between election and grace, on tmelpaada
final vindication according to works, on the other (2265). Yet this is wtere Gathercole
could have profited from Yingerwork. Yinger's thesis ispreciselythat, inthe Jewish
milieu, there is no actual tension betwdleatwo categories; théension exists only in the
minds of Western (systematidheologians. Psaln62:12, normallyconsidered to be the
source ofRomans2:6, actually says:“to you, O Lad, belongssteadfast lovefor you
requite apersonaccording tohis work.” Apparently, the Psalmist is unaware of any
“tension.” Gathercole’s own formulationtisat “elective gracassigns aleterminative role
to works at the final judgment.” Sughnot atension, buthe logicaloutworking ofgrace;
and Paul is notradically different” afterall from his &wish contemporariesNor are
Paul’s criteria for past and future justification “slightlijferent” (266). Bothare due to the
believer being “in Christ.” If for the sake of a theological formulation we wish to categorize
Paul’s thought, thethe “basis” of justification,now and in thejudgment, isunion with
Christ?®

(8) In view of the above, Gathercole’s portrayal of Jewgustification reires
some examination. The case is madeAfmbham’s justification, irvarious textswas not
eschatological, nor was it justification at thegginning of hi<ovenantrelationship. Rather,
it was anevent thatook place atsome point dosequent tdhe promise andAbraham’s
belief, aswell as sbsequent to hisbedience to theommandmentsNhat wefind in all
these texts, hsays, is thafaith/faithfulness becomes evidestibsequent té\braham’s
trials, in contrast withthe biblicalportrayal of faithbeingclearly presenbeforethe trials.
So, justification, in the Jewish mindset, is subsequent to trials and to being found faithful.

?® Carson,Divine Sovereignty and Human Responsibility: Biblidaérspectives in Tensipn
New Foundations TheologicalLibrary (London: MNarshall, Mogan & Scott, 1981).
Gathercole seconds Carson’s cldimat, in theJewishsources, Godesponds tahe “merit”
of Israel (15). The problemis that what Carson calls “rerit” is actually thepeople’s
required response to the covenant. If God responds &ritinin the postbiblicalmaterials,
then the same must be true D&éuteronomy 28:1-14But, wemay presumeneither Carson
nor Gathercole wants to go there.

» Cf. my Faith, Obedience, and Perseveran@®-71.
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This formulation is right and wrorgg the saméime. Rightbecausehe vindication
(justification) of Abrahamdoestake place subg&ent to hisentrance into the covenant
relationship; but wrong because théiblical portrayal of Abrahamdoes infact depict the
patriarch as faithful/believing ithe midst oftrials. Abraham’svindication, according to
Genesis, is subsequenttt@ls and to beindgound faithful. Insupport ofthis alternative
interpretation, Iwould call attention to the fact thabathercole andther commentators
understandGenesisl5:6 asAbraham’s “conversion;” before this point the Genesis
narrative, Abraham isonly an “ungodly idolater” (250). However, this supposition
founders onthe progression othe Genesis story itselfAbraham’s pilgrimage of faith
begins in Genesis 12, as confirmed by Hebrews 1Bg:fdith Abrahamobeyedwhen he
was called to set out for a place thatwas to receivasan inheritanceand he sebut, not
knowing where he was going.”

By the time the narrative reaches chapter 15, Abraham’s faith is beginniann
But onceGod assuresim again of thgpromise, Abrahamcontinues tobelieve and is
declared to be aighteous, covenant-keepingoersor® This is his “justification” in
Genesisthe Lord’s vindication of him as a faithfully obedieperson.All this playsinto
Paul's hands in Romans 4. One of teeegetical traditions” ofludaism was thabraham
kept specificallythe law of Moses (Sirach 44:20DamascusDocument3:2; 2 Baruch
57:2)% In a rather glaring omissio@athercole does nevencall attention tothis datum,
apartfrom simply quotingDamascudDocument3:2. Here we havehe actuabackground
to Romans 4 and the point of dispute. Basedherthronology ofthe biblical record, it is
Paul's contention that Abrahanwas considered to bea righteous person before
circumcision and the law. Not surprisingly, Romdr-15takes up none other thiimese
two “pillars” of Jewish faith andife: circumcisionand theTorah. Thepolemical value for
Paul is that Gentiles cdoe received athe faithfulones of Godapartfrom the assumption
of Jewish identity. All they need do is “walk in théootsteps ofAbraham”who hadfaith
before his circumcisiarin order to be the children of Abraham, it is not first necessary for
them to become “honorary Jews.”

In pursuingthis objective, Paubredicates‘'ungodly” (asebép of Abraham in the
same sense thdews ofthis periodwould haveusedthe term, that is,uncircumcised and
non-Torahobservant Herein residesheirony of the sitwation. The same Abraham who
was confirmed as a righteopsrson in Genesi$5:6 wouldhave been daned “ungodly”

% See my discussion of the linguistic dataAdfraham’s vindication in my review ofJohn
Piper's Counted Righteous irChrist: Should We Abandorthe Imputation of Christ's
RighteousnessReformation and Revival Journal (2003), 45-113.

%t See further Garlington, Obedience of Faith37-40; T. R. Schreiner, Romans Baker
Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 215-17.
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by many of his first-century desu#ants! But bya simple“back tothe Bible” tack, Paulis

able to bypass a considerable layktradition andassert thafbrahamand thenations are
in the saméboat. Consequentlygnalogously to foner, the latterneedonly puttheir faith

in Christ. In blunt terms, Gentilescan forget aboutthe Torah! Therefore, Gathercole’s
contention that Paul’'s doctrine thie justificationof the ungodly byfaith without waks is

not integrally related to thénclusion of the Gentiles(251) is simply wrong. From the
outset of the Roman letter, Paul hasmntamed this verything: Gal’s righteousness for

all who believe, Jew and Gre€k16-17).

All this beingso, the schemaconstructed byGathercole is at least in need of
modification. Onhis reading, Jewislobedienceresults injustification, andjustification
results in boasting (250). Givemat “justification,” or “vindication,” in the Jewish
outlook, normally petains tothe lastjudgment, thissequence igorrect. The problem is
that Gathercole attempts to s#tis formulation over againstPauline justification and
boasting. Bythis time, it is necessary only teiterate that ifPaul’smind too a favorable
eschatological judgment rests on coverd@dience, to whickathercole himselassents.
The difficulty is thathe tries toequate Jewishustification, which is eschatological, with
“phase one” of Paulingustification, an“apples and orangesfomparison. In saloing,
Gathercole confuses the works of “getting in” with the works of “stayingTih€e' reality is
that ancient Jews were born into ttevenant and couldxpect theiultimate vindication as
a result of covenantfaithfulness. Over againstthis expectation, Paul retortthat
justification/vindication is to be found in Christ, and Toralrkgchave nothingo do with
it. For him, justification from beginning to end is christmical: it is in Christ that one
becomes the righteousnessGxd (2 Corinthians5:21), nowand in the lastlay. It is for
this reason that the Christian boasts not in the lawnkbe Lord(1 Corinthians 1:31).

Gathercolecertainly does acknowledge thathe christologicaldimension of the
Christian’s boast is &rucial new compoent” (261). But having saithat, he lapsemto
the anthropological mode by insisting that dlegv is sinfuand unrepentant, witthe result
that his boast is'something venydifferent from the boast ofthe Christian” (261). He is
right, but not forthe reasons given. Rathethe two boastsemergefrom two separate
spheresTorah andChrist. Onecannot dwell inboth atthe sameime. Again, Gathercole
plays up anthropology at the expense of christology.

(9) Gathercole’s angment fromPaul’'s use oDavid in Romans 4 does present a
legitimate challenge to at least some proponents of the NP. He is quite sure that David is the
“smoking gun” that provethat Paul’'s focus is omanthropologicamatters, nothe badges
of Jewish identity. Higoint is that bothrAbrahamand David were “ungodly” inthe same
sense ofmoralfailure. By way ofciting some Jewsh sources as fail, he refers to the
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“exegeticaltradition” that David was accepted byGod and justifiedon the basis of his
works (theQumranScrolls DamascudDocumen{CD] 5:5 andSome othe Works of the
Torah [4QMMT], cols. 24-25). The problem igthat neithertext speaks ofjustification
David issimply viewed as a righteousanwhosedeedsascended t@&sod and who was
delivered from his enemies. Gathercole is here in danger of “parallelomania.”

Evenso, anhonestreading ofRomans 4:6-8 requires that weme toterms with
the role of David in Paul’'s argument, as derived ffesalm 32 Gathercole is so confident
that David is the'smoking gun” that hecan write: 1t is crucial to recognize atthe New
Perspective int@retation of4:1-8 falls tothe ground onthis point: that David although
circumcised,sabbatarian, andkosher, isdescribed aswithout works because of his
disobedienck(247 [italics his]). His case is compelling in that David’s behavior is called to
the fore and challenges the assumptiat Paul’s polemic inRomans 4s concernednly
with boundary markers. Nevertheless, therefailare to recognize thh&ungodly” carries
strongovertones ofcovenantinfidelity. It is this veryterm, along with “lawless” and
“sinners,” thatthe writer of 1 Maccabes employs inhis denunciation oflJews who
apostatized to Hellenisfj.

One may quite legitimatelspeak oDavid’s ethicalfailure, but it isthe very nature
of that failure hat made him asne outsidghe covenant. By his twofold sin addultery
and murder,David loweredhimself to thelevel of thepaganworld and ceased to be the
representative of Yahweh on eafte became as one uncircumcised, as an idol&ch a
reading makes perfect sense of Paalgument, because Gentileay beassured thahey
are acceptable t&od in a sensgualitatively similarto David, who, atthe time of his
forgiveness, was no betteovenantally speakinthanthey. No wonderPaul cansaythat
David pronounces a blessing on those who are forgiven apart from “works.”

Gathercole recognizescartain validity tothis reply, but he avers that in thiase
Paul would beconceiving ofthe entirety ofisrael asunder sinand outsidehe covenant
since they are without works of Torah (247). But tlei@inder is simply unmindful of the
idolatry motif of Romansl:18-3:20,with its attendanirony. Paul fully concedes that his
contemporaries have performé&drah-works.But that isprecisely the mblem! It istheir
zealfor the works of the law that havebscuredtheir vision of the Messiah, Jesus of
Nazareth, andh recognition that Gd's righteousnesias nowbeen embodied in him
(Romans 9:1610:2-3)3* As arguedabove, it is Israel'sejection ofGod'’s eschatological

> See GarlingtonDbedience of Faith91-102.

* Gathercole, as many commentators, taRemans 10:3 as a statemaitisrael’'s attempt to
“establish” its own righteousness (228), amterpretation that carries definite“works-

righteousness’overtones. Yet hisverview ofthe Septuagint usagef the verbhistémidoes
not include significantpassages in which it means ntastablish,” but “maintain” the
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plan in Christ that has rendered hefaithful, especially consideringatperfect obedience
was never required of Israel aSod’s covenantpartner. The issue wasever moral
imperfection, but idolatry.

Whether oneacceptsthis explanation ornot, the fact remains thaBGathercole’s
argument respectinBavid is validonly in the case ofthose whomaintain thatPaul's
concern is restricted tboundarymarkers. Hiscritique doesindeed apply tasome NP
scholars, but there is a notable company who would wish to dissent.

3. Summary

Gathercole’s book serves asiseful andwvelcomedcorrective to anmbalance on the part
of somepractitioners otthe NP. It istrue, as hewotes many times, th#ttere hasbeen a
tendency to play up sociological mattédewish distinctiveaess and self-identity) and to
play down the Torah’s ownrequirement that one alty and truly“do thelaw.” As stated
above, the divide between the two ttie part of certaimotablescholars is not as stark as
Gathercolewvould have us beeve. Nevertheless, tothe degree #t hehas redressed the
balance infavor of areading ofJudaism and Pauhat moreaccuratelyreflects theactual
data, we are in his debt.

Perhapghe bod’s mostvaluablecontribution isactually abyproduct of itsmain
intention. Gathercole joins the growing consensus of Nestamenscholars whdoelieve
that the eschatological vindicatiomgjification) of ‘the doers of the lawlRomans 2:13) is
to be understood in actual, not hypothetical, termBven inPaul, works docount in the
judgment Gathercoledoesthink that this portion ofthe Romancreates d@ension within
Paul’s overall theology, which, in my viewfalls short of hisotherwise insightful
exposition. Nevertheless, he has honestly come to terms with the languagpplacadions
of the text, which many in the Reformed and Evangelical tradition are reluctant to do.

On the problematic sideGathercolecontinues toperpetuatesome ofthe same
wrongheadeddeas abouthe character oSecondTemple Judaism as his many of his
predecessors. His approach to the sourcesrtainly animprovement ovethe imposition

covenant. To be sure, in somases, it does refer Bod’s establishment and/anaintenance
of covenant relationships (Genesis 6:18; 9:11; 1797,21; 26:3;Exodus 6:4;Leviticus 26:9;

Deuteronomy 8:18; 9:5; 29:13; Jeremidah:5; Sirachl7:12; 45:7,24). But most relevantly,
in other instances, theverb speaks of Israel's responsibility taaintain” the cwenant

(Jeremiah 34[Septuagint 41]:18; Sirach 11:20; 4448)23; 1 Maccabee®:27). Particularly
relevant in view of Paul's acknowledgmentlsfael’s zeal are Sirach5:23: Phinehasstood

firm” [sténa] when thepeople turnedaway; and 1 Maccabees 2:27everyone who is

zealous for the law and who maintaités(6n) the covenant, let him come aftare.” This is

Paul’s real point: Israel is zealousrmintain“her own” (tén idian) covenantrighteousness
and refuses to submit to God's latter-day embodiment of righteousness in Christ.
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of terms like “legalism” and “works-righteousness” ontbe Jewish materials by the likes
of Schurer, WebemBillerbeck, Bultmann, etcBut evenso, his onclusions, inthe end,
are closeenough tathe “old school” approach teall for the criticismsproffered above.
What he presents smore enlightened ansknsitive approach tihe materialsbut, at the
end of the day, Judaism remains a religion devoid of the Spirit and dependencgracdhe
of God. While avoiding some ofthe extremes ofraditional Christianassessments of
predestructionJudaism,essentiallyGathercole’sbook is but anotherreassertion of the
Reformation understanding ofthe character ofPaul’'s controversy with hisJewish
contemporaries.

As much as anythinglse,this bookwrongly endorseshe “majority report” that
soteriology asuch isthe leaditem onPaul'sagenda irRomans (ancelsewhere). To be
sure, the gospel is God’s power tve everyonavho believe§Romansl:16). Yet prior
even to salvation is the datum tidul’s gospel encernsGod’s Son(Romansl:3). It is
on this note thatPaul beginghe letter, making it the embodiment bis christological
gospel’ In a very real sense, Romans 18:the fulcrum of thepistle:Israel’s striving to
perform her covenantal duty is vai@x16; 10:2-3) becausehe law isnow passé; Christ is
the telosof the law. Theactualshowcase othe apostle’s thought isot justification, as
time-honored as that notion is in traditional theologys,ltrather,union with Christ or the
“in Christ” experi@ce. From thisvantage pointColossiansl:18 exhibits the very life
blood of Paul's preaching—that all things he may have the preeminence

In context, it isnone other than christologhat occasionsPaul’'s very question,
“Where is Boasting?” Of course, the answer is that “it is excluded” by virttiefaw of
faith” as opposed tdthe law of works” (Romans3:27). But given thaffaith, for Paul, is
always specifically trust in Christ (“Christic faith”), the juxtaposition of “faith” and
“works” is but his familiar contragif old and newcovenantsThat Paulwas not opposed
to boasting as such is evident from Galatians 6:4, as observed above. The Christian has not
ceased to boast, but now his boasting is in Christsross, and in the hope of the glory of
God (Romanss:2; Galatians 6:14Philippians 3:3). Philippian8:3 is especiallytelling
inasmuch as it relocates boastirgm thelaw to Christ: believersaarethose wha‘boast in
Christ Jesusand place noconfidence in thdlesh.” “Flesh,” asthe ensuing discussion

*'N. T. Wright, “The Messiah and théeople of God: A Study in PaulinEheology with
Particular Reference to th&rgument ofthe Epistle to the(Romans,” D.Ph. thesis,Oxford
University, 1980. Much of this materiéd included inWright's The Climax of the Canant:
Christ and the Law in Pauline Theolo@ylinneapolis: Fortress, 1991).
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clarifies, is Paul's former pedigree as+#ebrew of Hebrews.” Ira nutshell,Paulreplaces
Torah-boasting with Christ-boastify.

This review perhaps represents a “mediatipgsition” between Gathercole and
some exponents of the NP. But it simply underscores that the movement geosvitally
as the “New Perspective” is flexible enough to allmwindividual thought and mement
of convictions.

*In principle, Gathercole acknowledg#ss, but his analysis is arred byhis insistencehat
the Jew who boasts is unrepentant (261).



