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1. Introduction

The ensuing pages awprise a rejoinder tdohn Piper’'s response to riynputation or
Union with Christ: A Response to John PiperReformation ad Revival Journal 12
(2003), 45-113" That extendedreview article was areaction toPiper’'s book,Counted
Righteous inChrist: Should WeAbandonthe Imputation ofChrist’s nghteousness’?
(Wheatan: Crossway, 20@2). Dr. Piper’'srespnseto my critiqueappears irsameissue of
Reformation and Revival Journ@dp. 121-27). Since the publication of Piper’s bablkye
hasappearedudification: What's at Stake ithe CurrentDebates?eds. Mark Husbands
and Daniel J. Treier (Downers Grove/LeicesterinterVarsity/Apollos,2004). Within this
symposiumtwo papersare especially pertinent to the present exchange: RGuhdry,
“The Nonimputation ofChrist’'s Righteousness{pp. 17-45),and D. A. Carson,“The
Vindication of Imputation: On Fields of Discourse and Semantic Discourse” (pp. 46-78).

Because the prime purpose of thssay is taespond to Piperthe interaction with
Gundry and Carson hasbeen confined to thendnotes,some of whichare rather
discursive, particularly in regard @arson.BecauseCarson quoteffom an “unpublished
letter” of Mark Seifrid cortaining criticisms of myiews of sinand perfection, Ihave
replied to Seifrid in the final segment othis paper. Innumerousregards,Gundry’s
assessment of Piper’s book ruparallel to myown, and noattempthasbeen made to
referenceall the areas obverlap. These are readily discernible to any reader of our
respective treatmentsf imputation? The disagreements withCarson are similarly
numerous, but manyf thesehavebeenaddressed ithe originalresponse to Pipeand in
this rejoinder tchim. Mainly, my answer to Carson pertains to loistique of my earlier
reply to Piper.

2. Rejoinder to John Piper

| will follow Piper’s lead by gettingtraightto Paul's use of Genesiks:6 in Romans 4:3-
5. In so doing, | wouldplace a premium othe setting ofAbraham’spilgrimage of faith
that reaches a&limactic point in thedeclaration thathe patriarchwas arighteousman,
particularly as the Abraham narrative laadecided bearing on Paliseof the Geek verb
logizomaiin Romans 4. In awtshell, it isthe story of Abraham that detemlnes the

meaning of Genesis 15:6, which in turn determines Paul’'s meaning in Romans 4.

The story of Abraham inGenesisextends from 11:27 t@5:11. As a wholethis
portion of Genesisnay be fairlyregarded aghe recitation of aew creation. lis onthis
note that thestories commence, withthe call of the patriarch. Asdepicted byWalter
Bruegemann:

The one who calls the worlds into being now makes a second callcallhis
is specific. Its object is identifiable imstory. The call is addressed taged
Abrahamand barrenSarah. The purpose ofthe call is to fashion an
alternativecommunity in creatiorgoneawry, toembody inhumanhistory
the power ofthe blessing. It isthe hope ofGod tat inthis newfamily all
humanhlstory can bebroughtto the unity and hamony intended by the one
who calls’



The basic plotmoves from tensioto unexpectedesolution,from the promise of
Genesis 12:1-3 to its reiteration in Genesis 22:15-18ndke along storyvery short, the
tersion/resolution motif surfaces at four strategjanctures in this imgmentation of the
Abraham tradition.

(1) The story line commences withe breakaway othe new communityfrom the
old, thereby signaling the radical newnessvhat hashappened withihe call of Abraham.
Abraham’strust in Yahweh ischallenged as he isompelled to leavdehindall that is
familiar, andespecially to drsakethe mostintimateand cherished of human relationships
(12:1-9). At this point, the idead land, heirand newbeginningareintroduced ananade
mutually interdependent. Abraham'’s faith-response is sealed by his willingrieasddis
home and family and go wherever Yahveelmmands. Joshua 24:2 embodies tradition
that the family of Terahserved other gods before Yahwehook Abrahamfrom beyond
the Euphrates anded him into Canaan.Jubilees12:1-5 picks up on thiseference and
places in Abraham’s mouthpotestation againstiolatry, which, however, higather and
brothers choose tdisregard.Shortly thereafterAbrahamburns*“the house of idols™(vv.
12-14), prays that his seathy beestablishedorever(vv. 16-21),and is thercalled into
the land ofpromise(vv. 22-24). Joshuand Jubileesthus place Genesis 12:1-Qvithin
proximity of Abraham’s decision to turn from idols and serve the God of Israel.

(2) Chap. 15 reprises the centrality of Abraham'’s faith, this time as he is confronted
with the reality ofhis continuecchildlessness. lorder to assuréhe patriarch that he will
not let his promise fail, the Lord swears a self-maledictory oath.

(3) Chap. 17 recordsthe circumcisio of the Abrahamiccommunity, which
henceforthserves asthe sign of Yahweh’'s covenant. The irony tiie situation is
intensified byGod’s reming of thebarren Saraiwho fromnow on is to be known as
Sarah(v. 15). After the promise of a seed igestatedwith reference to hefv. 16),
Abrahamlaughs intemporary unbelief ahis age and that ohis wife and pleadsthat
Ishmael mightilze in Yalweh's sight(vv. 17-18). God refuses, howevemd confirms
his intention to bring to pass his covenant promises through Isaac (vv. 19-21).

(4) Abraham isput to theultimate test when he iscommanded by Yahweh to
sacrifice Isaac (chaj22). The tension of promisandfulfilment is finally resolved when
the angel of Yahweh declaresathAbraham fear$sod, asevidenced byhis refusal to
withhold his only son (v. 12). The climax of “the generation§@fah” (Genesis 11:27) is
thus achieved: Yahweh reiterates his promise to Blbsshamand make him thdather of
a multitude of descendants (vv. 15-18).

These episodes represent,tgspeak,the four “mountainpeaks” ofthe testing of
Abraham’s faith. Theenter of grawy of eachis Abraham’sfamily relations. Inthe first,
the patriarch is compelled kpave home and kindred and strike outhi own. Given the
importance of familysolidarity inthe anciengEast,this was a move of nanconsiderable
moment: it entailed nothing less thamepudiation of his owrelationsand their manner of
life. From this time onward, Abraham is totdy dependent on Yahwefor sustenance,
protection, andhe establishment of mew family unit. The second portraythe growing,
though understandablé&ustration of Abraham’s continuecthildlessness. Genesis 15:3
gives voice to this frustraticemd intimates for the firdtime that Abrahamwould be happy
to have an heir by other means than waipatgent on thgromise.Even after the renewal
of the promise, asaccompanied by aoath, Abrahamrefuses towait, choosingrather to
produce offspring by Hagdhe Egyptian(chap. 16). Bythe thirdepisode the frustration
hasmounted to thgoint of incredulity: How can an aged couglessiblyparent achild?
Abraham feels no choice but to cry, “O thsttimael might fre in thy sight!” Finally, there
is the threat that tHeng-awaited seed wilbe takenaway—byYahweh himself—and with
him thehope forthe future. It might appear, ateast atfirst sight, that God intended to
thwart his own purposes.

In sum, it is within thanultilayereddevelopment of the promise/fulfillment tension
of the Abraham story that Genesis 15:6 takeglése. The versdalling within the second
episode of the patriarchigal of testing, is ahread of the fabric oGenesis 11:27-25:11.



Its interpretation consequentlycannot beabstractedrom the books overall presentation
of “Abraham our forefather” (Romans 4:1).

It is just this complex OldTestamentbackground that Piper overlooked in his
original treatment of Genesis 15:6 armhtinues tado so in hisresponse. Byapproaching
the text with a hermeneuticahd (systematicfheological agenden tow, Piper assumes a
meaningfor the verb logizomai The problem is compounded Hyis failure to appreciate
the significanceof the Hebrew idiom underlyingPaul's Greek ofRomans4:3-5. In
context, botHiterary andlinguistic, the words “itwasreckoned tchim asrighteousness”
(elogisthé autb eis dikaiosunénembody adeclaration hat Abraham, inGenesisl15:1-6,
proves to be a faithful persotrusting Yahweh'promiseafterall, in spite of temporary
doubts.

Piper’s reiteration of the familiaview that Genesis 15:6, as employed Byaul,
marked Abraham’s “conversion” is necessary for him to sustain his exegesis of Romans 4.
However, even a causal readfgGenesigrecludes anguchassumptionAbraham was
already a believer by the time of Genesis 15:6. If further proof is need, it is provided by the
explicit statement of Hebws 11:8.Referring toGenesis12, the author reminds his
readerghat: “By faith Abrahamobeyedwhen he wagalled toset outfor a place that he
was toreceive as an inheritancand he sebut, not knowing \Were he wagoing.” To
postulate, as some must, that f&i¢h in questiorwas sonethingshort of“saving fath” is
a rather desperate expedieto evade the plaisense ofthe text. That Abrahamwas a
believerbefore Genesisl5:6 is simplyconfirmed by thefact that he ismarked out as a
worshipper ofYahweh by virtue ohis erection of an altar to tHeord andcalling on his
name(Genesis 12:8). Indeethe entirety of theoatriarch’s depamentfrom Genesis 12-
15 is befitting that of a faithful and obedient servant.

In the OldTestament, by fathe most strikingparallel to Genesisl5:6 is Psalm
106:31, the only other occurrence in the HebBi#ale of theformula, “it wasreckoned to
him asrighteousness.Psalm 106 as a whole israproach oflsrael’s idolatry in the
wilderness. However, in the midst of this lengthy indictntbate is one Igring exception
to the rule:

Then Phinehas stood up and interposed,
and the plague was stayed.

And that has been reckoned to him as righteousness
from generation to generation.

The reference is to Numbers 25:13. Bhary of Numbers 25 opens ¢ime note of
Israel’s fornication withhie daughters dfloakh who “invited the people to the sacrifice of
their gods, and the people ate, and bowed dowviineiogods” (v. 2). Theepisodereaches
its dramatic height when Phinehas slays an Israelite man and a Midianite woman engaged in
illicit sex. He, according to thieistorian, was zealodsr his Godand made atonement for
the people of Israel. Therath of Yahwehwas thusaverted by theemoval of itscause.
Because ofhis heroism,Phinehas becamthe prototype ofthose who in subsequent
Israelite history werdéo be “zealoudor the law.” The author of 1 Macabeesin particular
conceives of Mattathias, the father sfdasMaccabeusand his brothers, as attar-day
Phinehas,turning away God’s jealous anger llge executionof the unfaithful (1
Maccabees 2:26, 54; cf. Sirach 45:23-24; 4 Maccabees £8:12).

The mention ofPhinehas in Psalm 106 &specially pertinent tmur look into
Genesis 15:6, nabtnly because of v31's vebally similar “it was reckoned tohim as
righteousness But mainlybecausé’hinehas iplaced inconspicuouguxtaposition to the
disobedient (idolatrous) of the wilderness generafibore precisely, v.31 concludeshat
because ofPhinehas’zeal for God righteousness hdseen reckoned tdiim from
“generation to gegration.” Ziesler is rightin classifyingrighteousnessere as “covenant
behaviour.® When, thereforePhinehas burned witlzeal for the Lord and slew the



adulteous couple, hewas regarded by Yahweh as a covenant-kedpewirtue of his
abhorrence of the idolatry of the Moabites and his vengeance on the transgressors.

Apart from the factor of violence, which is irrelevant to Genesis Bhbfham and
Phinehas arematched pairboth are considered to bérighteous” in that theyare faithful
to Yahweh anchis revealed will;both, consequentlyare said to be covenant-keepers,
because, ipoint of fact, theyare. To be suref was Phinehaszeal for Yahwehwhich
was looked upon ascovenantfaithfulness, whereag was Abraham’sfaith which was
reckoned to beighteousness. Howevebpth zeal and faith havehe same referent—the
covenant ofYahweh. Inpoint of fact, bothare thetwo sides otthe same coinzeal is the
product offaith. Nevertheless, it iprecisely Abraham’gositioning beforeghe law that
enables Paul to make him the paradigm for Gentiles who come to faith in Christ.

Moving to theDeadSeaScrolls, the documenknow as4QMMT, “Some of the
Works of Torah,”’simply confirmsthe abovedatadrawn fromthe Old Testament. This
“Halakic Letter” was apparently written by leader of the Qumran community explaining
why the sectwas splitting fromthe establishent in Jerusalem andgithdrawing into the
desert. Its author encourages his readers that he has written “wdaterminedvould be
beneficialfor you andyour peoplepecause we have seen [thalu possessnsight and
knowledge ofthe Law” (cols. 27-28). Atthe end ofhis leter, the writer challenges his
readers with gair of exhortationsFirst, “understandall thesethings andoeseech Him to
setyour counsel straight{cols. 28-29). Secondkeep yourself away from evil thoughts
and the counsel of Belial” (col. 29). In other words, separate yourself from thoseawdno
infected you with their evil thoughts and teaching. The addressees and their associates were
perceived to have expressed a willingness to “consort with the enemy.”

The purpose of thdocumentcan beparaphrased ithese terms:You and | know
that theenemy are deadlwrong. Let us, who knowand obsere the MosaicTorah,
separateourselves fromthese abominablesinners.” This separation fromthe unclean
sinnersand anadherence to thlew will havetwo results. First;'you shall rejoice at the
end of time when you find the essence [literally, “some”] of our watds' (col. 30). The
messianicera, it is impliedelsewhere(col. 21), was soon to arrive. Second, will be
reckoned toyou as righteousness, ihat you have donewhat isright and good before
Him.” Such is “to your own benefit and to that of Israel” (cols. 31-32). Heragettipients
of the letterwill be considered righteouseople if they conform themselves ttte sect’s
conception of godly behavior.

This provocativefinal statementhas afamiliar ring to readers ofthe New
TestamentGenesisl5:6 andthe paradigm ofighteousAbraham asadvanced byPaul in
Romans and>alatiansRomans4:3; Galatians3:6).” However, the Qumranauthordoes
not offer righteousness on the basis of “faith alobat’rather “in thayou havedone what
is right and good before Him” (col. 31). According to context, it is the “workihefaw”
that fuel such aeckoning. In greementwith the aboveobservations ofPhinehasAbegg
maintains that itvas notAbraham butPhinehas wh@rovidedthe modelfor 4QMMT’s
employment of the language of “reckoninghteousness®’No doubt, he isxactlyright,
simply because Phinehas and the ers@&ottradition (as spearheadelly Mattathias) was
predicated on the premise of “zeal for the I&&Y contrastAbraham can béhe father of
all who believe because he had no connection thélaw. In any event,the reckoning of
righteousness, aonfirmed by4QMMT, pertains to aractualquality on the part of the
readers which is looked upon as righteousnglss.same is true of theumerousabbinic
references to Genesis 15:6 and Psalm 106:31.

All'in all, it is the Old Testament/Jewisimaterials lhat form the contexiand define
the semanticsignificance of thereckoning ofrighteousness. Iwirtually every instance
wherethe Hebrewand Greekforms of reckoningoccur, avalue judgment ismade, a
judgmentbased orthe actuaperformance onon-performance oindividuals!* But as |
endeavored to stress the originalresponse to Piper, it ia Christthat one becomes the
righteousness of God (2 Corinthians 5:2h)l thereby is reckoned aghteousness. This



is the furthest thing from*“self-achievement” orsynergism, becauserighteousness is
reckoned by faith alone in Christ, apart from “the works of the law.”

Returning toRomans 4, Piper cgptains hat myreading oflogizomaiwill not do
because of thébusinessanalogy” ofvv. 4-5. If | may repeat myprevious observation,
“Piper picks up orthe commonunderstandinghiat Romans 4:4-5 igast in terms of a
commercialtransaction.Verse 4, anyway, iscapable ofsuch aninterpretation,since
logizomaican useaused inthe sense ofcalculating’ a wage. It may well be thRaulhere
pauses to draw on andogy from the business world, because, terms of contractual
relationships)ogizomaican mean aeckoningof payment forwork done.*? Note that |
conceded thepossibility that Paul may be drawing onthe imagery ofa commercial
transaction. The difference is that Piper is gsitee that such ihe case, whereasmerely
conceded the possibilitin point of fact, Paul’'s main focus isovenantrelationships, not
business. The Hebrew Bible is certainly not oblivious toréadity of wages paid imeturn
for work; buteventhat,among fellowlsraelites, transpirewithin the parameters of the
covenant. It is very telling that Piper and othars much morénclined toinvoke secular
commercial categories than thiebrewcovenant as thtamework ofPaul’s thought. But
at least it brings to the fore the main methodogical difference betweerus: a
dogmatic/confessional reading of the text versus a historical or biblical-theological reading.

The control-factor over Paul's choioéwords isGenesis 15:6While Romans 4:4
maybe a reflection on a well-knowmipciple of business practice, 4:5 returnghe idiom
of logizomai eisthe believer’'sfaith is considered tdoe his righteousnesgust because of
faith’s object® Piper consistently suppresses this datum. Paul’s thought is grounded in the
sphere othe Hebrew covenantccording towvhich individualsarethought to be faithful
when they place their confidence in 8ed of Israel and gie concreteexpression tdheir
faith by obedience to his commands. The radical thingaul, however, is thadeoples of
all kinds can be lookedpon as fihful obediently quiteapartfrom Torah observance and
Jewishethnicidentity. Itis thosewho simply place theirtrust inJesus whdruly walk in
Abraham’s fodsteps,making the patriarch the fathef circumcised and uncircumcised
alike (Romans 4:12).

In keeping withthe “businessanalogy” interpretation, Piper corsently renders
logizomaias “credit.”** However, both the RSV and théNRSV translate as “reckon.*
The difference might appear faist glance to behair-splitting—but itisn’t. To “reckon a
wage” means that the wagececulated incertainterms The question is ajualitative one,
as underscored by the prepositiata, “according to.” Thats to say,On what basids the
wage tobe paid?And theansweris: for “the onewho works” the reckoning takeglace
“according todebt,” not “according tograce.” Onthe other handfor “the one who does
not work but trusts him who justifies thkagodly” his faith is‘reckoned as’dr “considered
to be” righteousness.

If it was notclear before, imust be cldafied now tat in principlePaul certainly
does preclude anykind of “works,” Jewish covenantal (“covenantahomism”) or
otherwise, ashe basis of premnt justification. Thagift character ofGod’s righeousness
was nevercalledinto question® But for the sike of hstoricalexegesis, itmust beadded
that in pursuing his objective in Romans 4, Paul predicates “ungaigb€s of Abraham
in the samesense that Jews diis periodwould haveusedthe term,i.e., uncircumcised
and non-Torahobservant By way of preachingPaul’s text, wemay certainlysay that
“ungodly” depicts all those outside of Christ, in thdolatry and rebllion againsitGod the
creator. HoweverPiper andCarsonhavemissedthe irony of the historical situation: the
same Abraham who was confirmed agateous person iGenesis 15:6vould have been
deemed “ungodly” by many of his first-century descenddarilt by a simple “back to the
Bible” tack, Paul is able to bypaasonsiderable layerf traditionandassert thafAbraham
and the nations arie the saméoat. Consequentlynalogously to faner, the latter need
only puttheir faith in Christ. Inblunt terms, Gentilesanforget abouthe Torah! This is
the lead-item on Paul’'s agenda in Romans 4.



It comes as nasurprise that Piper reprises hikistration of imputation from
Counted Righteou@p. 63-64). Orthe promise lhat his son wouldclean uphis room, he
is allowed to go the game that evening. However, the promise is not kept, tiedfather
cleans up the room ariden “credits’the clearroom tothe son’s account. Myreaction is
the same as before: such “imputation” may be a form of “grace” or kindness, bedlitoacr
clean room to one who did not in falt the work is simply legalfiction. ContraPiper, if
we are exoneratetleforethe bar of God’gustice, itis becausen Christ we have truly
become righteous people, not because of anythirigsic in ourselvesyut becaus€hrist
hasactually clothed us with the robe ofhis righteousnesflsaiah 61:10 Jeremiah 23:6;
33:16). What saves justification from “justifiatibis none other than union witGhrist*®
We are declaredighteousbecause weeally arerighteous,rather thanbeing declared
righteous when we really are not.

It is precisely at thiguncture hat | would pressagainfor union with Christ, in
distinction toimputation, aghe actual mode obur becomingthe righteousness ood.
Piperwonders why | insist omakingunion with Christ analternative toimputation. In
response, itcertainly did not go unnoticedhat Piper affirms that union with Christ
connects us withhe divinerighteousnessQounted Righteoys1, 84). Rather than an
alternative toimputation, hecontends,union with Christ isthe way it comes about
(although it is equally noticeable that thter received remarkabghortshrift ascompared
to theformer). Fair enough,but the pemisestandsonly on the foundationalsupposition
that imputation is demonstrable from Pauline texts. And that, of courseadtly theissue
under debate. | pose union with Christ asalarnative toimputation because there is
abundant exegetical evidence for the former but rionée latter. Ofcourse,Piper thinks
otherwise; buteaders willhave to judgdor themselveghe merits ofhis case andmine
respectively.’

Perhaps one point does require further clarification. Piper challenges my
employment of thghrase“alien righteousness,” which, hgays, ismisleading because
“alien righteousness” bespeaksputation. Thiscriticism may bdegitimate, butwith one
notable qualification. lsed“alien” in the strictsense otheterm,i.e., “of another.” The
righteousness imguestion is nointrinsically ours; it isChrist’s. He isthe “other” who
clothes us withnis righteousnesdf, however,readers wereonfused on this point, | am
grateful for the opportunity tocorrect apossible misimpressiorin any event, Piper’s
allegation that |1 donot agree withthe “historic Protesnt view” is at best an
oversimplification, becausiere is no irorlad uniformity amongProtestants as regards
the relation offaith andrighteousnes¥, a considerationHat should atieast temper claims
that the gospel consists in imputatfon.

Speaking ofclarifications, | didnot usethe word “impartation” in contrast to
“imputation,” as attributed to me byPiper. He doescorrectly quote me asaying:
“Paul...does notontemplate th@bedience ofChrist as anend in itself, because it is
throughthe onemanthat obediencdiasbeen disseminatetb all.” “Disseminate” means
only that Christ’'s obedience or perseverancepticated in all thoseho are inunion with
him. In distinction to Piper, it is true that my readofdRomans 5 is verynuch couched in
non-imputational terms. But the intention was certainly not to evoke any notion of “infused
righteousness” ofself-righteousness:” vas merely tosay, as | did say, th&aul does
not contemplate the obedience of Christ as an ertdali. We also have become obedient
by virtue of the obedient one—Chrfst.

As represented byPiper, my understanding ofhe relation of justification to
sanctification requires evefurther clarification.True, | didstate that “ncsupportcan be
found for distinguishing between the righteousnesth@beginning andhe righteousness
of the end, between thérighteousness ofaith’ and the'righteousness of life”. It is also
true that | think that air-tightlistinctionsbetween justificatiorand sanctificationa la an
ordo salutis have been formulated in the interests of the conflict with Rome. However, it is
inaccurate toassert, as’iper does, thaton the biblical-theologicamodel, “justification
includes sanctification.Tt is more properto say thatjustification opensthe door to the



covenant, within which sanfitation occurs. Withthe variousrefinementsscholarsmight

want to make to N. T. Wright'stance on justificatioand the covenanthe justification of

the people of God cannot be abstracted from their identity as members of the covenant. And
membership in the covenant entgilso factothe holiness of the covenant and its God.

It is in assessinghe relation of justificatiorand sancfication that, once more,
methodological issues arise. In my teaching deysuld tell studats thatf one embraces
an ordo salutis then one isobliged to distinguish sharplybetween justification and
sanctification, simply becauseparate entities are in vieW, however, one follows an
historia salutis such abifurcation is illegitimate because justificatiorand definitive
sanctificationcoincide at the point of conversitmChrist orentry into the(new) covenant.
It still amazes me thattudents inthe Refomed tradition aremostly unaware ofJohn
Murray’s essay,“Definitive Sanctification,” in which Murray demonstrates thtite verbal
forms of sanctification-language refapecifically to the passageom death tolife.?®
Definitive santfication means that wecan never relapse intour former idolatry “in
Adam.” In myresponse to Piper'book, | also cited a passagkgom Murray’s Romans
commentary inwhich hecomes remarkably close the understanding of Romans 6:7
advocated by the proponents of the “new paradigm” (Pipdrase),i.e., thatjustification
entails liberatiorfrom sin?* It is disappointing thaPiper doesiot even acknowledge this
datum.

In his denialthat justificationcomprehendséiberationfrom the power of sin,Piper
is right that there is more than omeay “to construethe fact thatjustified people are
obedient people.” And given his set of assumptions, the jagitidsanctification model is
a viableone. Yet his further allegationhat I champiorthe RomarnCatholicunderstanding
of Romans 2:13, “because it has been vindicated by the mvlieal-theologicalapproach
to justification,” is very wide ofthe markindeed. Myexposition of thapassagenever
promoted a @tholic understanding ofustification or hat of any othertradition. The
purpose wasxegesisand thedrawing of appropriate conchkions, quite apartfrom the
Catholic/Protestantiebate?®> The case presentedas neither Catholicnor Protestant as
such. It iscertainlyworthy of notice thattwo recent Protestarsicholars,Kent Yinger and
Simon Gathercolehave bothinterpreted Romans 2 interms of anactual end-time
justification?® But | hasten to adchat | certainly do not embrace the classic Tridentine
doctrine of justification, especially inview of A. A. Hoekema’'s exposé of its
shortcomingg! In this regard, Piper’s remarks decidedly convey the wrong impression.

| accept Piper's caveat thaiblical theology is as nmth a system assystematic
theology and that is just as complnd controlling. This is #mely warning, because all
exegetedring preunderstanding time text. Rudolf Bultmann, nalevotee of systematic
theology, wagight that exegesis withoupresuppositions is impossifie Nevertheless,
we all work with a paradigm, and it is a questiorthe most appropriate gradigmfor the
materials inquestion. As in myreply to Piper’s book,| would reiteratehere that the
historical reading of Scripture is in keeping witle Bible’s owrstory line*® At the end of
the day, OldandNew Tesaments are not dogmatimndbooksbut astory reaching its
climax in Christ*® Therefore, doctrines such as justification, sanctification, and
perseverance mue read aginst the hckdrop ofthe propheticScriptures particularly in
light of such motifs as return from exile and the vindication of the faithful people of God.

In fairness, Piper acknowledges that biblical theology serves as a kind of watchdog
over whatl would call a“runaway ystematictheology.” However, his contention that a
biblical-theological paradigm comes from omlge part ofthe Biblestrikes me asurious.
To be sure, some documentare composed in anainly non-historical stylesuch as
Proverbsand EcclesiastesBut even theséooks, inwhich history recedes into the
backgroundassume glacewithin the continuum of salvatiohistory. There is nothing
purely “topical” asabstractedrom the mighty works of Yahweh ihistory. In a nutshell,
the Bibleis the book of thects ofGod: it is storyby definition.In practical terms, contra
Piper, this means thata salvation-historical mthodology, rightly and consistently
implementegwill not produce incorrect interpretations of any portions of Scripture.



Our differing paradigmssurfaceagain inPiper’s criticism of myunderstanding of
“redemption” inRomans3:24. Asexpected, he idisinclined toview redenption against
the kackdrop of return fronexile and theliberation of Israel from bondage. By way of
rejoinder tome, Pipemrefers to Ephesians:7: “In him we have redemptiothhrough his
blood, the forgiveness obur trespasséqitalics his). Then it is rather baldly statetiat
“forgiveness is notiberation,” along withPiper’s skepticism tht the new exodusmotif
governs what Paul has mind here.Yet while it is impossible in this forum to defend in
detail thepropheticframework of Paul's language, would simply call to mind that the
return from exile, according to Jeremiah 31:34, is envisaged precistiyg tane when the
definitive forgiveness of sins would tagkace: “I will forgive their iniquity, andremember
their sin no more.”This promise offorgiveness iscontextualized innone otherthan
Jeremiah’smajestic vision of the glorious future of the exiles returnedfrom Babylon
(Jeremiah 31-33).

This underlying salvation-historical hermeneutic pays very rich dividends, when the
prophets oflsraelare allowed their place as theost natural matrix of Paulinetheology.
Familiar doctrines like justification, sanctification, and redemption takeuesand colors,
richness and complexities, and particulabplicationslacking in theflat, one dimensional
loci approach taScripture.Since it is just Paulvho explicitly roots his gospel in the
“prophetic Scriptures” (Romand.:2; 16:5; Ephesians3:1-7), it is hardly arbitrary or
artificial to read “redemption” against tHeckground ofeturn from exile Forgiveness is
no mere pronouncement, but the blessed condition of liberation from sin and its devastating
power. Would that more preachers would dilate on forgiveneasiis practical salvation-
historical ramifications!

In winding down, several other matters are in needsofmeresponse. For one,
Piper thinks my treatment ¢the righteousness of God” is too broadd neglects aspects
of divine righteousness in botRestaments. Henakes acertain point,given that itwould
require a volume in itself—anarather large volume at that—to canvagghteousness in
all its many occurrences anguances® In my response taCounted Righteousthe
immediateobject was simply to press that righteousness God’s “saving activity” in
certain textsWhat | said was this:

To cut to thechase,‘righteousness’in these passagdfrom the Prophets
and Psalms]and, consequently, in Romarisl7; 3:21, 22, 25 (26) is not
what Piper calls “external righteousness” (= #iotive obedience ofChrist),
but rather God’s saving activity dsehalf of Israelwhen hereleases Israel
from bondage anglants heragain inthe land never to be movedhis is
not to rule outrighteousness as attribute of God. Indeed, it igust the
“righteous,” covenantkeeping, God who springato action to redeem his
people from slavery and graciously renewhe covenantwith them.
Therefore, ashe bridge intoRomans 4, Romans 3:21-31...argues against
“the imputation of externafighteousness” and in favor of a salvation-
historical reading of Paul, whereliye apostle’sintention is sen to bethat

of announcinghe availability of God’ssaving ativity to all who believe
(1:16; 3:22), becaushere is no distinctiolf3:22; 10:12)?

Perhaps kould addthat elsewhere | haveought to address righteousnessragibutive
justice,” especially as MarkSeifrid has endeavored tomake this dimension of
righteousness paradigmatic in opposition to righteousness as “covenant faithftfiness.”
Second, Piper is dissatisfied with my taketlom verb “justify” @dikaiod because it
is “too broad and puts a construction on the wordgbas against its basic meaning and is
not demanded bgny of theNew Testamentexts.” This is hardlythe place tareproduce
the data already presented in my prior response to him. Suffice it to s#yethegsence of
the verb in Acts 13:39 and Romans 6:7, especially as paralleled by “libelatghérod in
6:18, argues inthe direction of @roadersemanticcange ofdikaiod than merely “declare



righteous.®* Several comentatorswere cited asfavoring the translation ofdikaio6 as
“freed from sin” in these passagesAgain, it is disappointing thatPiper does not
acknowledge this or even attempt to provide anything like an exegetical rejoinder.

Third, | do appreciate Dr. Piper’'s agreemiait the person of Christ is paramount.
And he is right that imputatiapso factodoes not distance one froGhrist. If any readers
have received thaimpression, | amhappy to take this occasion to provide further
elucidation. Moreover, he is altogether correct thatwe ourselves perform no
“transactions’—that igntirely Christ’'s doing.But evenwith this concession, itemains
that the grace oGod does empower us to do his willhere iswhat Gordon Feealls
“God’s empowering pesence’® The only dangeris when “performance” iswrenched
from its settiig in the covenant anthade thebasis of an autosoterism, aghe case with
the various cults. But when kept within the context of covenant, unionGhitist, and the
eschatological gift of the Spirit, the “works” of the believer are but the fruit of the Byaitit
accompany perseverance (Luke 8:15; Galatians 5:22-24).

| would reiterate from my original response that chief concern isiot imputation
as such. In the conclusion of that essay, | remarked that it mptdselbeyondall doubt
that imputation as a concefs hardly objectionablewhat evangelical could, at least with
any degree otonsistencyprotestthe noiton that Christ has beomeour righteousness in
the gospel?® Rather, myproblemsare inthose areashat lie adjacent tomputation: the
preeminence of thperson of Christvith whom we are inunion, asalvation-historical
hermeneutic as eontrol overexegesisand justification adiberation from the power of
sin. And once more, | would plead thhe actuashowcase othe apostle’s thought isot
justification. It is, rather, union with Christ or the “in Christ” experietice.

3. Reply to Mark Seifrid

Towardthe end othis paper, Carsoquite correctlyobserves thaPaul doesot think of
sin and eviprimarily in legal terms: the origin ofvé is bound upwith rebellion, idolatry,
and the"de-godding” ofGod. “What draws down God’'s wrathaboveall things, is the
obscenity ofcompetition—for there is n&od but God.”This is followed up with the
commert: “Sin is morethanthe breaking ofrules (thoughthe ‘rules’ clarify and help to
quantify the horrendous breach of idolatr}?).”

It is in this connection that Carsgpiotes a paragraph from an “unpublishetter”
of Mark Seifrid:

| shall not herepursue higGarlington’s] dilution of thedemands of the
mosaic covenant by appéeala certainunderstanding ofperfection” except
to note that he stands abdds with Paul, Jamesthe author ofHebrews,
Jesus,the prophets ofisrael andvioseshimself. Other thanthat, he is in
peafectagreemert with Saipture He doesh't understand that our acts of sin
are expressions otinbelief andthe desire to annihilat€&od. This desire
resides imall our hearts. If itvere not therewe would sin no more. The
Law meely exposes us fowhat weare. He shouldet it do its work,
because apart from it Christ's work means notfing.

For Carson, this not too stronglight of my supposedinsistence that the Old Testament
does not demand ‘utter righteousness, utter holinéss’.”
If | may say, not only is Seifrid’s evaluation too strong, it is completely wide of the

mark, so much so that it calls fortine following response. Itherehasever been instance

of not recognizing oneself in the portraiture ahother,this is it. What impresses me
straight-off isthat Seifrid andCarsonprovide nodocumentatiorfor such areading of my
materials. Icanonly surmise thathe prime reference is f@ortions of mymonograph on
Romans, the essay on Galatians 3:10-13, and pogkéigview of Seifrid’s contribution
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to Justificationand VariegatedNomism®*! Assuming thatsuch isthe case, | wouldike
very much to set the record straight.

(1) Had Seifrid and Carson given Faith, Obedience, andPerseverancea
evenhandedeading, they wouldave taken orboard chapterfour: “The Obedience of
Christ andthe Obedience of th€hristian” (pp. 72-109).Integral tothis chapter is the
proposition that man’s quintessential problendolatry,an idolatrycommitted by thdirst
Adam thathas bequeathed tall his posterity acondition of apostasy, agveryone ‘“in
Adam” is borninto this creationdevoid ofthe Spirit of God. Although | did notuse the
phrase this is“total inability,” the dolefuland hopelessplight of manoutside ofChrist.
Consequentlyindividual sinsare but symptomatic of the uedling problem ofidolatry.
Furthermore, chaptéwo of the book(pp. 32-43) appliethe idolatry motif to Israel. One
may agreeor dlsagreaNlth the precisethesis of hat chapter, buthe fact emains tht |
endeavored to trace Israel’s failure back to her repetfidaam’s primal rebellion against
God. In the case dhdamand Israel respectilye self-idolatry isthe root of evil. | would
add tothe mixthat the article orGalatians3:10-13 labors teshow thateach of the Old
Testament passages quabgdPaul hasdolatrylurklng in the backgroundAll acts of sin
stem fromthe worship ofother deities thatyahweh?* Therefore, orthe basis ofwhat |
have actually written, | would beg to differ with Seifrid’s gigion that Idon’t understand
that our acts of sin are expressions of unbelief and the desire to annihilate God.

Seifrid does asimilar thing inhis Christ, Our Righteousnes$ In responding to
my treatment ofRomans 7 inFaith, Obedlence an@erseverancépp. 110-43),Seifrid
complains that theveakness of myvork resides ifts “failure to come togrips with the
judgment of God upon &llen humanity inPaul’s thought.” For him, lembrace the
“anthropological optimism of earljudaism,” so that, in myeading of Paul, Adam
bequeaths this descendants may “a disadvantage fiamely,the absencef the Spirit,
but nat guilt. He continues:*Our ‘wretchedness’ is ntbngerour just condemation, but
our temporary lack of power to do what we otherwise would. The human bedagically
free and good, but weak. What need is there thethéocross?’Romans 7, consequently,
is for me“a narrative ofstruggle,rather than theecognition of thgpower of sin.” By the
time Seifrid is through, my theology has been recreated in the image of Pelagius!

Seifrid’'s misreading of mycomments onsin, etc., revolves around one
fundamental mistake, namely, the failure to disamy argumentespectingRomans 7:14-
25. In line with historic Reformed exegesis of the passage, | understand Paul to be writing
of the Christianwho struggles agpast indwelling sin, notgeneric humanity placed at a
mere “disadvantage” bjdam (“disadvantage” iSeifrid’s word; Ineverused it). True, |
don’t think that Adam’s guilt is imputed tohis descendantdyut Seifrid merges and
confusesseparate chapters @faith, Obedience, ahPerseveranceln the exegesis of
Romans 7:14- 25 (chapter five), “weakness” pertalnbe!cbelleve,rwho isflesh andSpirit
atthe samaime.** Seifrid has extrapolatedthese remass directedtoward man in Christ
and has appliethem illegitimately to man irAdam. But inlight of chapterfour of the
book, Adam and Christ, imputeto me the position that “tHeuman being is basicallyee
and good, but weak” is tengage irhermeneuticajujitsu, no less! If Imay beforthright,
to transmute remarks about those who possess the Spirit into a declaration concerning those
who don’tis an irresponsiblélandling of these materials. Asr the “anthropological
optimism of earlyJudaism,’this is aconstructionplaced on the materials bgeifrid.
Jewish writers weranything butoptimistic about thenations!® and their assessment of
themsel\glgsassumedhe framework ofthe covenant; theyvere hardly Pelagians before
Pelagiu

(2) There is thematter of my allegednsistence hat the Old Testamemtoes not
demand “utterrighteousnesstuitter holiness.” Inpart, this misreading of my intentions
stems from Seifrid’s take on portionskedith, Obedienceand Perseveranceas addressed
above. But since ndocumentation iprovided, Icanonly assume thahe othermeference
is to “Role Reversal anBaul’'s Use ofScripture in Galatian8:10-13.” Inthe essay, it is
true enough that | maintain that tlagv of Moses nevearequired perfecbbedienceYet it is
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a proposition thaforms part andparcel of a larger field ofliscourse.The thesis of the
article is thatPaul brings passagesom the Torah (Deuteriomy 27:26;Habakkuk?2:4;
Leviticus 18:5; Deuteronomg1:23respectively) to bear ohis opponents in Galatia. In
brief, these textswhich speak ofdolatry andapostasy fronthe covenant,apply to the
Judaizers because they are latter-day apostates from God’s purposes in Ghestvery
observance of the law the oppondmse notkegt it, because they have not “upheld” it in
its eschatological design, i.e., to point Israel to Jesus of Nazardth asewho hasdone
away with the barriers of separation between nations.

In the pursuit of this thesis, it was necessary to dealtivticommon interpretation
that, inGalatians3:10, there is asuppressed premisaamely,the law demandsperfect
obedience, but no onean actuallyrender that obediencelhis tradition of exgesis
supposes that bnewould bejustified by thelaw, one mustead asinlessexistence. As
such,the law ofMoses isperceived to be kind of “covenant ofworks.” By contrast, |
maintain:

The “reach of thdaw” [Peter Craigie’s plase] is notperfectcompliance
with its demands, oanything approachind, but fidelity to the God who
graciously gave it tdsrael.... Obedience to thelorah in theHebrew
Scripturesthemselvegas distinct from later theologies) is never portrayed
asan unobtainablgoal. Ratheraccording toDeut 30:11-20, it is ahing
within Israel’s grasp (“this commandment...is oo hard foryou, néther

is it far off,” v. 11). One is able tsay thisbecause..."keepinghe law,”
“obedience,” andsuch expressionsspeak of perseverancegt sinless
perfection’’

Further on, | assert that the key issue, inltbi@h and in Galatians, fgerseveranceersus
apostasy, not sinleggerfection. Asstated,‘the Judaizersare notunderthe cursebecause
they have failed to keep the laperfectly,” butbecause thelaveprovendefective in the
central matter: fidelity to the God of Israét.”

Apparently, fromsuch sentiments Seifrid andCarson have deduced that my
intentionwas to lowerthe standards othe covenant, sohat “utter righteousnessutter
holiness” are made optional. Just two pointglafification. One, it isrepeatedly stated in
the exegesis of the Torah passagesl by Paul thadoing the will ofthe covenanLord is
paramount and indispensablee faithful Israelitemust flee idolatry and keep Yahweh's
statutes and commandments withraf heartNo onecan givethis portion ofthe essay a
fair reading and not come away with timspression. Two, annbiased approado these
materialswould have graspedthe point: althoughthe standard ofthe law was always
complete conformity to the revealed will of God, perfection was never reqairethain in
covenantstanding The sacrificialsystem gistedfor the very purpose of caring the sin
and failure of thdeliever; and thenly sin thatcould separate person fronthe covenant
was apostasy. In his excellent study of Old Testament ethics, Gordon Wenham conveys the
root of the matter:

Obviously the behaviour of the chief actors [of the Old Testament
narratives] in many instances falls miserabhort of the ideal, andthey
often suffer in some way fdheir mistakes.Yet it is clear too that they are
not deserted byod despitaheir sinfulness. Sdhere is a padox in Old
Testament narrative ethiosn the onehand Gods terribly demanding, he
looks for nothing lessthan godlike perfecbehaviour,yet on the other,
despite humarfailings, he doesot forget his covenant loyalty to his
people,and ultimately brings hemthroughthe suffering thattheir sin has
brought aboutOld Testament etbs are therefore as much about grace as
about Ia%v: theydeclare thatGod, the all-holy, is also God, the all-
merciful:
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The same is true of the new coveném: Chrisian strives forcomplete coformity
to the image of Christ. Nevertheless, if we sin, we havadancatewith the Father; if we
sin, he isfaithful and just to forgiveour sinsand cleanse ugom all urrighteousness.
Seifrid may find it “paltry comfort,” butl, for one, find it enormouslycomforting that
“notwithstandingour many failures, there is no condemnaticas long we as desire to
remain within the covenant bond, true to Christ the Lotd.”

As much as anythinglse, it ispastorallyimportant to lay taestthe myth that the
Torah of Mosesfunctioned as d'covenant of works,” for whateverreasonsuch a
formulation has been imposed oit. While one certainly agrees thathere is an“utter
righteousness, utter holiness,” for which evbeejieverstrives, is itlikewise true that “we
all stumble in may points” (James3:2)>' A pietism that burdensthe conscience
unnecessarily by majmg on the observance of comamdments and minoring on
persevering faith is to be resisted atcalts. The problem wittihe variouslewishenclaves
was not that they were “legalistic” bpietistic. The strenuous law-keeping of thegeups,
that often went beyonathat iswritten, was grounded in pietism thattoo oftenhasbeen
replicated in the history of the Christiahurch. In principle] would hope that Seifrid and
Carson agreegspecially as it i€€arson whowrites hat “sin is morethanthe beaking of
rules (though the ‘rules’ clarify and help to quantifie horrendousbreach ofidolatry).”?

If the essence of sin is idolatry, it followsat the essence afjhteousness idelity. God
forgives our weaknesses; it is only apostdst makes itimpossible to be restored to
repentance (Hebrews 6:%).

(3) There is, to be sure, a biblical doctrine of “perfection,” as per “Bauoies, the
author of Hebrews, Jesus, the prophettsifel and Mosekimself.” The problem ishat
Seifrid andCarsonfunction with a coneption of perfection that is nogeally the biblical
conception. | will leave it with a portion of my review of Seifrid’s essajusstification and
Variegated Nomism*

It is regrettablehat Seifrid does notdefine “perfection” in biblicalterms,
leaving theimpression withthe general readethadt the term is to be
understoodmore or lessasit is in English. But thefact of thematter is that
in the Jewishmilieu, as P. J.Du Plessis hasshown, “perfection” is
principally a “cultic” and “guantitativeterm, indicating'wholeness entirety
and intactness.” “Perfection&ccording to DuPlessis, iswholeness in
one’s relationship to God.D. Peterson adds thiite concept i:iot formal
or abstractWhile conceding hat perfection in the OldTestament is not
essentially a moral concept, it does involier/ihg obedience to Gods the
one who, in his mercy, hasinitiated the relationship with man.”®®
Therefore, to walk inperfection inall God's ways is hardly “sinless
perfection,” butrather a wholeheartetbmmitment tchonorthe entirety of
the Lord’s revealedwill. Otherwiseput, perfection is simply @avid-like
desire to seelGod and follow his ommandmerst with all one’s heart
(Psalm 119:2, 10, 34, 69, 145).

As a finalword, if | may speakfrankly, the cause ofChrist is nd advanced by
Christian teachers fixating on aginary enemies anaonstructingstraw men out of the
honest endeavors déllow believers toknow his mind. Inthe end, toimputeto other
students othe Word unsound ideagyerhaps withwhisperings ofheresy, is dailure to
“maintain the unityof the Spirit in the bond ofpeace”(Ephesians 4:3). shouldthink that
“utter righteousness, uttaoliness”demand, athe \ery minimum,speakingthe truthand
speaking iiin love (Ephesiansgt:15)>" As we all endeavor rightly tadivide the Word of
truth, the bottom lie is that theologicatradition, even very finetradition, is not
Lord—only Christ isSola Scriptura
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! The piece igeprinted in myExegeticalEssays 3rd ed. (EugenedQR: Wipf & Stock,
2003), 375-431.

2 Thereare actuallytwo areas ofdisagreementvith Gundry. One is that lside with Piper
and Carson inbelieving that it is specificallChrist’s righteousness theecomesours by
virtue of union with him (see n. 3@below). Theother is that Gundry maintains that 2
Corinthians 5:21 affirmshe imputation obur sins toChrist (“Nonimputation,”18). My
own understanding of that verse is stated in “Imputatiddroon,” 58-59,and will not be
repeatechere. Sffice it to say that amxchangehastakenplace: Christ becamewhat we
are, inorder that wemight becomewvhat he is(M. D. Hooker, “Interchange inChrist,”
Journal of TheologicalStudies22 [1971], 352).Paul does nospecify by what modality
Christ was*madesin,” though he is exit that we have“become” therighteousness of
God because otinion with Christ. But perhaps unwittingly Gundrigas provided clue.
He informs ughat the vertkathistémj in Romans5:19, means to “establish” byay of
appointmentprdination, ormaking (“Nonimputation,” 26). Thus, itis throughAdam’s
disobedience hat human beings “were counted” sinful, whereas through Christ’'s
obedience they are “counted as righteous” (see rheR#v). Itmaybe, then, thathere is
an implicit Adam christology lurking behind 2 Corinthiaris21. That is tosay, on the
cross Christ waslooked upon and treated as thdirst Adam in his apostasy.That he
endured death in @presentativeapacity is the least we caay (M. E. Thrall A Critical
and Exegetical Commentary on the SecBpdtle to theCorinthians International Critical
Commentary[Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994]1.441-42).But his epresentation and
substitutiontake on a specificallyAdamic character as hassumesthe role of his
predecessor and bears the culsequ on thdirst manwhen hefell away fromthe living
God. Having madethis association, tecalled(happily) hat J. D. G. Dunrhad already
said the same thing decades agbr{stology in the MakingAn Inquiry into the Origins of
the Doctrine of the Incarnatiofiondon: SCM, 1980], 112-13).

® The new book of F. WatsoRaul andthe Hermeneutics oFaith (London/NewYork: T
& T Clark International, 2004), has demonstrated amply that Paul, in his lettextglling
the story of the Pentateuch.
* BruegemannGenesisInterpretation (Atlanta: John Knox), 105.
®> See M.Hengel, The Zealots:Investigationsinto the Jewish Freedoriviovement in the
Period from Herod | until 70 A. D.(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark,1989), 171-77; D.
Garlington, ‘The Obedience ofFaith: A Pauline Phrase in Hiorical Context
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungaim NeuenTestamen®/38 (TubingenMohr-Siebeck,
1991), 113-14.
®J. A. Ziesler, The Meaning of Righteousness Raul: A Linguistic and Theological
Enquiry, Society for New TestamentMonograph Series 20(Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1972), 181.
" Carson (“Vindication,” 56)cites a couple opassage fronthe Mekhilta (a midrash or
commentary) on Exodus as evidence thdfawish exegesisGeness 156 wasconnected
with Genesif22, asproviding abasis forAbraham’smerit. From that,Carsonpostulates
that Paul certainlyknew ofthese traditions and/as irterpretingGenesisl5:6 in quite a
different way to hisupbringing. He themlaims thatl cite some Jewish texts to argtret
what Paul meansis precisely whathey meani.e., in his words, “Abraham’s faith is
imputed to him asighteousnesgrecisely becauseis faith showed him to be faithful to
covenant andhus endowed withcovenantrighteousness.’According to Carson, this
reading domesticates Paul afgributing to him the meaningund inthe Jewish texts and
thus fails totake seriouslythe profandly polemicalcontext of Romans 3-4ibid., n. 26,
italics his). To Carson, | rutherisk of “parallelomania”(the termcoined by theJewish
scholar, Samuel Sandmel). Several matters arise here.

(1) Two passages samedocumentthe Mekhilta, hardly establish a trend fdewish
exegesis.” Martin Abegg cites several other rabbinic té&eisdllude toGenesisl5:6—and
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none thenpresses aasefor Abraham’smerit, which, in any case, is notvhat Carson
supposes it to be (Abegg, “4QMMT, Paul, and ‘Works of the Lanh& Bible atQumran:

Text, Shape, and Interpretatigdtudies in the Dead Sea Scrolls &welatedLiterature, ed.
Peter Flint{Grand Rapids:Eerdmans, 2001209-12). Abegg’s evidence is tdhe effect
that themost prominent association @enesisl5:6 is not withGenesis 22out Psalm
106:31 and the zeal éthinehas. Fotheseauthors,Abrahamand Phinehaare a matched
pair.

(2) Carson’s textswith whosetraditions Paulvas supposedIfamiliar, are later than
Paul. That such traditions could have existeaisrday is alistinct possibility. But the fact
remains that the two texts cited by Carson postdatg, and one simplgannot be ssure
that he was au fait with them. Thetexts to which lappealed (ffach 44:20;Damascus
DocumenB:2;2 Baruch57:2) are muchcloser toPaul’'sactual lifetimeand are concerned
not to promote merit but the proposition that Abraham kept the law of Moses before Sinai.

(3) Carson ascribes to me jtlst opposite of what | argued frothe Jewish texts. To
begin, Icertainly did notsay that’Abraham’s faith isimputedto him asrighteousness.”
The whole point of the essay isrtmintain that there iso imputation assuch!What | said
was thatAbrahamwas regarded asldgizomai eiy a covenant keeper because of his
perseverance in faith: he was lookgebn as aighteouspersonbecause h&asrighteous
(from the time of Genesis 12:1 onwartljost importantlyfor the argument oRomans 4,
the genius of Paul'sise of Genesi$5:6 is hat hepredicatesighteousness ofbraham
beforehis circumcision andhe giving of thelaw. The Jewishmaterials, byrather stark
contrast, make the patriarch out to be righteous by virtue of his devotibe Torah. Paul
thus uses Genesikb:6 in amanner lhat radicallydistanceshim from the contemporary
understanding of the relation of Abraham’s righteousnetitettaw ofMoses. Such being
thecas, | would mantan tha | do indeedtake seriouslythe polemic ofRomans3-4, just
because that polemic is to thiect that righteousnessnow detachabldrom circumcision
and Torah-observance, i.e., “apart frima law” (Romans3:21). Might | be sobold as to
suggest that Carson’s employment of the Jewish materials comes cltzaalielomania”
than my own?

(4) Rather than domesticatirf@aul, the intention is tocontextualizePaul. Everyone
agrees that Paul is twe understood on “hiown terms.”But the questionis, What are
Paul's “own terms?” For some of us anyway, Paul’s “own terangdnly fully explicable
in light of his actual life setting. Certainly, the texts cited by me danadePaul conform
to his inherited tradition(s)Quite the contrary: Paul is180 degrees away from his
contemporaries’ assessment of Abraham’s righteousness in relation to the Torah.

& Abegg, “4QMMT, Paul, and ‘Works of the Law,” 208-9.

° See HengelZealots 149-228.

10 Abegg, “4QMMT, Paul, and ‘Works of the Law,” 210-12.

1 Carsonmaintains thatn some instancethe Hebrewidiom hashab 9is used in such a
way that non-X is reckoned to be X. InGenesis 31:15, weead (Rachel and.eah
speaking): “Are we not regarded by him as foreigners? For he has sold us, andéenhas
using upthe moneygivenfor us?” Inanothercase,Leviticus 7:18, asacrifice uneaten by
the thirdday will not be“credited to” theworshipper. Accordingo Numbers 18:27, 30,
the “tithe of the tithe” of the Levites witle reckoned to theas though it wer¢he grain of
the threshing floor and athe fulness ofthe wine press. Byway of reply, a fewmatters
arise.

(1) Theseveralpassagesited byCarsonare not thenost germane tahe discussion.
While they do contribute to overall semantiange oflogizomaj O. P. Robertson, as
guoted byCarson,certainlymakes aquantumleap from Leviticus 7:18 to Romans 4 by
claiming that the text “envisions a situation in which righteousness could be ‘reckoned’ to a
person, even though the individual concerneds admittedly as sinner’(Robertson,
“Genesis 15:6New CovenantExpositions of an @ Covenant Text,” Westminster
Theological Journad#t2 [1980], 266). Ifanything is foreign td.eviticus 7, itis the notion
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of the imputation ofrighteousnessand it is highly questionablthat the appearance of
logizomaihere provides a base for emputationalunderstanding of Romars Robertson
would have us buy into an “apples and oranges” comparison. Besides, the actual point is to
the oppositeeffect claimed byRobertsonithe sacrifice of the peace offering will not be
credited to the offerdsecause of his own actidns

(2) Although it is true inGenesis 31:15hat non-X is reckoned to be X in aertain
gualfied sensethe complaint agast Laban falls into linavith the dominant meaning of
logizomai Rachd and Leah are, in Laban’s eyesiegarded andreated asforeigners
because ohis diminished regardor Jacob(Genesis 31:2). In dream, Jacob iold to
return to the land of his birtfv. 13); and becaus@acheland Leah arehis wivesand will
leave with their husbanthey have bcome virtuaforeigners tatheir father, nowwith no
inheritance.That this reckoning orthe part of Labans the result of some process of
“imputation” is certainly what the textoes not say. lhis view, his daughtersiow belong
to Jacob’s household exclusively and are no longer his. Laban’s attitude is baseduen a
judgment regarding the status of Rachel lagah. In this caséhe distance betwearon-X
and X is not as expansive as Carson seems to think; it fact, it hardly exists.

(3) Previously, Icited theSeptuagint of_eviticus 7:11-18; 17:1-9Numbers18:25-32;
2 Samuel 19:20;Proverbs 274; Psalm 106:31 insupport of a non-imputational
understanding dbgizomaj generally traslated “regard as” (“Imputation d&fnion,” 103,
n. 4). Tothese Inow add 4QMMT cols. 31-32 (Hebrew text, not Septuagint). Carson
thinks it strange to bring these texts into play, because, in his words, in them “thetra is
strict equivalence as supporting a ‘non-imputational’ readiniggizomai (“Vindication,”
58, n. 32, italics his). | ammot preciselysure whatthis sentence means, but after a
rereading of theseexts, | would still ré&ain them, including Leviticus7:11-18; 17:1-9;
Numbers 18:25-32. Even these passagesati@rovide a lancing pad forimputation in
the traditional theologicaensenon-X isregarded as X only ia qualified sense. In the
case ofNumbers 18:2730, the tithe of the Leites is counted as the entirarvest, a
guantitative, not qualitative, reckoning; asviére, an‘apples and applesomparison, not
“apples andoranges.” In God's eyeshe tithe representsthe whole, not that an
“imputation” hastaken place, transforming onentity into another. Moreover, when a
worshipper is notreditedwith a sacrifice (Leviticus7:18), or a person isredited with
bloodguilt (Leviticus17:4), orthe Levites’ tithe igeckoned ashe grainof the threshing
floor and the fulness of the wine press (Numid&:.80), it is because @ictions performed
or notperformedby them. This is justhe opposite of imputation. Arediting doestake
place, but the credit is applied or withheld depending on the conduct of the individual.

(4) Most importantly, Carson’stack does nottake into account thpanorama of the
Genesis story asliiears on Romans 4 amaul’'s use of Geneslb:6. Thefallacy of the
Piper/Carson/Robertsaype of approach is that #eroes in onsolated textsin which
logizomai can mean “credit’and thendisregardsthe fact thatGenesis 15:6with its
employmenbf the verb, is but one of the stegdeng theway of Abraham’spilgrimage of
faith. Within the story line of Genesis, Abraham is considereddanthred to beighteous
because ohis continuedtrust in Yahweh’s promise of a seethe same Abraham who
obeyedGod’s call to leavehis home (Genesid2:1-4 = Hérews 11:8) renewshis
faith(fulness) when the expected seed seems sbolein arriving.Carson seems toave
forgotten his own counsel inExegeticalFallacies (Grand Rapids:Baker, 1984), 66. A
similar instance ofarrowly focusing onlinguistic data to theexclusion of abiblical
theology is Mark Seifrid’s attempt to detach righteousness fromcovenant fidelity
(“Righteousness Language in the Hebrew ScripturesEanigt Judaism,”Justification and
Variegated Nomism. Volume 1: TBemplexities ofSecondTemple Judaispeds. D. A.
Carson, P. T. O’'Brien and M. A. Seifrid [Grand Rapids: Baker, 2001], 415-42).

It is surely telling that theonly otherplace in theHebrewBible where righteousness is
said to be reckoned to someone is PsH®:31, whee Phinehas isegarded as righteous
because of his zeal on behalf of the puityhe covenant. Inst&d of forming a contrast to
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Abraham,the example oPhinehas confirmshat thereckoning ofrighteousness is the
recognition thabne is alreadyighteous. Ifthere is any difference between threo, it is
that Abraham was righteous before the era of the Torah, which is whgiteguhim in the
first place. How “sinnerstan bereckonedrighteous needs no fimer elaboration at this
point in time.

(5) In light of all the above, Carson’s allegation that | prejudge the meariogjzafimai
by labeling it as “non-imputational,” and thtasstort the flowof Paul’'sargument,”can be
turned onhim. By labeling the verBimputational,” or at least aproviding abasis for
imputation, he to@wan be accused of prejudgmémnt the sake ofenforcing aconclusion.
As much as anything, it is the “flow 8faul’'s argument” that is idispute. Ifone conceives
of that “flow” as a polemic against works-righteous legaligman Carson has a point. But
if the intentionis to level theplaying field for Jew and Gentilealike (“there is no
distinction”), then it is Carson who has distortad flow of Paul’s argurarnt by turning it
a dispute over “legalism” versus “grace.”

2 Garlington, “Imputation or Union,” 50.

13 While comnending my ackowledgmentthat faith’s object that is crucial irPaul’s
argument, Carson thinks that | wanthiave mycakeandeat ittoo (“Vindication,” 68, n.
46). This criticismmisspeaks oseveralcounts. (1) My‘gratuitousreference tdoundary
markers, which are scarcely central to Paul's concerns in the opening chapersasfs,”
is not so“gratuitous” after all. While the boundary markes hardly exhausthe law of
Moses, they are part and parogfthe worksof the law” hat do indeed lpy a central role
in the opening chapters of Romans. As Ben Witheringtds it,the lawwas a“‘package
deal, and one cannot separate out one portida obmmandrarts from another. All must
be obeyed if one is undehe Law” Grace inGalatia: A Commentary oRaul’'s Letter to
the GalatiangGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 199853). Moreover,the preeminenboundary
marker, circoncision standsout rather conspicuouly in the earlygoing of Ronans.
Romans 2:25-3:iakesquite a point ofit; and thepolemic of Romans 4:9-12 revolves
precisely around circumcision: Abraham was considered to be a righteous person before his
circumcision and the advent of the law.

(2) Carson maintains that it is far from clear that Paul accepts faith “in plalbeg@nce
to the law of Moses” becauséfaith shuts outthe law, which condemns.” Precisely.
Righteousness is novevealed aparfrom the law(Romans3:21), and it is justAbraham
who proves the pointecause he exercisé&ath(fulness) towardrahweh longbefore the
advent of thelTorah. The law thatcondemns is nonether thanMoses’law. This is why
Israel mustcome tosee that Christ ishe end ofthe law and must submit toGod’s
righteousnesghat isnow localized inhim, notthe Torah(Romans10:3-4). Undergirding
the entire discussion of faith, righteousness, and law in Romans is a teleology of the law. It
has had its day and must now recede th&backgroundoecause othe advent of the one
to whom it pointed. Now that he has come, our faith is “reckoned as” or “considered to be”
righteousness because of faith’s object.

(3) According to Carson, | define faith’s “quintessentiaianing” as‘conformity to the
will of God.” In the process, $urreptitiouslymakethis faith essentiallythe righteousness
which isthen rightlyimputed to believers asghteousness. Suclanguage, hesays, is
“notoriously slippery.” Hecontinues:‘Like most who take this line, Garlington has not
come totermswith Paul'sinsistence thathe faith hehas in view is notin any sense
properly seen as swething intrinsically the believer's and sdgood’ that it earns this
imputation agighteousness. Rather, it taitegorized as ‘giftt (Romans4:4), which is
given to the ungodly.”

This assessmemteates avhole subsebf problems.(a) | did not definefaith’'s
“quintessentialmeaning” as“conformity to the will of God.” Rather,| said that the
“quintessential meaning” afghteousness “conformityto the will of God.” This is what
| actuallywrote: “It is just such arappraisal of theeckoning ofrighteousness that opens
up the intentiorof Romans 4:6because ofts object faith, andfaith alone, isaccepted in
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the place of allegiance to tHaw of Moses, inclding, most prominently,the various

boundary markers afewishidentity. In strict terms, faith igeckoned asgighteousness:
our faith in Christ is looked upon astantamount torighteousness ints quintessential
meaning—conformity tahe will of God—becaus@ Christwe have becom&od’s very

righteousness (Zorinthians 5:21)” (“inputation orUnion,” 51). Rather obviously,

Carson did not read carefully enough.

(b) I never wrote of faiths “essentially the righteousness whiglhen rightly imputed
to believers asighteousness.” Throughout, myrtention isthat nothing isimputed as
such, to the believer. That my languagésurreptitious” and “slippery” is gudgment-call
on Carson'’s part, stemming from polemical ambitions,tm®tactuaimport of mywords,
especially aCarson hasubstitutedfaith” for “righteousness” in mysentence regarding
“conformity to the will of God.”

(c) To allege that |, anathers,have not coméo terms “withPaul'sinsistence that the
faith he has in view is notin any senseproperly seen asomethingintrinsically the
believer's and sdgood’ that it earns thisimputation asrighteousness” is nofair or
accurate in the least. Neither | nor anyone else | know imagine that believers do anything to
“earn imputation as righteousness.” To couch the issue in such terms is to cordottiahy
statements beyond recognitiockbrahamwas certainly not inheently righteousapart from
the grace of God; buats empowered by that gradee clung in faith t@Gods promise of a
seed. For that reason, says Paul, “it was reckonkmn@srighteousness.Note Romans
4:20-22: “No distrust made him waver concerning the promisgoaf, but hegrew strong
in his faith ashe gaveglory to God, fully convinced thatGod wasable to dowhat he had
Promised.‘l’hat is why[dio] his faith was ‘reckoned to him as righteousness’.”

* The same is true oEarson (“Vindication,’e.g., 59-63), indisregard ofthe Semitic
underpinning ofogizomai eis

1> See theassemblage opassages byGundry, “Nonimputation,” 18-22. Gundry’s
consistent rendering dbgizomai eisas“counted to be” is tantamount to ntsanslation,
“regardas.” Inthe previousresponseyeferencewas made toGerhardVon Rad, “Faith
Reckoned aRighteousness,The Problem othe Hexateuch andter Essays(London:
SCM, 1984), 125-30. However, neglected to mentiomans-WolfgangHeiland, Die
Anrechnung des Glaubens zur Gerechtigkeit: Untersuchungen zur Begriffsbestimmung von
hasabund logizesthai,Beitrdgezur Wissenschaft vonAlten und NeuenTestament 18
(Stuttgart:Kohlhammer, 1936)id., “logizomai, logismag$ TheologicalDictionary of the
New Testamenteds. GerhardKittel and Gerhard Friedrich. 1&ols. (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1964-76), 4.284-92.

® Nobody would disagree with Carsdmat the object oAbraham’s faithis the God who
graciously promises (“Vindication,”66). Nevertheless, inthe Abrahamnarrative of
Genesis, God’sgracious promisesare complemented by theatriarch’s steadfast
“obedience offaith,” without which the promises would nohave beerrealized.Carson
and Piper fail to remind us that it is Yahweh himsdtio insists thafbrahamwalk before
him and beblamelesgGenesis 17:1). It isrequently overlooked that bthe time Paul
finishes Romans #e stressesioneother than thgerseveringjuality of Abraham’daith
(vv. 20-25). By wayof analogy, a ndgcted text is 1Kings 3:6 (2 Chronicles 1:8)
(Solomon speaking¥You haveshowngreat andsteadfast lee toyour servant myather
David, because he walked befoyeu in faithfulness, imighteousness, and mprightness
of hearttoward yoy and youhave keptfor him this great andsteadfasiove, and have
97iven him a son to sit on his throne today.” See also Psalm 103:17-18.

Carson’sgeneric reading ofsebés(*Vindcaton,” 60-61) disregardghe historical
significance of thevord and is out of touch witlthe polemic ofRomansl-4. Inthe two
centuries or so beforeaul, “ungodly” was applied to thoseutsidethe parameters of the
covenanwith Israel, eitherpagans or agstateJews. See myObedience ofaith, 84-86,
passim (consult the subject index). Téguivalent ternfsinners” is unpacked by J. D. G.
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Dunn, Jesus, Paul, and the Law: Studies in Mark and Galatians (Louisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1990), 71-77.

18 “Justifiction,” as Gundrypoints out (“Nonimputation,35), isan unfortunate—though,
| would say, ironically humorous—typographical error occurrimg E. P. Clowney’s
essay, “The Biblical Doctrine of Justification by FaitRjght with God: Justification in the
Bible and Worlded. D. A. Carson (London/Grand Rapids: Paternoster/Baker, 1992), 49.
19 Carsonand P. T.O’Brien similarly contend tral have constructed false dichotomy
(Carson, “Vindication,” 56, n. 26). To be suifehere were dextual basidor imputation,
then thealternative of imputationersusunion with Christwould beillegitimate. But it is
just such a textual basis that is lacking.

® See my “Imputation or Union,” 52-54.

2 For example, on the part of R. C. Sproul (from the back cover of Piper’s book).

22 Gundry observes that the vadthistémiin Romans$:19, means to “establish” by way
of appointment,ordination, ormaking (“Nonimputation,” 26). In line with my own
interpretation of theverse, Gundry proposekat through Adam’sdisobedience human
beings “werecounted”sinful, whereas througlChrist’'s obedience they are “counted as
righteous.” This being so, the categoésmputation and infusion are simpielevant to
Paul's argument. Moreover, Gundry gsite right that‘all have sinned(Romans3:23;
5:12) has reference to the lack of distinction betwlmmand Gentilen the matter ofsin,
notto the imputation of Adam’s guilt this posterity. Orthe experientialevel, Paul says
nary a word about imputation. Rather, “all have sinned” means that “thed@rfluence of
sin all have sinnedfor themselves, nothat theysinned inthe original sin of Adam”
S“Nonimputation,” 28).

* Murray, “Definitive Sandification,” Collected Writings of John Murray 4 vols.
gEdinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977), 2.277-84.

* Murray, The Epistle to theRomans New International Commentary on the New
Testament. Zols. (GrandRapids:Eerdmans1959, 1965) 1.222. Even more explicit is
T. R. SchreinerRomansBakerExegetical Commentary on théNew Testament{Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1998), 319.

% Garlington, Faith, Obedienceand PerseveranceAspects ofPaul's Letter to the
Romans Wissenschdliche Untersuchungezum NeuenTestament 7qTubingen: Mohr-
Siebeck, 1994), 44-71, 144-63.

6 Yinger, Paul, Judaism, andludgment Accordintgp Deeds Societyfor New Testament
StudiesMonograph Seried05 (Cambridge: Camhilige UniversityPress, 1999)146-82;
GathercoleWhere is Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriology Badil's Response in Romans
1-5 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 201.

*" HoekemaSaved By GracfGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 163-69.

8 Bultmann, “IsExegesis withouPresupposition®ossible?”Existence andraith (New
York: World, 1960), 342-51.

29 | would refer again to my essay on the biblical-theological metEregeticalEssays 1-
15. The article appeared originallyAgorns to OaksThe Primacy andPractice ofBiblical
Theology ed. M. G. Haykin (Dundas, ON: Joshua Press, 2003), 25-42.

30 See notably N. TWright, The Climax ofthe Covenant: Chrisand the Law in Paline
Theology(Minneapolis: Fortress,1991); The New Testament and th@eople of God,
Christian Origins anthe Question of50d 1(Minneapolis:Fortress,1991);Jesus and the
Victory of God Christian Originsand the Question ood 2 (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1996).

31 To be sure, righteousness iPaul hasbeen undetood variously.See thehandy
compendium provided by N. T. Wrighwhat SaintPaul Really Said: WasPaul of Tarsus
the Real Founder of Christianitf@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 101.

%2 Garlington, “Imputation or Union,” 5{italics original). SeeGundry, “Nonimputation,”
36-38, for numerous texts that place “righteousness” and “salvation” in parallel.

%3 Garlington,Exegetical Essay840-74.
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3 In thefirst responseo Piper, referencevas made to mystudy of dikaiog, in which |
endeavored to establishat the semanticange of the &rb doesndeed transcentteclare
righteous” (“A Study of Justification byFaith,” Reformation andRevival Journal 11
LZOOZ], 55-73 =Exegetical Essay285-99).

®> Fee, God's Empwavering Presence:The Holy Spirit in the Letters ofPaul (Peabody:
Hendrickson, 1994).

% The heart ofGundry’s thesis is hat it is God’s righteousnessnot Christ’s, that has
becomeours when oufaith is counted asghteousness. Ote practicallevel, for him,
imputation is objectionabl&ecause itcan impedeholiness (“Nonimputation,” 43-44,
guoting Mark Seifrid andohn Wesley)His concernfor “sanctification” as‘godly living”

is certainly valid if imputation is used agretext for a lackf growthin grace (the concern
of both SeifridandWesley). Myassumption, however, is thiitis is not necessarily, or
normally, the case with those who espouse imputation.

On the other sid& agreement with Pipeand Carson (“\indication,” 72-77), | should
think that Gundryhas artificially distancedGod from Christ in the matter ofwhose
righteousness is made ours. In stigecs, Paul does sale of “Gods righteousnessbr a
“righteousness from God{2 Corinthians 5:21; Philippians 3:8-9). Yet there are
counterbalancing factors. For ori#ilippians 3:9%expresses Pauldesire to bdound “in
him.” The righteousness he longs foomes “fromGod;” yet it is none other than a
righteousness that ig*him.” How can a righteousness “in Christimehow be distanced
from Christhimself?For anotherPaul is not to beead inisolation fromthe rest of the
New Testament. Particularly the Gospel temptation narratives and the LetteHtebifesvs
make itabundantlyclear thatlesus igshe man of faithwho fulfills the obligations of the
covenant (Matthew 3:15—"all righteousness”).

Gundry is correct tohallenge thggrowing consensuthat Paul's ownphrase‘faith of
JesusChrist” (pistis IésouChristoy ought to be renderéthe [covenant]faithfulness of
Jesus Christ” (“Nonimputation,” 19, n. 2). Even so, R. B. Hays has still demondtrated
underlying Galatians is d&sus-narrative aterived fromthe Gospels The Faith of Jesus
Christ: An Investigation ofthe Narrative Subtructure of Galatians 3:1-4:11, Biblical
ResourceSeries. 2nd ed. [GrarRapids:Eerdmans2002]). If Jesusand theFather are
one (John 10:30), then bylefinition God’s righteousnesss Christ’s righteousness,
especiallygiven that theLord whose righteousness tihes the eschatological people of
God (Isaiah 61:10; Jeremiah 23:6; 33:16) is actually the Lord Jesus. In a recenitTeaper,
hasdedawid of Isa 55:3—A Response to HughVilliamson,” PeterGentry has argued
cogently thathe “sure mercies ofDavid” (Isaiah55:3) are David’'sown acts of covenant
fidelity and righteousnessDavid isthusthe paradigm oflesusthe Christ, whose faithful
deeds are granted to Israel (At&34). | ammostgrateful toProfessorGentry for adraft
of his article.

37 The phrase'in Christ” has atieast a threefold significander Paul. (1) The historical
To be in Christ is to belong to thata ofworld historyinaugurated witthis coming. This
is the complex of new covenant/new creation as contrasted with what has gone before. Paul
thinks of Christ as the nesgalmGod is now estaishingin theworld. (2) The personal
Tobe“in Christ” isto know him andthe power of hisresurrection (Philippian8:10), to
“live in” him (Galatians2:20), be a )amber ofhis body (Roman42:4-5; 1 Corinthians
6:15; Ephesiang:23; 4:13;5:30) and to be conformed tos image (Romans8:29). (3)
The messianic Paul’s use ofin Christ,” “body of Christ,” etc., is tobe understood in
terms of membership ithin the royalfamily, the “Messiah-people.” See further min
Exposition of Galatians: A New Perspective/Reformational Rea@imyed.(Eugene, OR:
Wipf & Stock, 2004), 80-81.

% Carson, “Vindication,” 71.

%9 Carson, “Vindication,” 71.

0 Carson, “Vindication,” 71.
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*! Garlington, Faith, Obedienceand Perseverangeé’Role Revesal andPaul's Use of
Scripture in Galatian8.10-13,” Journal for the Study ofthe New Testamen®5 (1997),
85-121. Thaearticle isreprinted inExegeticalEssays 213-47,which will be cited in the
ensuing discussion. The review of Seifrid is likewis&xegetical Essay840-74.

*2 Garlington,Exegetical Essay22-32.

*3 Seifrid, Christ, Our RighteousnessNew Studies inBiblical Theology 9 (Downers
Grove: Inter Varsity, 2000), 136, n. 21.

*4 Still brilliant andrelevant is J. D. GDunn’s “Rom. 7,14-25 inthe Theology ofPaul,”
Theologische Zeitschrigl (1975), 264-73.

*> As Jubilees22:16 not salelicatelyputsit: “Separateyourself fromthe Gentiles,and do

not eat with them, and do not perform deekis theirs. And do not becomassociates of
theirs. Because theirdeedsare defiled, andall of their ways are contaminated and
despicable, and abominable.”

*¢ See myObedience of Faithe.g., 31-33.

*" Garlington,ExegeticalEssays 224. “Doing the law” is hardly anexpression of some
program of self-justification. Rather, to do the law is to maintain covenant faithfulness with
God. The interplay o€ovenantfaithfulness anduchterms as keeping Yahweh's statutes
(tantamount to keepintipe covenant) odoing the law isevident inDeuteronomyCrucial

is an appreciation of the centityl of the Torah inisrael's self-consciousness lo¢ing the
chosen people. It is the book of Deuteronomy that dgive<lasic statement othe role of
the Torah inthe life of thepeople.The heart of thebook (chaps. 5-28) consists of a
restatement of theovenanimade atSinai. Deuteronomy29:1 sums upthe whole of that
block of material: “These are tmeords of thecovenant whiclthe Lord conmandedMoses
to makewith the sons oflsrael inthe land ofMoab, besideshe covenantvhich He had
made with them atHoreb.” Throughout the book, the emphasis ofcovenantlife is
sustained and reinforced in numerous restatemetite gromise (and warnings): “This do
and live” (Deuteronomy:1, 10, 405:29-33;6:1-2, 18, 24; 7:12-13)This promisedoes
not originate in Deuteronomy, becalsviticus 18:5 hadlready said*So you shall keep
My statutes and My judgments, by which a man may live if he does them; | am the Lord.
*8 Garlington,Exegetical Essay235.

*9 Wenham,Story asTorah: Reaing Old TestamentfNarratives Ethically(Grand Rapids:
Baker, 2000), 4. Wenham adds that Isaac’s deathlesging of Genesis 48 an episode
that is most revealing in thavay it brings outhe viewpoints ofthe differentactors.“It is
also one of many ithe OldTestamentvhich showthe depth of its morahsight and its
avoidance of simple black-and-white judgementdedls with avorld wherethereare few
perfectsaints and fewunredeemablesinners: most ofts heroes and heroindgve both
virtues and vices, they mix obedience and unbelief” (ibid., 15).

*0 Garlington,Faith, Obedience, and Perseverant63.

! See Dunn’s timely counsel, “Rom. 7,14-25 in the Theology of Paul,” 272.

°2 Carson, “Vindication,” 71.

3 See theexcellentstudy of Scot McKnight, “The Warning Passages of Hebrews: A
Formal Analysis and Theological ConclusionBtihity Journalns 13 (1992), 21-59.

>* Garlington,Exegetical Essay$61.

°> Du Plessis, TELEIOS: The Idea of Perfection in theNew Testamen{Kampen: Kok,
1959).

°¢ petersonHebrewsand Perfection: ArExamination of theConcept ofPerfection in the
Epistle to theHebrews Society for New TestamentStudies Monograph Series 47
(Cambridge: Cambridg University Press, 1982), 24italics mine). Hence,"perfect” is
tantamount to “blamelesgtf. Luke 1:6;Philippians2:15). 4 Maccabeeg:15 makes the
righteousEleazar’s loyalty tahe law “perfect,” i.e., “complete,” by his martyrdom(cf.
PetersonHebrews 25).

> As P. T. O'Brien aptlyjcommentsthe claims oftruth and loveshould not be held in
tension.“The truth asproclaimedshould no be dissociated frortove or promoted at the
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expense of love, whilelde of love shouldembodythe truthof the gospel” The Letter to
the EphesiansPillar New Testament Commentary [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999], 312).



