A “NEW PERSPECTIVE” READING OF CENTRAL TEXTS IN ROM ANS 1-4

Don Garlington

I. Introduction

The so-called “New Perspective on Paul” (NPP) heentdikened to a Copernican
Revolution! Whether one is inclined to defend or assail i, fitact remains that Pauline
studies will never be the same again. Some matotignore it, but apparently it is not
going away, at least not anytime soon. And whilenynaay wish that it would go away,
it is my impression that much of the controversat thas surrounded the NPP is rooted in
a visceral reaction on the part of various theaabtraditions. If any proof is required,
one need only peruse the various websites on wkiglosted some very “emphatic”
material, to say the least!

Before proceeding, two qualification are in ordeor one, | say the “so-called”
NPP for at least two reasons. One, the NPP isthikeNew Hermeneutic—it is not that
“new” any more.That the “perspective” is not so “new” is confirmbg the fact that
certain scholars believe that we have now enteriedtie “post NPP er&. Two, those of
us who espouse one version or the other of the INBRo think that the perspective is
not so much new as a return to the “original pesBpe” of Paul in relation to his Jewish

! D. A. Hagner, “Paul and Judaism: Testing the Nexspective,” in P. StuhlmacheRevisiting Paul's
Doctrine of Justification: A Challenge to the Newrg§pective(Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2001), 75,
105. Hagner himself is quite sure that this Copamirevolution is taking us down the wrong patht, Bu
would ask, If the revolution igenuinely Copernicarhow can it be taking us down the wrong path? Apar
from Stuhlmacher’s book, mention can be made of arfew negative reactions, more or less, to th&:NP
M. A. Seifrid, Justification By Faith: The Origin and DevelopmeifitA Central Pauline Them@ovTSup
68; Leiden: Brill, 1992); D. A. Carson, P. T. O’'Bri and M. A. Seifrid, edsJustification and Variegated
Nomism. Volume 1: The Complexities of Second Tedmdaism (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2001); id.,
Justification and Variegated Nomism. Volume 2: Plagadoxes of PaulGrand Rapids: Baker, 2004); A.
A. Das, Paul, the Law, and the Covena(Reabody: Hendrickson, 2001); S. Kifaul and the New
Perspective: Second Thoughts on the Origins of 'BaBbspel(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002); S. J.
Gathercole,Where is Boasting? Early Jewish Soteriology andIBaResponse in Romans 1{(&rand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002); S. WesterhdRerspectives Old and New on Paul: The “LutheranuPand
His Critics (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2004). Another categbmjtezature is comprised of works that
offer some criticisms of the NPP and yet agredvénrhain that Paul does not take issue with a rhesed
system of soteriology, e.g., K. Kuulghe Law, The Covenant and God’s Plan. Volume 1I'®&oelemical
Treatment of the Law in GalatiarfPublications of the Finnish Exegetical Society A2Isinki/Gottingen:
Finnish Exegetical Society/Vandenhoeck & Rupredf99), esp. 65, 73. Various non-NPP scholars
champion the analysis of the rabbinic materialsFbyAvemarie,Tora und Leben: Untersuchungen zur
Heilsbedeutung der Tora in der friihen rabbinischéeratur (TSAJ 55; Tlbingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1996).
Yet it is to be noted that Avemarie acknowledgesdhace-element in these sources, although hevbslie
that there is a tension between grace/electiortherone hand, and works, on the other. Most sgligin
Avemarie grants that throughout this literaturis ipossible to speak of a “covenantal nomism.” Theah

of the rabbis cannot be divorced from this contextvhich the law was given: in this sense, Sander’s
coinage of the phrase, says Avemarie, is certgustyfied (ibid., 584, n. 40).

2 For example, B. Byrne, “Interpreting Romans Thealally in a Post-‘New Perspective’ Perspective,”
HTR 94 (2001), 227-41; R. H. Gundry, in a personal camication; and the books of A. A. Das as
documented herein.



contemporaries. Thus, what to many may appear tnée” is for others of us rather
“old” indeed.

For another, there simply is no monolithic entitytt can be designated &ke
New Perspective. It is surely telling that evenA.Carson acknowledges that the NPP
cannot be reduced to a “single perspective.” “Ratlteis a bundle of interpretive
approaches to Paul, some of which are mere diféerem emphasis, and others of which
compete rather antagonisticalf/What goes by the moniker of the “New Perspectise”
actually more like variations on a theme; and,ampof fact, this generic title is flexible
enough to allow for individual thought and refinerhef convictions. Consequently, the
take on the NPP represented in this essay is guteidually mine. Though | am much
indebted to E. P. Sanders, J. D. G. Dunn, N. TgWrand many others for numerous
insights, this representation of the NPP does moiform precisely to any of these
scholars.

While | have advocated and defended the NPP in oae ntopical fashion
elsewheré, the approach of this undertaking is exegeticat. &en restricting ourselves
to Romans 1-4, it will be possible to canvass amlyery limited number of passages,
what | am terming “central texts.” And even in thasstances, the purpose is not to
provide a full commentary as such, but to concéatoa those dimensions of the Roman
letter that are germane to the purposes at handngnother things, this means that
documentation of secondary literature has beenmemto the most relevant of sources.

[l. Examination of Central Texts in Romans 1-4

Romans 1.5 (16:26)

Unique to the whole of pre-Christian Greek literatuand to Paul himself, the
phrasedraxon mictenc, occurring in Rom 1:5 (16:26)gives voice to the very design

3 Carson, in the Introduction tustification and Variegated Nomisin1.

* See my “The New Perspective on Paul: An Apprdised Decades Later Criswell Theological Review
ns 2, no. 2 (2005), 17-38. This is reprinted irolumne entitledn Defense of the New Perspective on Paul:
Essays and RevieWgugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2005), 1-28. This bamtains other essays pertinent to
the NPP. Another attempt to allay the fears of getinals respecting the NPP is the excellent intobidn

to the subject by M. B. Thompscofhe New Perspective on Pa@rove Biblical Series (Cambridge: Grove
Books, 2002).

® There is a textual problem with doxology of 1625-C. E. B. Cranfield takes it to be a later erfiio
addition, but he ascribes it to an “orthodox soliez®l accounts for its presence “because its isitimerit
commended it” A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epigtlethe RomangICC; 2 vols.;
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1979], 2.808-9). J. D. Guih is likewise inclined to view it as a post-Paali
addition RomangdWBC 38 a, b; 2 vols.; Dallas: Word, 1988], 2.918kt other scholars are open to the
possibility of the text's authenticity: L. W. Huda, “The Doxology at the End of Romandyew
Testament Textu&riticism: Its Significance for Exegesis. Essays in HorafuBruce M. Metzgeteds. E.

J. Epp and G. D. Fee; Oxford: Oxford University $3re1981), 185-99; M. BockmuelRevelation and
Mystery in Ancient Judaism and Pauline Christiani®rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 206; H. Gamble,
The Textual History of the Letter the Romans: Adyin Textual and Literary CriticisniSD 42; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1977), 129-32. A convenient suyrofthe textual evidence is provided by R. J.
Swanson, edNew Testament Greek Manuscripts: Variant Readingsngyed in Horizontal Lines Against
Codex Vaticanus. Roman@Vheaton: Tyndale House, 2001), 268-71. Even iftoedl, the words
adequately sum up Paul’s intentions not only inpshd4-16 but the whole of the letter. See G. Hk&a



of the apostle’s missionary labors, i.e., he hamnbealled to summon the nations to a
believing obedience directed toward Jesus the foedcand risen Son of God, the king of
Israel® Within Romans itself, the phrase is invested witiwofold significance. For one,
against the backdrop of faith’s obedience in Jewitdrature, these words assume a
decidedly polemical thrust: the covenant fidelifyGod’s ancient people (Israel) is now a
possibility apart from assuming the identity ofttp@ople’ Dunn, then, is right that the
phrase neatly summarizes Paul's apologetic in thadh lettef

For another, Rom 1:5 can be looked upon as a progedic statement of the
main purpose of Romanigror this reason, Dunn again is correct in writitigp clarify
what faith is and its importance to his gospel me @f Paul’'s chief objectives in this
letter.® In order to appreciate the point, it will be nessay briefly to relate the
importance of faith to another purpose of the fetéz., “To redraw the boundaries
which marked out the people of God.Whereas before to be a member of the covenant
community was to live within the boundary set bg thw, the eschatological people have
assumed a new corporate identityAnd since there is now “no distinction” betweemJe
and Gentile (1:16-17; 2:11; 10:1&c.), Paul endeavors in Romans, particularly iypsh
6-8 and 12-16, to expound the ethical and socspamesibilities of this new corporate
entity. Pursuant to this end, the letter's operpagagraph (1:1-7) draws upon concepts
evocative of Israel’s relationship to Yahweh anglegs them toall the Romans, the
“called” of Jesus Christ. The pivotal point of timtroduction is v. 5—the obedience of
faith among all the nations for Christ’'s name’sesakA neat and fitting summary of his
complete apologetic in Romans.”

Taylor, ‘A Note on %£i¢ bmaxony wicteng” in Romans i.5 and xvi.26ExpT55 (1943-44), 306.

® According toLPGL (1432), in post-Pauline literaturesol Oraxofic micteng occurs as a book title by
Melito (cited by Eusebiugistory, 4.26.2), obviously under Paul’s influence. In f&thersproxon is
further construed with faith in various regardsrtigalarly in Clement. In these sources, the effect
vroxon are such things as salvation, life and grace J{ibid

"1 have argued this at length in rfifhe Obedience of Faith’: A Pauline Phrase in Hiital Context
(WUNT 2/38;Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1991).

® Dunn,RomangWBC 38, a, b.; 2 vols.; Dallas: Word, 1988), 1.18

° N. T. Wright, “The Messiah and the People of GadStudy in Pauline Theology with Particular
Reference to the Argument of the Epistle to the Rash (D.Phil. thesis, Oxford University, 1980), M.
Black likewise remarks that “to win obedience frtme Gentiles” is “the main purpose of the Epistiette
Romans” RomangNCB; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1973], 375

Y bunn,Romans1.17.

™ Dunn, “Romans 13:1-7—A Charter for Political Qisei?” ExAud 2 (1986), 61. As he remarks
elsewhere Romans 2.580-81), when Paul in Rom 9:30b redefines déghsness (i.e., from righteousness
as articulated by the Torah to that of faith in i€f)y he is fully aware that in the process heeefining
the covenant. W. D. Davies similarly contends: ‘Pdemands that the people of God, belonging to
Abraham, be defined in a new way. The meaning @&séeént’ from Abraham has to be radically
reconsidered: it no longer has a ‘physical’ contiotd (Jewish and Pauline Studig®hiladelphia:
Fortress, 1984], 128). Likewise Black: “The whalspiration of Jewish life was the Law and obedieiace
it; the inspiration of Christian living is Chrisapprehended by faith, and obedience to the Rised’Lo
(Romans38).

2 Dunn, “Romans 13:1-7,” 61. R. D. Kaylo®aul's Covenant Community: Jew and Gentile in Rasnan
(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1988) approaches ther lEbm this vantage point. T. R. Schreiner agneiis
Dunn that Paul is redrawing the lines of what citm#ts the true people of God. However, inexpligatin
bypasses 1:5 without any commeRbmangdBECNT; Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998], 45).

3 Dunn, Romans 1.18. Commenting on Rom 15:18, Dunn remarks: “Téeall of a key motif from 1:5
[i.e., “the obedience of the Gentiles”] is no dodetiberate since it ties together precisely a tkeyne of



My previous studies of Rom 1:5 have yielded thkofdng conclusiong? (1)
Although the actual phraseroxon micteng does not occur before Paul, the idea is
clearly embedded in a number of Second Temple betsids. The obedience of God’s
people, consisting in their fidelity to his covehavith them, is the product of a prior
belief in his person and trust in his wdrdrar from being a quest for meritorious self-
justification, faith’s obedience is the approprieggponse of Israel, the covenant partner,
to the election, grace and mercy of GbéHence, the notion residentiroxon tictenc
is not in any sense original with or unique to Péudleed, because of the prominence of
the motif in the Jewish materials, there is reasohelieve that when he formulates the
phrase in Rom 1.5, he does so cognizant of itsriodhese traditions.

But the question arises, if, formally speakingulPshared a theology of faith’s
obedience with his predecessors and contemporanbst marked the difference
between them? In nutshell, for Paul faith’s obedéeis possible apart from the Torah, as
it functioned to distinguish Israel from the nasodlew and Gentile alike can now be
regarded as the faithfully obedient (righteous)ge@f God “apart from the law” (Rom
3:21). The very aim of the Pauline mission wasrtante the obedience of faitimong
all the nationdor the sake of Christ’'s name.

(2) In Rom 1:5 (16:26), Paul has chosen to coimmbiguousphrase expressive
of two ideas simultaneously:the obedience which consists in faith and the ispee
which is the product of faittf On the level of the grammatical, although tags ban
applied to the genitiverictemng only with some reservation, the category whicht bes

Jewish covenant self-awareness (obedience) anésPRaititeach to the Gentiles: it is precisely Paal@Em
that the obligations of the covenant were beinfjliied in the faith response of the Gentiles” (ihid.868).

14 See myObedience 233-53, andraith, Obedience, and Perseverance: Aspects of ®aulter to the
RomanqWUNT 79; Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1994), 10-31.

15 “The Jewish position may be summarized in the esee: fulfillment of the divine commandment is
valid when it takes place in conformity with thdl ftapacity of the person and from the whole intembf
faith” (M. Buber,Two Types of FaitfLondon: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1951], 56). Tleenthrust of my
investigation was that any antithesis between Hfadr “works” for a first-century Jew would have dre
considered a false alternative.

16 “The obedience of faith” for this Judaism, thes,another way of saying “covenantal nomism.” Cf.
Dunn,Romans1.Ixv.

I As an interesting analogy, B. PrzybylsiRighteousness in Matthew and His World of Thought
[SNTSMS 41; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pra880], 17-20) discusses the possible translatibns o
moreh tsedegn CD. He notes that the Hebrew could be rendegitider “teacher of righteousness”
(objective genitive) or “righteous or right teachdexplicative genitive). He opts for the formerety
concedes that “The problem with which we have baealing may in actual fact be a pseudo-problem
arising solely out of difficulties inherent in tipeocess of translating from Hebrew into Englishbus, “It
should not be taken for granted that these twosidea mutually exclusive” (ibid., 20). This is segtive
because it reminds us that Paul's Semitic backgtazould easily account for a flexibility in his Gie
usage, permitting more than one meaning to resid@s genitival phrases. Perhaps the most famous of
such phrases &xa1ocbvn 0£00.

18 Cf. Dunn,Romans1.17; H. N. Ridderbo®aul: An Outline of His TheologiGrand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1975), 237-38; K. HaackeDer Brief des Paulus an die ROMEFHKNT 6; Leipzig: Evangelische
Verlagsanstalt, 1999), 28. While | am completelgnpgthetic with G. N. Davies’ evaluation of the tala

of faith and obediencd-gith and Obedience in Romans: A Study in Romah$JBENTSup 39; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1990], 28-30), it is metessary, with him, to restrict ourselves to titgextive
genitive/genitive of origin. The parallels of faiind obedience in 10:16; 11:23, 30, 31 do have sonwe

to say.



conveys his intentions is “adjectival genitiv:"that is, tictenc is descriptive of
vraxon in @ manner to be defined by the larger context iankeeping with the most
pertinent exegetical dafi.This means that “genitive of apposition” and “giei of
source,” while not inappropriate in themselves, trebe rejected as too restrictive.
Consequently, the English “faith’s obedience” (believing obedience”) perhaps as well
as any translation preserves the intention (andiguritp) of the originaf* As is well
known, brtoxon corresponds to the verbovm, which is the regular LXX rendering of
LY, especially as the latter comes across in the SheinDeut 6:4. Wright, then, can
comment that bringing the nations into “obedienceans to bring them into the family
of this one God?

On the plane of the practical, the significancehef phrase’s ambiguity is well
expressed by J. A. Fitzmyer: “Though that faithibedor Paul as a ‘hearing’...it does
not stop there. It involves the entire personal mament of a man/woman to Christ
Jesus as ‘Lord’.... The wondtoxon implies the submission’ or total personal response
of the believer to the risen Lord*D. J. Moo, then, is precisely right that “obediehc
and “faith” are mutually interpreting: “Obedienclvays involves faith, and faith always
involves obedience.” Indeed:

Paul called men and women to a faith that was awageparable from
obedience—for the savior in whom we believe is mgfHess than our
Lord—and to an obedience that could never be daifcom faith—for
we can obey Jesus as Lord only when we have giueselves to him in
faith. Viewed in this light, the phrase captures thll dimension of Paul’s
apostolic task, a task that was not confined ttainevangelization but
that included also the building up and firm esttinfient of churche¥.

As straightforward (and Pauline) as this is, threraains, as Wright observes, an
anxiety on the part of generations of theologidra ainy stress on obedience creates the
impression that “good moral works” take priorityesV‘pure faith.” However, Wright
correctly dismisses any such anxiety as missingptfiat:

When Paul thinks of Jesus as Lord, he thinks ofsklfras a slave and of
the world as being called to obedience to Jesusdshop. His apostolic

9| abeled, however, as “genitive of quality” by BD#,, and N. TurnerA Grammar of New Testament
Greek: Volume llI: SyntagEdinburgh: T & T Clark, 1963), 212.

0 Cf. Barclay’s treatment of Paulisvépog tob Xototol (Obeying the Truth: A Study of Paul’s Ethics in
Galatians[SNTW; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1988], 134).

2l see Parke-Taylor, “Note,” 305, for the various wag which translators have grappled with the
difficulties inherent in our phrase. The Germ@taubensgehorsamerhaps better conveys the unity of
faith and obedience than most of the English rénder

22 \Wright, “Romans” The New Interpreter's Bibjel2 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 2002), 10.420.

% Fitzmyer, “The Semitic Background of the New Testat Kyrios-Title,” A Wandering Aramean:
Collected Aramaic Essay¥$BLMS 25; Chico: Scholars Press, 1979), 132.

24 Moo, The Epistle to the RomarNICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996), 52-53. Qfanfield,
Romans, 1.66-67; J. Murrayhe Epistle to the RomafNICNT; 2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1959,
1965), 13-14; E. LohseDer Brief an die Rome(KEK; 15" ed.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
2003), 68.



commission is not to offer people a new religiopsian, but to summon
them to allegiance to Jesus, which will mean abamdp their other
loyalties. The gospel issues a command, an impewushmons; the
appropriate response is obediefite.

Romans 1:16-17

1:16-17 is customarily treated as though it wereamintegral part of a context.
For example, most Greek New Testaments and Entgésklations print these verses in a
paragraph to themselves, sometimes with a headirgpme sort to emphasize their
importance. The effect has been a tendency to lil¢tes thematic statement of Romans
from a concrete situation, which in turn has givise to the notion that in Romans Paul
is setting forth his systematic theology of thei€tin faith. Particularly in the Reformed
tradition the organizing center of this “compendiuaf Christian theology”
(Melanchthon) is understood to be justification Bgith, normally expressed as
“justification by faith and its consequences.” Coamtators in this tradition then
approach 1:16-17 with the announcement that theehef Romanss justification by
faith.

Paul Minear, however, is quite right to remind batttheydo which connects v.
16 with the foregoing statement should not be @aded. “It links these verses to the
preceding statements in which the apostle presdmnsedopes in sending the letter and in
planning the projected visit to Rome.... What if thevere a comma and not a period
after v. 157% If we take Minear’s counsel, it becomes immediatatident that vv. 16-
17 hinge directly on vv. 8-15 as these in turn goaw of vv. 1-7. What we have, then, is
not a statement which comes out of the blue butioeetricably connected with Paul’s
missionary motivation to promote “the obediencdaith among all the nations™—and
particularly among the Romans; it is vv. 8-15 whgapply us with the concrete life-
situation that lies behind vv. 16-17. Note espégial 15: “I am eager to preach the
gospelto you also who are in RomieThus, what Paul writes in 1:16-17 has a direct
bearing on his intended visit to Rome. He wantsmtorm the Romans beforehand that
when he arrives his message will be thathef righteousness of God through faith which
is available for all people without distinction

In general terms, this provides us with the purpoté¢he letter, viz., to be a
presentation of Paul's missionary gospel to the ®mn A more specific purpose
emerges when we view 1:16-17 in light of 1:8-15 &Adl-15:13; that is, Paul's gospel of
the righteousness of God apart from nationalisstirtttives has a direct bearing on the
problem of the divisions in the Roman congregatiétaul wants to show that the gospel
in principle has united all believers in Christ.eféfore, the Romans’ obedience of faith

% Wright, “Romans,” 420.

% Minear, The Obedience of Faith: The Purposes of Paul irBpistle to the Romar($BT 2/19; London:
SCM, 1971), 39. Cranfield rightly notes that theseses are at the same time an integral part ofsPau
expression of his readiness to preach the gosgebine and also the statement of the theologicah¢hio
be worked out in the body of the letter. Yet he mssed Minear's insight by stating: “While it is "oubt
formally tidier to treat them as part of the digisiwhich began with 1.8, the logical structuretef epistle
stands out more boldly when they are presentedsaparate main divisionRomans1.87). It is precisely
the integral relationship of vv. 16-17 and v. 8-pbeserved by Minear’'s punctuation, which dictates
course of Paul's argument in Romans.



will be strengthened and enhanced by a consisggiication of the notion that God’s
righteousness depends on faith alone and not aoncatlentification.

When we view 1:16-17 in the light of Paul's conerptrposes, it follows that the
theme of Romans is not justification by faith ashsuit is, rather, the availability of
God'’s righteousness apart from the law, i.e., thesaic covenant in all its particuldrs.
Righteousness, in other words, is no longer pedulthat of the Torah (3:21-22). J. A.
Ziesler puts it well: “God’s righteousness is hiwnocovenant loyalty, now in Paul
widened beyond a covenant with Israel and madeeusaV.®® Or, to put it in the
language of 1:5, the obedience of faith is now bsdor all the nations apart from the
distinctive “badges” and “boundary markers” of Jsda

This is not to play down the importance of jusafion. Indeed, Paul makes quite
a point of it in Romans and Galatians. It is to, dawever, that justification itself is to be
subsumed under the more inclusive category of igigeousness of God. In Romans
Paul’'s argument about justification is the same has argument about ethical
righteousness, i.e., faith has obliterated therdison between Jew and Gentile. One’s
standing before God does not in any sense depeatlemiance to the Mosaic standards,
just as one’s progress in holiness is likewiseatethle from those standards (i.e., the law
as a national covenant). To borrow E. P. Sandex®/ familiar terms, “getting in” and
“staying in” do not depend on adherence to the law.

In this setting, the words, “For | am not ashamédthe gospel,” take on special
significances. For one, the clause is the negatbeterpart to the positive assertion of
1:15: Paul is eager to preach the gospel because w ashamed of it. Commentators
are right to call attention to the fact that frone thuman point of view Rome posed an
impressive threat to Paul’'s boldness in preachligpy are also right that in this world
Christians always face the temptation of being egthof the same gospel. However,
what the English speaking commentators have fratyuewerlooked is that this clause is
actually a confessional formula. Among the Germatshimacher, for example, has
draw attention to this. He writes that in positteems Paul could have said “I confess the
gospel.®® This connection of shame and confession findwiigin in the sayings of
Jesus in Mark 8:38 = Luke 9:26 as compared withtM@at32-33 = Luke 12:8-9. A
comparison of the passages informs us that shameefusal to confess. It is possible
that Rom 10:10-11 and 2 Tim 1:12 (cf. 1:12) areeldasn these dominical sayings, both
of which connect a refusal to confess with esclogioll judgment (which in the former
text is shame).

2 Dunn states it another way. He concedes thafipatibn by faith is the theme of the main bodytioé
letter; not, however, in classic Reformation tefs within the historical context within which Panbs
writing, i.e., the apostle offers to the Gentiles tovenant blessings of the God of Israel (“Patpistle to
the Romans: An Analysis of Structure and ArgumeRtige and Decline of the Roman WofANRW
25.4; Berlin: De Gruyter, 1987], 2847).

28 Ziesler, The Meaning of Righteousness in Paul: A Linguiatid Theological Enquirf(SNTSMS 20;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972), 187.

% stuhlmacherGottes Gerechtigkeit bei PaullRLANT 87; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1966), 78. See also LohsRpmer 76; O. Michel,Der Brief an die Rome(KEK; 14" ed.; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), 86; U. Wilckeri3er Brief an die Romer(EKK 6; 3 vols,;
Zurich/Neukirchen: Benziger/Neukirchener, 1978-82)82; E. Ka&semannCommentary on Romans
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1980), 22; H. Schiizer Brief an die GalatefKEK; 5" ed.; Géttingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971), 42. Without pickumgon these references, Schreiner endorses a mainly
confessional understanding of “I am not asham&tinjans59-60).



Another significance to these words is drawn optWright's observation that
lying behind Rom 1:16 is a text such as Psalm @dgraling to which the psalmist prays:
“Let me never be ashamed, deliver me in your rigieess” (vv. 1-2). Comments
Wright: “Shame’ in such a context is what God’sopke feel when their enemies are
triumphing; it is what Israel.felt in Paul's day, suffering at the hands of Rdme.
Therefore, “The gospel and the power of.#nables Paul to share the position of the
psalmist, celebrating God’s righteousness and smireng unashamed in the face of
enemies and gainsayers.”

In addition to these noteworthy issues, the maitehistorical importance that
underlies Paul's statement is that of the confesgioJudaism. The most fundamental
confession of the Jew was tBeemaDeut 6:4. In time th&hemacame to be epitomized
by the Greek phrase “God is one.” V. H. Neufeld Baswn that the idea contained by
this phrase became the basamnologiaof Judaism.

This confession was the covenant or consensus ichwludaism found
unity; it was her confession of faith; it was heclamation in worship.
The confession, furthermore, was the basic dedasrand manifesto of
Judaism to an unbelieving world; it was the staddahnich distinguished
true faith; it was the test of faithfulness in tirae of persecutior®

What Neufeld says finds some important historidhisirations. Josephus in
recounting the massacre of Alexandrian Jews byRbmans J. W.7.418-19), makes
prominent mention of the refusal of these martylteds to acknowledge Caesar as Lord.
As O. Michel notes, “Confess Caesar as Lord” or ifidaCaesar as Lord” had both
religious and political overtones. “lts opposithe says, “is confession of the one
God.”™? Another example comes from the time of persecutinder Antiochus IV. 2
Macc 6:1-11 relates the king’s reprisals againaiskem, which were socio-religious in
character. For the writer the tragedy of the situnatvas epitomized by his statement that
one could not “so much confess himself to be a’Jéhe focus of the confession was a
person’s self-awareness as a “Jew.” The term istipedly defined by vv. 1, 24 of 2
Maccabees 6. On the one hand, the “Jew” was onerefbised to forsake the laws of his
fathers and go over to an alien religion; on thieent the “Jew” was determined to
conform his life to the totality of the Sinai coan.

Foundational to this conception of being Jewish thasconfession of Yahweh as
the one and only God. But by the nature of the, ,dhgeconfession entailed Israel as well.
K. G. Kuhn explains, “...Israel is the fellowship all those who worship the one true
God. This people describes itself as the choseplegice., the people whom the one true
God has chosen to worship and confess dsndistinct from the rest of the worief The
confession, then, can be summarized as: (1) conenitito Israel’s monotheistic faith;
(2) commitment to the Torah and its emblems, ofciwithe most conspicuous were the
temple, circumcision, food laws and sabbath; (3pmatment to the Jewish community
as a distinct ethnic entity.

30 Wright, “Romans,” 424.

31 Neufeld, The Earliest Christian ConfessioiSTTS 5; Leiden: Brill, 1963), 41.
% Michel, TDNT, 5.205.

% Kuhn, TDNT, 3.359, italics mine.



All this says to us that Judaism was a confesstigion, and to confess oneself
to be Jewish was to commit oneself to the idealsofel as a social, political and
religiousethnos and it is precisely this which calls forth Pauffsclaration that he is not
ashamed of the gospel, i.e., he confesses it. Halh@ady announced that this gospel is
for the Gentile, the Greek, the Barbarian and daish, as well as the Jew. In vv. 6 and
7 he lifted terms from the OT which originally sgokf Israel as the peculiar people of
God and applied them to the Roman ChristiaAdl, God’s beloved in Rome.” Because
Paul conceived of the new obedient people of Godnasdevoid of ethnic distinctions,
he could say that his gospel is for everyone aatlhh is eager to preach it to everyone in
Rome. But more than this, according to 1:1-4, Ragiospel concerns God’'s Son.
Therefore, in confessing the gospel he is confgsdasus Christ, for whose name’s sake
he carries the gospel to the Gentiles. For Isradling could have been more shameful
than a crucified Messiah. For Paul, however, Chaistl his cross have become his
“boast” (Gal 6:14; Phil 3:3).

Read within this context of Jewish history, Palisldness in confessing the
gospel comes to life. For his Jewish opponentsessibn of such a gospel was the cause
of profoundest shame and offense, because it vkas tas a assault on Judaism on at
least three fronts: the theological, the social gnedmoral. As to the first, Paul’'s removal
of the age-old distinctions implied that Israel waslonger exclusively the exalted and
glorified people of God. It implied as well thatethemple in Jerusalem was no longer
uniquely, in the words of 2 Macc 5:15, “The holiesmple in the world” and the eternal
place of sacrifice.

The second front was the social. Dunn in partichlas called attention to the
social function of the law. The two key words hdre,says, araentity andboundary
Dunn confirms that it was particularly in the Malbean period that a special premium
began to be placed on the identity and boundankensrof circumcision, the dietary
laws, etc. This is not to say that such things wkeeonly distinguishing traits of Jewish
self-identity; but since they were the focal pahthe Hellenistic attack, they becatne
tests of one’s loyalty to JudaisBut Paul's gospel was taken as a direct attack pis
loyalty because it asserted that such things ademger important for the identity of the
people of God. Consequently this gospel was alserpreted as an open invitation to
apostasy from the covenant.

In the third place, there was a moral dimensiothéJewish refusal to confess the
gospel. The classic statement of Israel's separsti#ds isEp. Arist. 139-42, which is
also an explanation as to why this was so. If swkisdom the legislator surrounded his
people with “unbroken palisades and iron walls”pi@vent them from mixing with
“other peoples in any matter,” it was to be keptir§pin body and soul, preserved from
false beliefs, and worshipping the only God omrepotover all creation.” The same
connection between the break-down of the covenashtnaorals is observable in 2 Macc
6:1-6. Paul’'s gospel, then, had to bear the acicusat moral laxity because it sought to
banish the boundaries which for centuries sepaddedand Gentile.

Paul confesses this gospel because “it is the poiv&od unto salvation.” Here
we find another in the series phos in this introduction to the letter. The firstuse had
one, this clause has one, and 17a has one. Paabe&s to preach the gospel in Rome
because he is not ashamed of the gospel; the rémsannot ashamed of the gospel is
that it is God’s power to save; and the reasos {Bod’'s power to save is that in it the
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righteousness of God is revealed. It is necessasgé these three clauses in connection
in order to grasp Paul’s precise point. Remembau] B here confessing the gospel that
both unbelieving Israel and the Judaizers refusedcdnfess. His opponents were
“nomists,” devotees of the law. Their claim wasttbavation was possible only through
adherence to the whole of the Torah. This is cleam Acts 15:1 and from the
controversy over table fellowship in Galatians 2.this light, Paul’'s series of clauses
connected by “for” is to be read as his come-badké Jewish position.

“Power” in the OT is specifically God’s creationyper as concentrated in his
word (Gen 1 and many passages). The Judaism cERky was certainly aware that the
word of God is the embodiment of God’s power, beeasuch is the teaching of the OT
itself (Gen 1:3, 6, etc.; Ps 147:15; Isa 40:8b;1B5t1; Jer 23:29; cf. Wis 18:14-16). But
for Paul the word of God is specifically the gos@el in 1 Cor 1:18 it is the “word of the
cross.” It isthe gospebr, according to 2:16, “my gospel” which is Godaving power.
Paul again draws a direct line between his gospel the “prophetic Scriptures.”
However, this is the last thing Judaism would haffemed, because Paul’'s gospel, for
them, was a truncated gospel; vital elements had et out.

That which is brought by the gospel—God’s powewold of the new creation—
is “salvation.” Cranfield quite rightly points ouhat in Paul's usage “save” and
“salvation” have primarily an eschatological refeze. From Rom 5:9, for example, we
can deduce that the negative content of salvasidhait of deliverance from the wrath of
God. On the positive side, we see in Rom 8 sualgghias the believer’s glorification,
adoption and the redemption of his body. This leadmfield to say:

The gospel is God’s effective power active in tharld of men to bring
about deliverance from His wrath in the final judgmhand reinstatement
in that glory of God which was lost through sin—ttls&a an eschatological
salvation which reflects its splendour back inte firesent of those who
are to share in it}

Israel was looking for eschatological salvations tvas the sum and substance of
the prophetic preaching. “Salvation” is but shonithor deliverance from exile (new
exodus) and the commencement of a new heavenseanéarth (Isa 63:10-64:4; 65:17-
25). But, as B. Byrne notes, the Jewish apocalypéidition reclaimed this vision of a
“saved” humanity as something destined primarilytfee faithful in Israel. The Qumran
community, for example, promised its members tladitthe glory of Adam (or “human
nature”) would be theirs” (IQH 17:15; IQS 4:22-23D 3:20; 4QpPs 37 3:1-2; cf. aldo
Ezra6:54, 59;Jub.22:14; 32:19). “Salvation” in such terms, he reksaxkvas closely tied
to distinctive Jewish prerogatives such as circsioni and the law. | might add that
passages like Luke 24:21; Acts 1:6 indicate th&ireePentecost even the first followers
of Jesus thought of this salvation in nationaligtiens. Paul, however, uses a term loaded
with eschatological associations and announces ghbation is currently available
through the gospel. As Byrne further comments, Pauké asserts a far more inclusive
and universal scope for the saving power of thepgost is effective for all human
beings, the only condition being the response ih féfor everyone who believes®.

% Cranfield,Romans1.89.
% Byrne,RomangSP 6; Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1996), 52.
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Moreover, this is not deliverance from the Romaiprepsors, not the vindication of
Israel as arethnos but salvation from the wrath of God and reinstegat into his
favor—and all this isiow.

So, there was something very radical about thidadston that the gospel is
God’s power for salvation. For one thing, as wepker reading in Romans, it becomes
clear that one of the radical factors is Paul’srghahat not only the Gentiles are under
the wrath of God, but Israel is as well, and eviea 1seeds to be saved by the gospel of
Jesus Christ. This is what opens up 1:18-3:20: éserel's possession of “the oracles of
God” does not exempt her from judgment. For anatiieg—and this really is the thrust
of 1:16—God’s saving power in the gospel is Jeshssf the subject of the gospel.
According to Cranfield: “It is He Himself who issiteffectiveness, His work was God’s
message of which He is the content. He presentséiinto men as it were clothed in the
efficacy of His saving work® Here we remind ourselves of the parallels betwe#6-1
17 and 1:1-7. In particular, we recall that Chwsis raised from the dead by the power of
the Spirit; he now lives by the power of God (2 C@:4). It is his power which
empowers the word. Note a parallel between Ronml1:8/and 1 Cor 1:18/1:24. Paul’s
claim, then, is radical because he attributes ®wlimo was crucified out of weakness and
to his word all the eschatological saving poweYahweh.

With the words, “For every one who believes, the Jiest and also the Greek,”
we have the most radical thing of all about thergapower of Paul’'s gospel; that is, it
saves by faith alone apart from membership in theemt covenant communify.We
recall from Acts 15:1 that the Judaizers insistedléss you are circumcised according to
the custom of Moses, yotannot be saved.” But according to Paul, the only thing
required is faith. Notice how he places “the Jew"thhe emphatic position of the last
clause of v. 16. Even of him—the circumcised ond-tkalt God demands is faith. In the
words of 1 Cor 7:19 circumcision counts for nothingis no longer one of the
commandments of God. Circumcision is not anythimgat matters is the new creation,
Gal 6:15. No wonder, then, that “the truth of thesgel” hinged on Titus not being
circumcised (Gal 2:5).

The third “for” of these verses tells us why trespgel is the power of God for the
salvation of all who believe: “For in it the rigloiesness of God is being revealed, from
faith to faith.” Here is the apocalyptic element Baul's theology. The anticipated
disclosure of God’s righteousness has now comeass ps eschatological evéhBut
the surprise element of the present sentencetishdgpromised revelation has now taken
place inthe gospel of Paul's proclamatignather than in recommitment to Israel and its
Torah). Simply stated, the gospel is God’s powesdwge becausi this gospel and it
alone God'’s righteousness is revealed; and God’s rigiseess thus revealed is his
power.

Needless to say at this point time, Paul's phBageiocivn 0cob has undergone
a great deal of scrutinys righteousness an attribute, an activity orfe?ds the genitive

% |pid.

37 Schreiner would appear to be correct in suggestiag‘to the Jew first” reflects Paul’s practiceusing
the synagogues of the Diaspora as a base of opesgomans62), although we have to reckon with the
fact that there comes a point at which Paul bdgiedlandons that procedure and turns primarilyhto t
Gentiles (Act 13:44-51; cf. 1 Thess 2:14-16).

38 On apocalyptic in Paul, see Malatians 26-30.
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Beob subjective, objective or some other category? rAdtsurvey of the various options,
Moo rightly concludes that they are neither exhaastor mutually exclusive, and two or
more of them are often combined in the interpretatf 1:17. Moo then notes that an
attractive and popular combination is to be foundKAsemann’s proposal that God’s
righteousness is his “salvation-creating powerg¢oacept that incorporates the ideas of
gift and an activity exercised by God, with emphasi the lattef® | personally would
combine all threedixolocvn Oeod is a saving activity grounded in the attribute of
God’s covenant loyalty that results in the giftdeiverance (from exile). Consequently,
debates about the genitideot are basically pointless, especially given thatiiseie is
not really one of Greek grammar but the Hebrew ephof God’s righteousness.

The most pertinent thing we can say in the presetting is that “righteousness,”
in v. 17, stands in parallel to “salvation” in theevious verse™ This is because in the
Psalms and Isaiah God’s righteousness is synonymihsis salvation. See Pss 35:27-
28; 72:1-4; 85:9-13; 96:13; 98:2-3, 9; Isa 9:7;112; 45:8, 22-25; 51:5-6; 53:10b-11;
61:1-2, 11; Jer 23:5-6; Mal 4:2. In other Psalntggeit is surely striking that the psalmist
prays for the Lord to deliver him in his righteoasa (Ps 31:1; 143:1, 11; 71:1-2, 15; cf.
79:9). In these instances, deliverance from themgnis the godly person’s salvatiéh.
The terms can be virtually synonymous because ef tinderlying meaning of
“righteousness,fidelity to the covenantModern research has shown, to my satisfaction
at least, that “righteousness” is essentially ati@hal conceptboth God and his people
are righteous when they maintain the covenant Bo8ee the appendix.

But Paul says more than this. The gospel is Godisep to saveeveryone who
believes because in it his righteousness is reveélech faith to faith By stressing the
element of faith, the text takes on a differentodoly. Many commentators recognize
this, but they seem to overlook the significancéheflast thing Paul writes in v. 16: “To
the Jew first and also to the Greek.” It is in tigh this last phrase in v. 16 that the stress
on faith makes sense: Paul here is making explicéat has clearly been just below the
surface throughout the introduction, viz., thatréhes no distinction between Jew and
Greek. Therefore, what he writes about the revaabf God’'s righteousness in the
gospel is to be understood very much in the coacMthat matters is faith, not ethnic
identity. The only distinction which has survivelgetresurrection is that of faith and
unbelief respecting Christ.

This is confirmed by the fact that when Paul sdn the righteousness of God
has been revealed in the gospel, he alludes t8Rs 9 (LXX 97:2, 9): “The Lord has

% Moo, Romans72.

0 Schreiner writes truly that the righteousness ofl @ crucial but intensely controversial. For mpling
of literature, see hiRomans63, n. 5, and mgalatians 139, n. 45. | would call specific attention to &)o
Romans 79-88, and P. StuhimacheRaul's Letter to the Romans: A Commentaflyouisville:
Westminster/John Knox, 1994), 29-32. | would adsbdlohse R6mer 78-82; HaackeiRdmer 39-42; B.
Witherington, Paul’'s Letter to the Romans: A Socio-RhetoricahmBwentary(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
2004), 52-54.

1 The other side of the coin is that various psabnisay to be vindicated becausetiudir righteousness
(e.g., 7:8; 18:20; 35:24). See G. Kwakkitcording to My Righteousness: Upright BehaviouGasunds
for Deliverance in Psalms 7, 17, 18, 26, and(@4S46; Leiden: Brill, 2002). MooRomans 83) thinks
that the interplay between God’s righteousnesshamaan righteousness as expressed in the Psalnterea
a tension. But | would submit that there is no i@msthis is simply the bilateral nature of the eoant
relationship.

2 See, for example, DunRomans1.40-42.
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made known his salvation; before the nations heréasaled his righteousness.... For he
comes to judge the earth; he will judge the wonldighteousness and the peoples with
uprightness.” In his mind also must have been desiim texts as 9:8; 96:13. God's

righteousness, therefore, is to be revealdtiéaationsand no longer restricted to Israel.

The psalmist, as alluded to by Paul, declaresttieaGentiles as well as Israel are to be
the recipients of the Lord’s saving deed; both wuthdistinction are to be regarded as
Yahweh'’s special possession. Furthermore, Pauldatjon of Hab 2:4, a conspicuous

instance of God’s saving deed, simply buttresseptint.

As regards God’s own righteousness specificallig tiotion of righteousness as
covenant loyalty has both a positive and negatide.sOn the one hand, “God is
‘righteous’ when he fulfills the obligations he toapon himself to be Israel’'s God, that
is, to rescue Israel and punish Israel’'s enenfiésience, Yahweh's “righteousness” is
his “act to restore his own and to sustain themhiwithe covenant® To quote A.
Hultgren: “God’s righteousness is God’s saving \aisti which is spoken of in the
Scriptures of Israel and promised with the comifithe Messiah or the messianic age.”
Thus, the “the righteousness of God” which haw been manifested apart from the law
is “God’s action on behalf of those to whom he basmitted himself* This means
that Paul's doctrine of justification is primariimtended to answer the question, On
whose behalf does the God of Israel go into adioeffect salvation: is it Israel only or
also the Gentile§? On the other hand, God is righteous when he pesis$rael for her
infidelity to the covenant. From this vantage ppfnighteousness” becomes “wrath” (Ps
50:4-6; 97:2-5; Isa 10:22; 59:17; Lam 1:18; Wis 1B216; Pr Azar 4-5, 8-9). This
assumption underlies 1:18-3:20. In light of theuattusage of “righteousness” language
in the OT, God’s righteousness is both an actiygglvation or judgment) and an
attribute. In fact, the former grows out of thetdat God acts righteously because he is
righteous.

Part of the pivotal significance of Psalm 98 isttih@announces the time when the
Lord would come to judge the entire world “in rightisness.” That is to say, the
standard of his judgment will be that of his couen&or the psalmist the righteousness
in question was that of the Torah. However, forlPdne righteousness of God” has been

“3 Dunn, Romans 1.41. Cf. W. Eichrodt,Theology of the Old Testamef® vols.; Philadelphia:
Westminster, 1967), 1.241-42.

4 Dunn,Romans1.41.

5 Hultgren, Paul's Gospel and Mission: The Outlook from Histéetto the RomangPhiladelphia:
Fortress, 1985), 31.

6 Dunn,Romans 1.166 (on 3:22). Among many, see further ByfRemans57-60; N. T. WrightWhat
Saint Paul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsus the Reainder of Christianity{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1997), 95-103; id.Paul: In Fresh PerspectivlMinneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 29-34; U. Schnellpostle
Paul: His Life and Theolog¢Grand Rapids: Baker, 2005), 455-77.

47 Contra Osborne Romans 42-43), who offers the standard systematic-thgiokd definition of
righteousness: “The primary force of righteousrniasBaul and here centers on the legal act wheraby t
repentant sinner is declared righteous by God aodght in a right relationship with him, resultimgright
living” (ibid., 43). However, this is to disregatbe actual backdrop @ixaiocivn 6gob for the sake of a
less than adequate reading of Paul. Moo is béiterPaul, as in the OT, God’s righteousness isadioeal
concept that brings together the aspects of agtanid status, so that it can be defined as “théwaethich
God brings people in a right relationship with halfis (Romans 74). My qualification would be that the
act of righteousness restores the people of Gau fgile, thereby ushering them into a new covenant
relationship.
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removed from the Torah and placed into the gospéken, therefore, 1:18-3:20 speak of
the revelation of the wrath of God, the standar@od’s righteous judgment is thattbke
gospel not the law. Apart from the involvement of thdiaas in the Lord’s saving deed,
it was precisely the identification of the rightsoess of God as the standard of his
judgment of the earth that was the bone of cordanetween Paul and his opponents.
Returning momentarily to Ps 98:2, 9, if we had @letext alone, we would be obliged to
conclude that the “righteousness” in question i®aathat of the law of Moses; indeed,
this is just what Israel had concluded. Howeveyl'Bausage of the Psalm in Rom 1:17
informs us that the righteous standard of judgmiesd gone through an important
modification.

We recall that v. 16 identified the power of therdrof God with Paul’'s gospel,
which makes no allowance for Jewish privilegess ithis gospel that Paul confesses in
the face of Jewish refusal to do so. Now he gossep further by claiming that this
gospel is God’s power to save because God’s riglstezss is revealed in it. In light of
3:21, we can infer that Paul means that God’s eigh$ness is no longer peculiarly that of
the Torah. It is just in this gospel of faith aloapart from Jewish distinctives and
privileges that the “the righteousness of God'eigealed.

The radicalness of this for the Judaism of PauBy & underscored by the
guestion, “What constitutes the righteousness aG®r, “What set of requirements is
to be identified with the “the righteousness of @bdror the Jew of Paul's day the
answer was clear: righteousness was the totalityhat God had commanded Israel in
the law of Moses (e.g., Tob 1:3-12; 14:6-7; JdtL0%; this is the standard by which God
will judge the world. Some of the Jewish texts @abby Hultgren are much to the point.
According to T. Dan 6:10, “Depart...from all unrighteousness, and cleamo the
righteousness of God, and your race will be savwéver.” Even if we allow for
Christian redaction of th&estaments of the Twelve Patriarchis remains that this
insistence on adherence to the “righteousness df (Sdypical of those books emerging
from the time of the Hellenistic persecution of trevs that localized righteousness in the
Torah exclusively. In fact, the very next ver3e,Dan 6:11, says that Israel was to
observe “the righteousness of the law of God” (tkisders Christian redaction unlikely).
Likewise, when, e.g., thBsalms of Solomo(il7:28, 31, 35, 42)1 Enoch(71:14, 15;
38:2; 53:6; 39:6-7; 46:3), the Wisdom of Solomonl& and Baruch (5:9) ascribe
righteousness to the Messiah and the people of tARedaw of Moses is the presupposed
frame of reference.

Therefore, from a certain point of view, the upsbbthe controversy had to do
with the standard by which God would judge the wofin righteousness” or
“righteously.” For Israel it was the whole of wh@od had commanded her through
Moses, particularly as that came to focus in theutidary” and “identity” markers of the
Jewish nation; but for Paul much of what used to righteousness is no longer
righteousness. Note that according to Acts 17:3ul Proclaims the judgment of the
world “in righteousness” (recalling Psalm 98), nbgwever, according to the law of
Moses but “by a man whom he has appointed, antiefhie has given assurance to all
men by raising him from the dead.” Such, of coursas the great scandal to Judaism,
including the “circumcision party.”

Now, against this backdrop we can see the particbtast of what Paul means
when he says that the righteousness of Gadviealedin the gospel. Paul's opponents
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would have said thaGod’s righteousness is obscured in the gospel. For tGeu's
righteousness is distorted in the gospel becawesegdbpel jettisons necessary aspects of
proper covenant behavior and, therefore, of Godjsteous judgment. In shorGod’s
righteousness for Judaismressealedonly in the law of Moses.

As an afterword to this discussion of “righteousies Rom 1:17, it must be
clarified that the term assumes two distinct butsely related meanings in this
immediate setting (against its OT backdrop). On&asl’'s saving activity, as based on
his fidelity to the covenant relationship. God,aiher words, is righteous when he goes
into action to save his people from their enemidss is righteousness in thpositive
sense of the Lord’s determination to save his meapldetermination rooted in his own
righteous character as the one preeminently l@yhig covenant commitment. The other
is righteousness as a standard of judgment, camelépy to thenegativeside of the
concept. In this regard, the Lord is righteous whernudges his and his peoples’ enemies
in order to liberate his faithful ones. The twisbwever, in Paul’'s adaptation of this two-
sided notion of righteousness resides in the faat the Jewish factor is eliminated, so
that God’s righteous fidelity to his people now args to include the Gentiles, and his
standard of righteous judgment of the world hasnbgeifted from the Torah to the
Gospel. At the end of the day, the crucial questimmcerns the Christ himself. It is those
who belong to him who are delivered from wrath, &nd the gospel “concerning God'’s
Son” (Rom 1:3) which now forms the basis of the vilywhich God deals with the
world.

All this is “from faith to faith.” As Cranfield raltes, these words have been
understood in many different wa$fsPaul is certainly stressingpla fidei faith “from
beginning to end” (NIV); righteousness comes byhfalone, not faith plus something
else, viz., the requirements of the Mosaic lawtsntotality. “From faith to faith,” then,
corresponds to “everyone who believes” in v. 16 amd‘the righteousness of God
through faith in Jesus Christ to all who believe”3:22. However, in keeping with the
basic idiom “from...to” €x...€1¢) (e.g., Ps 83:8 [LXX]; 2 Cor 3:18) and the paraté
1:5 with 1:17, it is not farfetched to take thedamge as a declaration of the multi-
functional character of faith in its initial, inteediate and ultimate phases. To phrase it
somewhat differentlyéx micteng €i¢ miotiv very naturally plays on the two-sided
nature of the HebreW¥2X. That is to say, the Christian life commences Witith”
and develops into “faithfulness.” If this is Paulseaning, perseverance in faith is
certainly on his agenda by this choice of wordsgtlver or not he also has in mind
growth in faith.

As is his custom, Paul backs up his assertions Satiipture, not at all surprising
given that he has already declared that his gaspeloted in the “holy Scriptures” (1:2
[16:25-26]). The text invoke here is Hab 2:4: “Tighteous shall live by faith”o( 8¢
dixotog &x mioteng (Noetot; MT: Y MR PIXY) Paul's use of this quotation
entails some difficulties with respect the formtlé quotatiori? However, the matter can

“8 See CranfieldRomans1.99-100, for the views.

49 See CranfieldRomans 1.100-02. Paul drops thev from the LXX's 6 8& 8ixatog éx mioTedg pov
{noetol. Mov here is probably “objective genitive,” making YaHwthe object of the believer's trust.
However, the MT is\AR2, which unambiguously places the stress on thete@ls person’s own
faith(fulness). This is what Paul has in mind alsbave treated Paul's use of Hab 2:4 in Galatiaves
other places: “Role Reversal and Paul's Use ofpBa® in Galatians 3.10-13,” JSNT 65 (1997), 99:101
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be simplified by getting straight to the reason vidaul cites this passage. That is to say,
as when he quotes Gen 15:6 in Rom 4:3, 9, his gerpoto demonstrate from Scripture

itself that faith alone is the way into covenaransling, not faith plus circumcision as

followed up by “works of the law.” In other wordas is true with everything else in the

introduction to Romans, the usage of Hab 2:4 isecdrspecific.

With this in mind, we can turn to the original &dtof the quotation. As stated
above, Hab 2:4 is an outstanding instance of Godésvention to save his people (his
“righteousness”). In context, the prophet is confeal with the impending invasion of the
holy land by the Chaldeans. The fact that a na@mmore sinful than Israel should be
the instrument of her judgment occasions a crisisaith on Habakkuk’'s part. God
answers that in time he will punish the Chaldeaorstlieir iniquity. In the meantime,
however, the righteous of Israel will live, i.ey their fidelity to the covenant they will
survive the invasion and return to the land. Sclenestates it well: “Despite the ominous
future predicted, the righteous will not turn tchet gods for security>® This is 6
dixorog, the one who faithfully carries out the obligasoof the covenant (Schreiner).
Such is the original and intended meaning of “thghteous will live by his
faith(fulness)” {N2712R2). In the first instance, the text is not talkingoat the way in
which one becomes initially righteous. Rather, teglusness is assumed, and Yahweh
declares that the righteous person will live thtoupe judgment by means of his
adherence to the covenant. In keeping with theh@tp message generally, the return of
the righteous from exile is their justification. dd) a formal definition of justification
could be stated in these termsstification is the vindication of the people obdwhen
they return from exil&' As such, justification speaks primarily to theuisofliberation
from bondageThis is not to deny the forensic aspect of jusdifon, but it is to say that
in the covenant courtroom vindication is with awit the resumption of life within the
covenant relationship.

How does Paul intend for us to understand the bgaof Hab 2:4 on the
righteousness revealed the gospé&l The basic and really simple answer is that he is
very much aware of the original setting of the fpregy—and therein consists the rab.

An Exposition Of Galatians: A Reading From the Nesvspective(3® ed.; Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock,
2006), 195-96. See further R. E. Watts, “For | Aot Ashamed of the Gospel’: Romans 1:16-17 and
Habakkuk 2:4,"Romans and the People of God: Essays in Honor odl@oD. Fee on the Occasion of His
65th Birthday(eds. S. K. Soderlund and N. T. Wright; Grand BapEerdmans, 1999), 3-25.

*0 SchreinerRomans75.

1 Wright has been criticized for his stance that arous Jews of the Second Temple period were of the
belief that Israel was still in exile. The maindinf criticism is the paucity of texts, it is argudor such an
assumption. My comeback would be twofold. (1) Eifethe historical evidence is not satisfying to man
the fact remains thdheologically speakinghe nation was in bondage until the advent ofMlessiah, who
binds the strong man and plunders his goods, thidrgbging to pass the year of Jubilee (Matt 4:1ahdl
pars.; 12:29; Luke 4:16-21 = Isa 61:1-3). (2) Sat®lother than Wright have endorsed his basic okitlo
and these need to be reckoned with. | have in particularly M. Knibb, “The EXxile in the Literaturef

the Intertestamental PeriodfeyJ 17 (1976), 253-72; id., “Exile in the Damascus Dment,” JSOT25
(1983), 99-117; J. M. Scott, edxile: Old Testament, Jewish, and Christian Coniogst(JSJSup 56;
Leiden: Brill, 1997); C. A. Evans, “Jesus and thentthuing Exile of Israel,'Jesus and the Restoration of
Israel: A Critical Assessment of N. T. Wrighlssus and the Victory of God (ed. C. C. Newmanyiars
Grove: InterVarsity, 1999), 77-100.

2 Contra Moo Romans 77-78), Paul is not giving the prophet's wordsdifferent meaning. The
connection between Paul and Habakkuk is not sirtipdy faith is the key to one’s relationship to God.
Rather, the faith(fulness) of the righteous Istaefinds its correspondent in the faith(fulness)tioé
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His Jewish contemporaries were saying that faithéss) was inconceivable apart from
the whole of the law of Moses; only such faith(kgs) would stand one in good stead in
the last judgment. 1QHab 8:1-3 provides a famdustration of this: “Interpreted [i.e.,
Hab 2:4], this concerns all who observe the Lawhs House of Judah, whom God will
deliver from the House of Judgment because of thaffering [or “toil’—probably a
reference to the toil of obedience to the law] Bedause of their faith in the Teacher of
Righteousness.” Paul, however, has detached falitieds) from its specifically Mosaic
setting: “faith(fulness)” is still required, butsitspecific object is Christ, not the Torah.
For him Hab 2:4 proves that the righteousness a Gonow revealed “from faith to
faith,” apart from the “works of the law.”

Paul’'s Jewish contemporaries, no doubt, would leeeised him of mishandling
the OT text. For them, it was obvious that the peipived under the law and tHaX2X
had specific reference to “the righteousness ofaiveof God” (T. Dan6:11). How, then,
could Paul appropriate this text for his purpose®® could he detach faith(fulness)
from its anchorage in the law? In answering, twdtema stand out. First of all, Paul
shifts the focus of “faith” away from the law andto the person of Christ, the subject of
the gospel and the new object of faith. To be spire;Christian Judaism made God the
object of faith. For example, 1 Maccabees has ar-@et doctrine of faith in the person
of God (2:59, 61; cf. 4:9-11); but it is likewiseu¢ that reliance on the law (2:64) is the
indispensable expression of one’s faith in God §if. 32:24-33:3). It would be a fair
assessment to say that for Judaism generally GodhenTorah were the twofold object
of faith: to believe in the one w#sso factoto believe in the other. As over against such
an outlook, Paul makes Gad Christthe focal point of faith(fulness). From now ongon
is able to “get in” and “stay in” by virtue of adith(fulness)” detachable from a Mosaic
standard’

Second, it is to be conceded that Paul’'s usageabf2#4 (and other OT passages)
involves a presupposition, viz., that God has adedthitively in Jesus Christ to save his
people; he is the Messiah so long expected byllsfées being so, the totality of the
Mosaic economy had only one goal—to point to J&dusst (Rom 10:4; Gal 3:23-25). In
the case before us, Paul draws on the typologhefast judgment found in Habakkuk
and the other prophets (i.e., the Babylonian captand return to the land) and applies it
to the higher level of the antityp€hat is to say, God’s righteousness as his sawtigra
has taken place in Christ. As such, ésehatologicatevelation of the “the righteousness
of God” in the gospel (cf. 3:21, etc.) no longekas account of the Mosaic context of the
same “the righteousness of God:” Paul interprezsQfi text in light of its fulfillment in
Christ. Accordingly, Hab 2:4 proves Paul's pointcheseit is the fulfilment which
clarifies the intention of Gadsrael, on the other hand, refuses to acceptGhast is the
fulfillment of the Scriptures and interprets Haldl Zand others) within the cadre of its
original setting apart from the perspective prodidey the Christ-event. As evethe
difference between Paul and his antagonists issthri

In Paul's citation of Habakkuk, is “of faith” concted with the verb “shall live”
or with “the righteous?” As Cranfield notes, theme arguments to be made in both

believer in Christ. The real difference betweenlRad the prophet is the place of the law in tightéous
person’s experience of faith(fulness).

>3 Cf. the usage of Hab 2:4 in Heb 10:38, which paite stress on perseverance in Christ apart from a
return to the law.
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directions>® In all probability, however, vigorous debate iediess> As one reads the
whole of Romans (and Paul generally) it becomesawgp enoughboth that
righteousness is the righteousness of fant that the righteous man lives as a result of
the faith which made him righteous in the firstqggaThese are two sides of the same
coin, and both ideas are inherent in the contettt@MHabakkuk quotation. Keep in mind,

DN is always two-sided?
Romans 2:13°’

Here, for the first time in the letter, Paul usesfmiliar verbdixo10m to depict a
future-eschatological event: the justification @ication) of the “doers of the law.” From
the outset of chap. 2., Paul is setting the stagetHis climactic statement. Vv. 1-5
address humanity in generic terms, particularlyexggards judging others when one is
guilty of the same deeds @vOpore mtdg 0 xoivav) (v. 1). But the direcentréeinto v.

13 is provided by vv. 6-12, which state the priteipf judgment by works; this forms
Paul's rebuttal to the presumptuous person whodsdghers { xgivov, vv. 1-5). In
other words, thigiviporog will not escape condemnation precisely because iS@oh
impartial judge, whose verdict isota aAndeiav (v. 2): he will render to every man
according to his deeds (v. 6). With passages |&ké212; Prov 24:12; 28.4; Jer 17:19 in
mind, Paul pens what in and of itself was a pelfemtceptable dictum to first-century
Judaisnt® Indeed, the notion of the vindication of the féithis one of the
commonplaces of Jewish thought (e.g., 2 Macc 7:®taéc 17:11-12; Tob 4:9-1Bss.
Sol. 9:3-5). Jews would have understood eschatologisdification to be the inevitable
outcome of their believing observance of covendatigations and privileges, integral to
which was God’s provision of sacrifice to cover #ies of his people—most prominently
the Day of Atonement—and to restore them to fellwpsvith himself. Correspondingly,
the nations are to be condemned because of thettioen of these standards.

That Paul has something else in mind, howeverndcated by the creation
phraseology of v. 7xoig %00  Omopovrv €Qyov Gyabod 80Eav %ol TV ol
apbagotlov {nrodoly arodooet Comv aioviov. That is to say, consonant with 1:18-
3:20, the standard of judgment is one that bypasesSinai covenant and roots the
vindication of the individual in matters which pert to humanity as such, not simply
Jewishhumanity. The combination of “glory” and “honoréaalls Ps 8:5’'s depiction of
man’s (Adam’s) creation (cf. Job 40:10). “Gloryasts by itself in 1:23 and 3:23: both
times it designates the obverse of the quest debdein 2:7. In the former, man outside
of Christ has rejected the glory of Yahweh for lade of idols, while in the latter he has
failed to measure up to his capacity as God's in{glgey).>®

> Cranfield,Romans1.101-02.

% “Here too the continuing sharp division betweeasiators and commentators who insist on ‘either-or
exegesis’ underlines its unreality” (DurRomans1.45-46).

%% See in particular E. Perry, “The Meaning’efunain the Old TestamentJBR 21 (1953), 252-56;
SchreinerRomans75. For further literature, see rdpediencel0-11.

" See my fuller exegesis of 2:13faith, Obedience44-71, along with K. L. Yingeiaul, Judaism, and
Judgment According to Dee{SNTSMS 105; Cambridge: Cambridge University Pr&889), 146-82.

8 See at length YingePaul, 19-140.

9 Most likely, Paul here ties into the equation gfoty” and “image” in Jewish theology. See Dunn,
Romans 1.167-68; S. Kim,The Origin of Paul's GospglWUNT 2/4; Tibingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1981),
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“Immortality” (apbogoia) in the LXX occurs only in Wisdom and 4 Maccabees.
Wis 2:23 is particularly relevant: “God created nfan immortality €¢” dgpbogoiq),
and made him the image of his own eternity.” Tha$ only gives voice to the author’s
conception of man’s reason for existence, it planeparallel the ideas of immortality
and image: man is God’'s image by virtue of his cdpdor endless life. 4 Macc 17:12,
especially striking in view of Paul's present argany makes “the prize for victory” of
the Jewish martyrs “immortality in long-lastingdif If Paul in fact has such a conception
in mind, his appeal to immortality represents aersal of the mentality of 4 Maccabees
as a whole, which makes abstinence from pork ok#sence of fidelity to God and thus
a precondition ofipbogoto (see especially 5:14-38). In the same vein, adgegrtb 2
Macc 6:18-20; 7:1, one ought to be willing to daher than partake of swine’s flesh.
Particularly striking is the connection of suchusl and the prospect of resurrection
(eternal life) in 2 Maccabees 7 in its entirety.

“Life” as a creation motif is exhibited by the pnmence given the idea in the
first two chapters of Genesis. Outside the NT,akact phrase “eternal life” occurs only
in Dan 12:2; 2 Macc 7:9; 4 Macc 15:3, where itaistamount to resurrection, and in 1QS
4:7, where everlasting lif€181 1) is clearly in view. The term features prominently
Paul’'s delineation of the work of Christ and itéeefs in Rom 5:12-6:23. “Eternal life,”
then, is equivalent to the life of the age to conee, resurrection and “immortality,” and
in effect a completion of the program commenced ged interrupted with Adarff
Noteworthy is the phrase “the justification of fif€dixaincic Cwfc) in 5:18. This is
justification as it inevitably results in life afidm which it is inseparable.

If we bring v. 10 into view, another creation teemerges, viz., “peace,” which is
employed by the Prophets in depicting the restomatif paradise. Yahwehisionvn (=
DW'?W'), in the prophetic hope, stands for his eschatcébgleliverance of Israel from its
enemies and his recreation of all things; in shipreace” is a return to the bliss of the
Garden of Eden. From the NT's perspective generallgnvn is the promised final
“salvation” which has now transpired historicallgraugh Jesus Chri&t. A virtual
synonym of “peace” is “rest? In Gen 2:1-3, Yahweh'’s own rest provides the pagrad
of Adam’s rest to be enjoyed after the completiérhis mandate to subdue the earth
(Gen 1:28). With Adam’s fall, however, “rest” undees a semantic shift and likewise
becomes synonymous with the “salvation” (= new thoed procured by Christ

It is in light of these data that the adverbialgsfa6’ Gropovny €gyov dyabod
(v. 7) is to be given its obvious and straightfordvaneaning: “patient persistence in
doing what is recognized to be godd.This speaks of the modality of humanity’s quest
to be all that it was intended to be in the desifjthe Creator. The “good work” of 2:7

319-20.

60 Cf. the comments of J. D. G. Dun@hristology in the Making: An Inquiry into the Oiig of the
Doctrine of the IncarnatiofflLondon: SCM, 1980), 110-111.

®. G. Von Rad and W. FoerstaDNT 2.405-6, 412-15.

2 See myGalatians 61; A. G. HebertThe Throne of David: A Study of the Fulfilment loé tOld
Testament in Jesus Christ and His Chufcbndon: Faber, 1941), 159-63.

8 A. Lincoln, “Sabbath, Rest, and Eschatology in lew Testament,From Sabbath to Lord’'s Day: A
Biblical, Historical, and Theological Investigatiofed. D. A. Carson; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1982),
197-220. Cf. the use of Ps 95:8-11 in Heb 3:7-4:13.

% Dunn,Romans1.86.
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relates to the knowledge of good and evil in thed@a of Eden. Ultimately, this “good
work” is allegiance to God the Creator and a rdftsde seduced by Satan’s alternate
explanation of the Creator/creature relationshaptémount to idolatry). That actual (and
expected) activity is envisaged is confirmed bydiieonymous expressions “obeying the
truth” (v. 8) and “doing good” (v. 10), as well bg the antitheses “disobeying the truth,”
“obeying wickedness” (v. 8), and “doing evil” (v.).9Moreover, as Dunn further
comments, the verfintén reinforcesvmopovn: “what is in mind is a sustained and
deliberate application...rather than a casual orrepdi pursuit of the goaf® If we
may state one of our major conclusions beforehinid, just bropovr), endurance in
testing, that defines in large measure what isohee by “the obedience of faith” which
issues in eschatological justification.

The effect of this evocation of the creation goahman’s existence is that “God
shows no patrtiality” (v. 11). This, in turn, opems the way into the paragraph of vv. 12-
16, where Paul’s intentions surface even more lgie@he terms used by him to bifurcate
the human race (from the Jewish point of view) significant. V. 12 distinguishes
between those who have sinnieunc and those who have sinnéd vouw. Thereafter
vouog becomes the fulcrum of the discussion of finalgjmént (vv. 13, 14, 15). One’s
relation to the law, in other words, is reflectivethe normal Jewish distinction between
the people of God and outsiders: the Torah wag tihé standard of the great assize, and
according to it one would be vindicated or condednniEhus, to betv voue, i.e.,
Jewish®® was to be saf® and to b&wduac (un &xovreg véuov, v. 14), i.e., Gentile, was
to be lost. Once again, while Paul speaks formaligrms acceptable to Jewish ears, he
turns them to Israel’s disadvantage. “His real poiis that judgment wilhot depend on
whether the individual starts from within the pempf the law or from outside. Both will
be judged:; sin in both cases will be condemréd.”

The escalating argument of 2:6-3:8 reaches a clwtzgen 2:13 enters the picture
as an explanation of why remaining within the petens of the law is no insurance
against the eschatological wrath of God. That isdy, the possession of the Torah,
including its boundary markers of Jewish identisynot enough: “For it is not the hearers
of the law who are righteous before God, but therslof the law will be justified.” Paul,
in other words, grounds immunity from the condenumatof the last day in one’s
performance of the law, not in pride of its owngodfas illustrated by Bar 4:3-4).

By now, it comes as no surprise that Paul drawscomceptions which in

®% bid.

% On &v véuw and similar phrases, see Durdesus, Paul, and the Law: Studies in Mark and Gatat
(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1990)1-22, 225-28. According to Dunn’s assessment, “Paul
is referring to the typical Jewish self-understagddf the people of God as circumcised and defmethe
law, as characterized by practice of the law'siiisive features” (ibid., 228).

7 As Sanders more than once affirms, “All Israelitesre a share in the world to come unless they
renounce it by transgression” (i.e., apostaBgu| and Palestinian Judaism: A Comparison of Rateof
Religion[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977], 147, citimg Sanh10:1).

® Dunn,Romans 1.96. “What one finds in Romans 2,” remarks K.SRodgrass, “is essentially a Jewish
view of judgment, but one that is radicalized apglieed to both Jew and Gentile.” Snodgrass adds tha
Jewish texts normally accord mercy to Israel whibddemning Gentiles according to their works. As fo
Jewish self-assessment: “The degree to which tivs Jeere automatically accorded mercy or were also
judged according to works differs in the varioustiwgs and often depended on how much an author was
pleased or displeased with his Jewish contempafafidustification by Grace—to the Doers: an Anadys
of the Place of Romans 2 in the Theology of PaNI'S32 [1986], 78).
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themselves were familiar to his contemporaries. €bebination of “hearing” and
“doing,” as Dunn notes, was characteristic of Jewailndeed, as Wilckens affirms, the
Shemaof Deut 6:4—*“Hear, O Israel’—has doing in viéWwHowever, what would have
sounded odd was Paultontrastof the two here—hearingersusdoing—because the
respective appellations “hearers of the law” andhteous” were complementary and
overlapped in large measufehearing/believing and works are two ways of saytimey
same thind? This leads us to infer that in driving a wedgen®sin these interdependent
components of Jewish self-definition Paul has imdra different kind of “doing the
law,” "? a doing, as we shall see, commensurate with ‘tieelience of faith.”

Significantly, the first occurrence éfxaioo in the letter is here in 2:13, where it
has reference to future justificatiosi: mointal tod vopov dtxarwdncovtor. To be sure,
beginning with 3:21, Paul will explain that theioiate vindication of the people of God
has been secured by the “redemption which is insCesus” (3:24). Nevertheless, the
future tense, appearing in this setting of lastgjudnt, serves to underscore that
justification properly speaking is yet to be. Thadders of the law” is to be taken at face
value is confirmed by theparallelismus membrorutrof 2:13a and b; that is, those who
will be justified are théixaiot oo 6e@. The latter phrase is steeped in the Jewish idea
of conformity to the covenant, as confirmeday tob vopov andto £€gyov Tob vopov
(2:14, 15), to which the consciences of the Genfilear witnes§’ Attempts have been
made to deny that the perspective of Rom 2:13 id#'$4 Ziesler, for example, takes it
to be the expression of the Jewish viewpoint, “Usedemonstrate to the Jews that their

% Wilckens,Rémer 1.132. See also J. C. BekBgul the Apostle: The Triumph of God in Life aneddht
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1980), 268.

" Dunn,Romans 1.97. He cites Deut 4:1, 5-6, 13-14; 30:11-1Mdcc 2:67; 13:48Sib. Or.3:70; Philo,
Cong.70; Praem.79; Josephu#nt.5.107, 132; 20.44. Cf. Dunn’s comments on Rom &anid 10:5.

" Much of myObediencds devoted to arguing that in the pre-Christiarterials hearing and doing (i.e.,
faith and obedience) are tantamount to each oflers, a first-century Jew offered the option ofriregaor
doing would have rejected it as a false alternatife Dunn,Romans1.97-98; 2.582-83, 593, 613; Beker,
Paul, 268-69; BuberFaith, 56; J. J. GuntheiSt. Paul's Opponents and Their Background: A Stoidy
Apocalyptic and Jewish Sectarian TeachirfjevTSup 35; Leiden: Brill, 1973), 70; A. Seg®aul the
Convert: The Apostolate and Apostasy of Saul thariBée (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990),
175.

2Dunn,Romans1.97.

3 Rom 2:14-16 is problematic for many interpretef$aul (Cranfield Romans 1.155-16, and Raisénen,
Paul, 103-6; DaviesFaith, 61-64, give the various views). E. P. Sand@au(, the Law, and the Jewish
People[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1983], 123-24) sees tesses, when compared with 1:18-32, as forming
the “principal incongruity” of Romans 1 and 2 (Sarsl[ibid., 123-32] and Raisaneldul, 99-108] are in
agreement that Romans 2 as a whole is irreconeilaith Paul's teaching elsewhere). Yet, even though
do think the reference is to Gentilgga Gentiles, there is no basis here for the justificaof man outside

of Christ. Theyag of v. 14 is the last in a sequence of four syébs (vv. 11-14), whose function is to
buttress the impartiality of God in final judgmemt.themselves, vv. 14-16 do not affirm that Gexstibr
Jews can be justified by any sort of doing outsiie€Christ: they are simply the last link in a chah
reasoning that Jewgua Jews are no better off than pagaus pagans, especially since the Gentiles have
the functional equivalent of Israel’s law as canadtables of stone. If anything—given the backdobp
1:18-32—the verses teach that Jew and Gentile quallg exposed to the wrath of God because of
idolatry, and both must seek “the redemption wiigcim Christ Jesus” (3:24). To say that Gentilesraes
perform the requirements of the laiérév plus the subjunctive) is not to attribute to théhe obedience

of faith” requisite to justification in final judgemt: man outside of Christ cannot be obedient

" The various approaches have been categorized dyg8ass, “Justification,” 73-74; SandePaul, the
Law, 125-26; H. RaisaneR,aul and the LafWUNT 29; Tilbingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1983), 103-6.
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traditional way of justification is really no walgecause while possessing and hearing the
law, they do not fulfil it.”> Along similar lines are those interpretations whic
effectively, if not formally, make the verse hypetical, i.e., Paul formulates the
principle of justification according to strict juse for the purpose of demonstrating that
no one can be justified by the law (assuming tk&ofaof sin)’®

However, such interpretations falter because tisenething in Paul’s language to
suggest either that the viewpoint representednsesne else’s (the Jew’s) exclusively or
that he is speaking in hypothetical terfh$lis pronouncement about future justification
by “doing good” is as realistic as his declaratodrGod’s wrath upon the one who “does
evil.” On this he and his Jewish interlocutor ar@greement. Indeed, it is just in terms of
the continuityof Pauline and Jewish theology at this point thatgenius of the argument
of Romans 2 emerges. In other words, because tii@sin of Paul's day knew of a
future vindication based on present fidelity to do&enant, his concern is seen to be that
of calling into question the prevailing understargdof who “the righteous” are and the
grounds on which they may expect to be justified.

The difference [between Paul and Judaism] is thedbminant strands in
the Judaism of Paul's time started from the presspjon of a favored

status before God by virtue of membership of theeoant people, which
could be characterized by the very link betweenafimg the law” and

“the righteous” which Paul here puts in questioikelLhis fellow Jews and
the whole prophetic tradition, Paul is ready tashthat a doing of the law
is necessary for final acquittal before God; buattlloing is neither
synonymous with nor dependent upon maintainingyallmembership of
the covenant peopfé.

This statement of the matter leads us to draw laothegative and a positive
conclusion. Negatively, since Paul endeavors toetmthe a nationalistic/exclusivistic
understanding of judgment, his purpose is not toyderole to human activity as such in
the scheme of ultimate justification: his theoladjgplays nothing which is inimical to

'S Ziesler,Righteousnesd 89. Cf. K. Kertelge‘Rechtfertigung” bei PaulusStudien zur Struktur und zum
Bedeutungsgehalt des paulinischen RechfertigungéfseNTAbh 3; 2 ed.; Miinster: Aschendorff,
1967), 143; MichelRémer 117.

® The various interpretations are catalogued by férah Romans1.15-52; Daviesraith, 54-55.

T Cf. Cranfield, Romans 1.152; Davies,Faith, 55. Haacker, following Bultmann, takes the future
Sixarwdncovrar to be “gnomic” and denies that the reference isatioactual justification at the last
judgment. As another “unsoteriological” usagedofa16e, Haacker cites 1 Cor 4:R0mer 64). But the
same criticisms apply to this variation on the Hiaetical theme. Inasmuch as 2:16 sets the scetiabsf
last judgment, the future tense is better undedstodhe concrete rather than the more abstraabrtge’
sense. According to D. Wallace, the “gnomic futuselised only rarely to indicate that a genericn¢véll
take place: “The idea is not that a particular ¢évenn view, but that such events are true to. lifie the
gnomic future the act is true of any timeGieek Grammar Beyond the Basics: An ExegeticalaXyot
the New TestamefGrand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996], 571, quoting AR®bertson). But if anything, Paul
has a very specific even in view. The appeal toot €4 is to no purpose either, because even there
duxondm bears the meaning of “vindicate.” It is especiallyiking that the next verse makes explicit
reference to the judgment.

8 Dunn,Romans1.98.
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works® Positively, as intimated above, we are informeat tihe specific character of
“doing,” in Paul’s mind, is distinctive in importarespects to that assumed by his Jewish
counterparts.

From the entire foregoing discussion we may corgltltht the passage from
present justification by faith alone to future jfisation by the obedience of faith is
natural enough, given the broader purview—and motdbly the creation character—of
Paul’'s theology of faith and obedience. Howeveagcpcally speaking, this conclusion is
sufficiently important (and controversial) that setiing more must be said. As Sanders
and Snodgrass acknowledge concerning the Jewishirdoof judgment® what is in
view is not justification by “works” in any meritmus sense buan extension of the
righteousness of God in ChrisSnodgrass in particular speaks of the apparent
incongruity for modern readers of judgment accaydim both God’s mercy and human
works. He notes that although there were abusé®thf in ancient Judaism, neither the
OT nor Jewish literature sensed any anomaly betwbentwo. Indeed, Ps 62:12,
normally considered to be the source of Rom 2:6uadly says: “To you, O Lord,
belongssteadfast lovefor you requite a persaccording to his work®

When both themes are kept together, there is nblggro When the two
are separated, an over-emphasis on either couldidridad to perversion.
Over-emphasis on judgment according to works cdeddl to casuistry
and a strict doctrine of weighing. Over-emphasisGod’s mercy could
lead to presumption of his mercy and neglect ofieree®

Though requiring a study in itself, it is the Chiag’s union with Christ and the
gift of his Spirit (Rom 8:1-4, 9; 2 Cor 1:22; 5:%ph 1:14, etc.) which are the
fountainhead of the obedience of faith. As the odsRomans will clarify, it ign Christ
that one becomes a doer of the fEwot in the sense of sinless perfection but of ®ne’

" Wilckens,Romer 1.145.

8 sandersPaul, 128; Snodgrass, “Justification,” 78.

81 As S. Motyer observes, in the Psalms there isfacitension between the capacity of God's petiple
be righteous and the necessity of Yahweh beingifoéto a still sinful people (“Righteousness byithRan
the New TestamentMere We Stand: Justification by Faith Todapndon: Hodder & Stoughton, 1986],
37-38). The tension is resolved, however, by grasphe very genius of righteousness, i.e., as Hwh
Lord’s own saving activity and the stamp placedrufftose who are caught up into that activity (ib&B-
54).

82 Snodgrass, “Justification,” 78.

8 To the same effect are SchreinBgmans 119, 139-45, and Stuhlmach&omans 45-47, 61-64. As
Wright says, it will take Paul eight or ten moreapters to explain finally what he means by doirey l&tw,
and we must follow the argument through (“Roman®}0). Contra WitheringtonRomans 82, who
apparently buys into the hypothetical interpretatad 2:13, inconsistently, | would say, with comrten
offered later on (ibid., 106, 121-23). An adequately to Peter O’Brien’s criticisms of my undersiang
of faith and obedience would require a separatdrtrent (“Was Paul a Covenantal Nomisistification
and Variegated Nomism. Volume 2: The Paradoxesaaf f2ds. D. A. Carson, P. T. O'Brien and M. A.
Seifrid; Grand Rapids: Baker, 2004], 269-70, n. Riffice it to say here that O’Brien consistenthputes
to me a bifurcation of faith and obedience, as ¢iobedience is a possibility apart from faithtasmatrix
and fountainhead. Yet the bulk of nfyaith, Obedienceis to the opposite effect, and O'Brien’s
characterization of it is &aricature no less. If nothing else, the opening chaptethef book states
expressly that obedience arises from faith anchseparable from it (see the summary of pp. 30-31).
O’Brien’s misrepresentation is especially evidertew, according to him, | make final salvation splel
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commitment to God’s (new) covenant, whos&tog is Christ®* It is because of the
obedience of Christ, the last Adam, that the peoplBod have become obedient in him,
as once they were disobedient in the first Adamm{Eo12-19)* Paul himself puts it in a
nutshell in 1 Cor 15:22: “As in Adam all die, so@trist shall all be made alive.” It is in
the same comprehensive sense that the author afewselcan say that Christ is the
source of eternal salvation to all who obey him H&9). With these necessary
christological qualifications, “doing the law,” IRom 2:13, is no different in kind than
the OT’s classic statement of “covenantal nomisheV 18:5: one continues to live
within the covenant relationship by compliance viighterms, i.e., perseverarite.
Otherwise putin Christone becomes, according to 2 Cor 5:21, “the rigidaess
of God.” This succinct statement of the believarisde of existence flows from the
foregoing words: “If anyone is in Christ, beholtietnew creation” (2 Cor 5:18)! The
very burden of the above exposition is that Papials the obedience of faith issuing in
eschatological justification as a new creation: twhan in Adam has failed to obtain—
glory, honor and immortality—man in Christ has. §hsompels me to agree with
Kasemann that the righteousness of God is his smrerpower effecting a new
creation®” “The faithful are the world as it has been recalled to the sovergighGod,
the company of those who live under the eschatcédgustice of God, in which
company, according to Il Cor 5:21, God'’s righteasmbecomes manifest on eafth.”

contingent on our own desire to remain within tbeenant bond and not on God’s work in Christ alone.
Again, the thrust of my book is the other way ambuespecially in the treatment of Romans 5 (chap. 4
where it is abundantly clear that the obediences@erance) of the believer is procured by the @nee

of Christ, the Last Adam. Additionally, O'Brien slid have at least read pp. 150-51, and particuliudy
quotation of M. D. Hooker: “Christians owe everytito the fact that they are in Christ: they arthimy
and they have nothing, except by virtue of beingim. Christian faith is always the response to twbad
has done in Christ and to what Christ is. It sedhes), that they need the faithfulness of Christe—How
are they to have even faith, except by sharingdf”Ht would have been a good idea also to hasd pp.
pp. 69-71 and 161-63 (in the latter, take particotatice of the quotes from G. C. Berkouwer).

% sanders is wrong in relegating Rom 2:13 to a eatedistinct from Rom 14:10; 2 Cor 5:10, in that it
refers to all humanity who are judged by one steshdde law Paul, the Law126). He does not allow for
the fact that when Paul pens the words of 2:13asein mind what he will say from 3:21 onward, yvithat
people are justified and become obedienChrist The person in Christ becomes a doer of the law, i
one who perseveres in the covenant, and is entdbkchieve what Israel and the nations could not.

8 «Christ is the new Adam, because as the bearbupfan destiny, he brings in the world of obedience”
(E. Késemann, “The Righteousness of God’ in PaNktWw Testament Questions of TodBhiladelphia:
Fortress, 1969], 180; cf. Snodgrass, “Justificati@&1-82). Note how Phil 2:8’s assertion that Chrigs
“obedient unto death” is evocative of the Adam (s it intersects with that of the Servant of Wah).
The conjunction of v. 8 with vv. 12-13 demonstratest for Paul Christian obedience is linked iniextioly

to Christ in his role as Adam/Servant, the obedie who is to be obeyed.

8 Moo objects that “doing the law” cannot mean thiscause the choice of words is too much is like th
expressions “works of the law” or “works,” whichgarding to the apostle, cannot justidmans 147).
However, Moo leans on an assumed meaning of ther lato formulations. To be sure, Paul does deay th
“works of the law” or “works” can justify, but onlppecause such “works” represent a refusal to leave
Judaism and come to Christ: these are the “worksthvexclude one from Christ. See my brief response
to Moo’s earlier study, “Law,” ‘Works of the Law,and Legalism in Paul,\WTJ 45 (1983), 73-100
(Obedience265, n. 83).

87 “ Auaootvn Beob is for Paul God's sovereignty over the world rdivgnitself eschatologically in
Jesus” (K&semann, “Righteousness,” 180).

8 |bid., 181, italics his. We recall that Kertelgamiarly defines the righteousness of God as his
redemptive power offsetting the sway of the oldragRechtfertigung,” 104).
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Romans 3:28

Romans 3:21-31 can be termed “The Eschatologicalelgon of the
Righteousness of God.” 3:21 stands as a summatigeoéntire section: “But now the
righteousness of God has been revealed apart fnentatv, although the law and the
prophets bear witness to it.” That is to say, Rauwhes now to argue the thesis that the
righteousness of God is no longer defined in teoghdidelity to the law of Moses,
something foreseen by the OT itself. The two thistend together: Paul's polemic
against the Jewish outlook is not merely the assedf his thesis but its proof from the
Jewish Scriptures themselves. This is what accdontsis frequent and strategic appeals
to the OT. It is, in addition, what dictates hiso® of texts and people from the
Scriptures throughout Romans.

These couple of paragraphs can be read as a nda#ipit of 1:16-17 (which
itself is a restatement of 1:1-7). That is to 2aul restates the major terms of the earlier
passage: “righteousness of God,” “revealed,” “faithll who believe;” but he does so in
such a way as to take into account what has intec/¢ABA)2° This is seen particularly
in two sets of phrases which recall 1:18-3:20:“{ti¢re is no distinction” (3:22 = 2:11);
(2) “All have sinned and fall short of the glory Gbd” (3:23 = 1:23; 3:9). V. 21 begins
the recapitulation with the important phrase “batvi’ This “eschatological now"vHv)
marks the turn of the ages. See 5:9; 7:6; 16:26; Ep2-13; Col 1:26-27; 2 Tim 1:9-10;
Heb 9:26. The “now” is the period of the definitiialfilment of the prophetic
Scriptures, the “fullness of time,” in which Godshsent forth his son (Gal 4:4), or, in
terms of 2 Cor 6:2, it is the “acceptable timeg tiday of salvation.”

After informing the Romans that God’s righteousnkas “now” been revealed
“apart from the law” fmoig vouov) as a righteousness “through faith in Jesus Christ
(8o mioteng 'Incob Xoiotov) for all who believe,” Paul takes them on a todir o
salvation history. Their justification has takemag® through the redemption provided “in
Christ Jesus” (V. 24Y It is just Christ who was destinedigoébeto) to be the
propitiation or “mercy seat"tfactnoiov) for their sins, with a view to the exhibition of
God's righteousness, that he might remain righteauesx while justifying the one who
believes in Jesustgv éx miotenc ‘Incod) (w. 25-26)°* Such things being true, the

8 0On the ABA pattern in Paul (especially Romansy 8e Feuillet, “Le plan salvifique de Dieu d'apres
I'Epitre aux RomainsRB 57 (1950), 336-87, 489-529; J. J. Collins, “Chiasnand the ‘ABA’ Pattern of
the Text of Paul,"Studiorum Paulinorum Congressus Internationalis H@ditus (AnBib 17-18; 2 vols.;
Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1963), 2.575-83.

% The commentators all seize on the theological impb “redemption” without giving the preposition
“through” (61a) due consideration. Yet Paul's language is clearughpin strict termsjustification
transpires by means of redemptidgince Paul was not encumbered byoaso salutis he could reverse
what to us moderns is the proper ordérst justification andhendeliverance from sin! But what, at first
sight, might strike us as being odd makes perfegipd sense given the sequence of events in the
Prophetsfirst the people are delivered from captivity ath@reuponare “justified” or vindicated as the
faithful remnant returned from exile. The passatheg explicitly affirm the Lord’s intention to best
righteousness on his people, Isa 61:10; Jer 2336163 occur in the setting of return from exile.
Additionally, Isaiah 32, the background to Rom Sadgphecies to the same effect: righteousnessltiregsu

in peace, is the effect of the new creation attegnéérael’s reoccupation of the land.

%1 The phrasedv éx mioteng Incod exhibits the “partisan” use of the preposition that is,éx denotes
belonging to an entity or group. See BDAG, 296.al/én explored this usage as regards Galatians in a
forthcoming article, “Paul’s ‘Partisaix’ and the Question of Justification in Galatians.”
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qguestion naturally arises, Where, then, is boasfing27)? The answer is that it is
excluded by virtue of the principle of faitbif vouov mictenc), i.e., faith in Christ or
“Christic faith,” as over against the principle ‘oforks,” i.e., the works required by the
law of Moses.

All of the above calls forth the bottom line: “Wernclude Loyiloucbo) that a
person is justified by faithmi{otel) apart from the works of the law%doic Eoymv
vépov) (v. 28). Several critical matters arise from 8.°2

“Justified”

The characteristic Pauline verb articulating th&tification of the people of God
is Suxalom, translated traditionally as “justify” (Rom 2:13:4, 20, 24, 26, 28, 30; 4:2, 5;
5:1; 6:7; 8:30, 33; 1 Cor 6:11; Gal 2:16, 17; &8, 24; 5:4; Titus 3:7). The usage of this
verb in the Greek OT, the matrix of Paul's own eoyphent of it, is complex, especially
when compared with the various Hebrew words undeglyt. Auxoron (like any other
word) assumes different shades of meaning accorttingontext. But because of its
occurrence in juridical settings, meanings likestjty,” “vindicate,” “acquit” stand out
and provide a forensic framework within which taq® Paul's doctrine of justification.

Yet Paul's teaching on justification is more coniesive than the verb
dixodm, because the idea of justification is linked te doncept of the righteousness of
God in the OT. Strictly speaking, there is no inglegent doctrine of justification which
is detachable from righteousness as a generic agteghis means that the semantic
range ofdixoiom is broadened by its relation to the Hebrew/covealaconcept of the
“righteousness of God"d(xatocvvn 0ob). God's righteousness in the OT finds two
points of contact with justification in Paul.

(1) There is the forensic/juridical setting of tlesaic covenantal courtroom. The
person who is vindicated and thus acquitted otladlrges is declared to be “righteous”
(HebrewpTX = Greekdixatoc) and then treated as such. Yet it is vital to neier that

even in these instances in the LXX whéteoidn is strongly forensic, Ziesler reminds
us that it is forensic in thelebrewsense, that is, the verb signifies “restoratiorthef
community or covenant relationship, and thus carimetseparated from the ethical
altogether. The restoration is not merely to a ditay but to an existence in the
relationship.” As a result, “righteousness” in tkisenario has reference to a vindicated
existenceconferred on a person by a gracious God. “What tieans is that men live
together in freedom, possessing their civil rightsa good societylt is not just a
vindicated status, but a vindicated lif€ R. K. Rapa’s observation on Gal 2:16 has equal
applicability to our text:

The importance of this observation for the propeterpretation of
Galatians 2:16 cannot be overstated. When Paulksped being
“‘justified” here, he has in mintoth the relational forensic category of
acquittal for sinsand the consequent ethical “right” behavior pattern of

2 The following is adapted from nyalatians 141-55.
9 Ziesler, Righteousness20, 25, italics mine. See also M Gorma®ruciformity: Paul's Narrative
Spirituality of the Cros$Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2001), 142-43.
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God’s people. The one who is “righteous” or “jusf’ is at the same
time in right relationship to God, ands a necessary component of that
relationship,is living an ethical lifestyle as based upon tharakter of
God. This, Paul affirms, comes about “not by theksoof the law,” but
rather through “faith in” or “the faithfulness offesus Christ. Relational
approval before God and its consequent (and nedgsséendant) ethical
lifestyle is for Paul not a matter of “works of thew,” as Peter’s actions
implied and the Judaizers must have taught. On dbwetrary, this
circumstance can only come about through the ageéetrmined by God.
That agency is trust in God and his promises, as.nmost notably
bound up in the person and work of Jesus Chist.

To this | would add the voices of J. D. Crossan and Reed:

Faith does not mean intellectual consent to a mitipa, but vital
commitment to a program. Obviously, one could sun@eaa program in
a proposition, but faith can never be reduced ¢tutd assent rather than
total dedication. Faithpfstis) is not just a partial mind-set, but a total
lifestyle commitment. The crucial aspect of faithha@mmitment is that it
is always an interactive process, a bilateral @mtira two-way street.
Faith is covenantal and presumes faithfulness fomth parties with, of
course, all appropriate differences and distinstion

Therefore, the one of whom “justification” is predied is regarded as
“righteous,” that is, committed to the covenant ahé God of the covenant in a
household relationship. Likewise, Kdsemann wriked tn the OT and Judaism generally
duxoroovvn has in view the relations of community membersrigdally signifying
trustworthiness in regard to the community, it cdmenean the rehabilitated standing of
a member of the community who had been acquittedrofffense against it® J.
Reumann concurs that righteousness/justice/justifioc terminology in the Hebrew
scriptures is “action-oriented,” not just “status” “being” language, and “binds together
forensic, ethical and other aspects in such a Way gome sort of more unified ancient
Near Eastern view can readily be presuppodéth”brief, it is the righteous person who
is recognized in his true character and thus vatdit against all charges). Just how such
a conception of “justification” can square with Paweclaration that God justifies the
ungodly(Rom 4:5) will be clarified below.

% RapaMeaning 134.

% Crossan/Reedn Search of Paul: How Jesus’s Apostle Opposed RoBmapire with God’s Kingdom. A
New Vision of Paul's Words and Wor{8an Francisco: HarperSanFrancisco, 2004), 38%i86wise R.
B. Hays: the verb “justify” “Points not merely tofarensic declaration of acquittal from guilt bus@to
God’'s ultimate action of powerfully setting rightl ahat has gone wrong” (“Galatians,Te New
Interpreter’'s Bible 12 vols.; Nashville: Abingdon, 2000], 11.237). e end of the day, justification
entails “rectification” (ibid., 238).

% Kasemann “Righteousness,” 172.

°” ReumannRighteousness in the New Testament: “Justificationthe United States Lutheran-Roman
Catholic Dialogue, with Responses by Joseph Anfyiez and Jerome D. QuinfPhiladelphia: Fortress,
1982), 16.
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(2) The other point of contact between righteousnasthe OT and Paul is the
outlook on Israel’'s future as evidenced in the Retp and several of the Psalms. The
Prophets characteristically contemplate Israel'snaeal into Babylonian captivity
because of her idolatry. Yet one day the natido i®turn to her land when Yahweh acts
in power to deliver her from bondage. At the tinfig¢his new exodus, the remnant of the
people will enjoy the definitive forgiveness of sinthe restoration of the broken
covenant, the glorious new creation and vindicaasnthose faithful to the Lord. It is
Yahweh who vindicates the faithful from the chargésheir enemies, who assume that
he is unable to deliver his people and supposetltedt faith in him is in vaifi® It is he
who exonerates them, when in the “eschatologicaitomom” he judges their oppressors
(Isa 10:5-19; Hab 2:2-20) and brings them back&oland from which they will never be
uprooted again.

It is in this context of promised deliverance tkaid is said to act righteously on
behalf of his own. Especially striking is that innamber of key passages the terms
“righteousness” and “salvation” (or “be justifiede placed in synonymous parallelism,
e.g., Isa 45:8; 45:21-25; 46:13; 51:5-6, 8; 56:9;1%; 61:10; 62:1-2; 63:1; Ps 24:6;
51:14; 71:15-16; 98:1-3, 8-9 (LXX 97:2-3, 8-9); 4r& 8:36, 39-40; CD 20:20; 1QS
11:11-15;1 Enoch99:10. Noteworthy as well are Ps 35:27-28 (LXX23428); 72:1-4
(LXX 71:1-4, 7); 85:11-13 (LXX 84:12-14); 96:13 (X 95:13); 103:6; Isa 9:7 (LXX
9:6); 11:1-2, 5; 45:8, 22-25; 51:5-6; 53:10-11;18%:Jer 23:5-6; Mal 4:2 (LXX 3:2(5’)?

Several comments are in order. First, “righteousheand “salvation” are
synonymous, at least virtually so. The logic behtheé is not difficult to discern.
Righteousness by definition is God’s fidelity t lpeople within the covenant bond. As
Wright expresses it, the phrase “the righteousn&&od” ixoi1oc0vn Ogod) to a reader
of the LXX would have one obvious meaning: “Godigrofaithfulness to his promises,
to the covenant.” It is especially in Isaiah 40tbat God’s righteousness is that aspect of
his character which compels him to save Israelpitiesghe nation’s perversity and
lostness. “God has made promises; Israel canttraseé promises. God'’s righteousness is
thus cognate with his trustworthiness on the onedhand Israel’'s salvation on the
other.” He further notes that at the heart of thefupe in Isaiah is the figure of the
suffering servant through whom God'’s righteous pegis finally accomplished?®
Psalm 98 is likewise explicit that the revelatidnGod’s righteousness to the nations is
commensurate with the fact that he has remembeseld\hingkindness and faithfulness
to the house of Israel. Therefore, he demonsttageBdelity when he springs into action
to deliver Israel from her bondage (note that Psa®ms echoed in Rom 1:16-17, which
likewise places in parallel “righteousness” andvation”). Thus, a formal definition of
the Greek phraséixaiocOvn 0gob could be stated as: “God’'s faithfulness to his
covenant with Israel, as a result of which he s&esfrom her exile in Babylorn® Ps
98:2 and 103:6 sum it all up: “The Lord has madevkm his victory, he has revealed his
vindication in the sight of the nations;” “The Lowebrks vindication and justice for all

% It is just in this vein that the Servant of thertlds confident that Yahweh will vindicate him froewery
charge of wrongdoing (Isa 50:7-8a).

% See the further assemblage of passages by R. Hdru“The Nonimputation of Christ's
RighteousnessJustification: What's at Stake in the Current Degsit(eds. M. Husbands and D. J. Treier;
Downers Grove Leicester: InterVarsity/Apollos, 2D026-38.

190Wright, Saint Pau) 96.

% Ibid., 96-97.
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who are oppressed.” In both texts, “vindicationdigoiocbvn.

Second, the return of Israel from exitelsrael’s justification. Isa 45:25 in the
LXX actually uses the verbuxaidn, translated “justified” by NASB. It is true thate
Hebrew of the passage can be fairly be renderathtfaighteous” (as NIV). Yet the net
effect is the same: the people who return fromeexite the vindicated ones whose
righteousness is now made evident.

Third, the Hebrew of Isa 62:1-2 speaks of Israéilser”) righteousness and
salvation. However, the LXX has “my,” referring @od, instead of “her.” This may be
accounted for by the textual tradition followed tine LXX at this point. Be that as it
may, on the theological level there is no probléecause the blazing demonstration of
Israel’s righteousness and salvation is made pleseitly by the prior revelation of the
Lord’s righteousness/salvation.

These two interrelated branches of righteousnesbarOT, of which Paul was
heir, combine to inform us that justification, imshhought, is the vindication of the
righteous, that is, faithful people of God. In estcthogical perspective, believers in Christ
have been exonerated in the final assize and haea hdmitted into the privileges,
responsibilities and fellowship of the covenantvési the parallel of “righteousness” and
“salvation” in the Psalms and Prophets, and givegpeeially the backdrop of captivity
and return from exileixai6m in Paul means to “vindicate as the people of Gadien
they return from exile). Historically, when the ldocaused Israel to return to the land, he
vindicated the faithful remnant against the acaosatof their enemies that they had
rightly been taken into captivity, and that becantghem Yahweh’'s name had been
blasphemed among the nations (Isa 52:5; Rom ZT2@)r vindication corresponds to the
advent of a righteous king, the outpouring of tip&riSand the renewal of the covenant,
resulting in peace and prosperity (Isaiah ¥2)n Paul, all this is transposed into the
“higher octave” of what God has done in Christ ts turning of the ages—his own
“eschatological courtroom.” The actual enemy ofidaadrs is not Babylon but Satan. He
is the strong man who held them in the bondagénoiMatt 12:29; Luke 11:21-22); he is
“the accuser of our brothers, who accuses themréedar God day and night” (Rev
12:10; cf. Rom 8:33-34a).

It is this cluster of ideas that is embodieddyai6w. If God's righteousness is
“his intervention in a saving act on behalf of pisople,” then the passive voice of the
verb means “to be an object of the saving righteess of God (so as to be well-pleasing
to him at the judgment)*** When God in Christ intervenes to save his coveparthers,
he plants them again in the newly created landntwe heavens and earth, never to be
removed. This is “salvation” in the pregnant seofsthe term: deliverance from evil and
the bestowal of “peace” on a redeemed people.

In short, justification in Paul signals deliveranitem exile and freedom from
bondage (again one of the key motifs of Galatia@ske of the clearest indications is the
relationship of Rom 6:7 and 18. In the former ve&ewon is literally translated

192 Against the backdrop of a passage like Isaiah 32h&l Gorman’s definition of justification represe
a variation of the one proposed by me, but sti# @ary much in keeping with it: “To be justifiedtis be
restored to right covenant relations now, with @ierthope of acquittal on the future day of judgmett
(Apostle of the Crucified Lord: A Theological Intrgdtion to Paul and His Letter§Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 2004], 201).

193 Motyer, “Righteousness,” 48.
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“‘justified from sin.” As such, it forms a parallsin with the verb “liberated from sin”
(ErevBegim) in 6:18. The parallel is best preserved by reinde:7 as “freed from sin.”
Therefore, when Paul writes of justification, headcteristically has in mind the new
exodus on which the latter-day people of God hawbagked. Moreover, this saving
righteousness is cosmic in its dimensions. At the ef the day, “the righteousness of
God” is actively directed at the rescue of the toea God’s righteousness is his relation-
restoring love'®*

Within the setting of Paul’'s mission to the natiofsstification functions to
delineate just who are the latter-day people of .Gndhe eschatological new exodus
which has been brought to pass in Chitsis Gentiles who are as much the vindicated
people as Jewsand this quite irrespective of Torah-loyalty,lusive of circumcision and
the other traditional badges of Jewish self-idgniiherefore, justification is very much a
covenantal term, speaking to the issue of the iyenitthe people of God?®

It is here that the perspective of Rom 3:21-26irieatly parallel to the outlook of
Galatians. According to that passage, in his rigiteess (as defined above), God has
acted in Christ to remove the sin-barrier that dtbetween himself and an apostate
humanityin toto (Rom 1:18-3:20). Jew and Greek alike are now thjeab of the saving
fidelity of the God of Israel. Since all have sidrend fall short of the glory of God (Rom
3:23), all are now freely justified by his graceaihgh the redemption which is in Christ
Jesus. The covenant with Israel always envisagasloddwide family. But Israel,
clinging to her own special status as the covebaater, has betrayed the purpose for
which that covenant was made. “It is as thoughptb&tman were to imagine that all the
letters in his bag were intended for hiff’

An important corollary is that theenter of gravityof Paul's thought on
justification is more the corporate body of Chtlsan the individual believer. As W. D.
Davies writes:

That there was such a personal dimension need exalebied, but it

existed within and not separated from a commund| ardeed, a cosmic
dimension. Paul's doctrine of justification by faivas not solely and not
primarily oriented towards the individual but toetinterpretation of the
people of God. The justified man was “in Christhieh is a communal
concept. And, necessarily because it was eschatalpghe doctrine

moved towards the salvation of the world, a nevaiioa®’

Davies further points out that in both Galatiansl &omans the discussion of
justification by faith is immediately followed byat of the constitution of the people of
God!® In the present context of Gal 2:16-Bixaiéw has to do specifically with the

104 Kasemann, “Righteousness;” K. L. Onesti and M.BTFauch,DPL, 836-37; M. BarthJustification:
Pauline Texts Interpreted in Light of the Old aneMNTestament&Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1971), 17, 74-
82.

195 5ee W. J. Dumbrell, “Justification in Paul: A Coamtal PerspectiveRTR51 (1992), 91-101.

196 N, T. Wright,Saint Pau) 108.

97 Davies, “Paul: From the Jewish Point of Viewlie Cambridge History of Judaism. Volume Three: The
Early Roman Periodeds. W. Horbury, W. D. Davies and J. Sturdy; Cadge: Cambridge University
Press, 1999), 715-16.

1% |bid., 716.
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vindication/restoration of Jews who have beliewe€hrist. No longer do they anticipate
being vindicated at the last judgment by virtuehair loyalty to the God of Israel and his
law; but rather eschatological vindication has mkéce at the cross of Christ (v. 20),
and “works of the law” are no longer relevant—tigsa matter of common and well-
established knowledge.

Finally, if it be asked, How can God justify thegaaly while being consistent
with the practice of the Hebrew courtroom to acquity the righteous? The answer quite
simply is that those who were formerly ungodly idafn have been made righteous in
Christ. Here the perspective Phil 3:9 is much soghint. Paul speaks of a “righteousness
from God” Gixorocivn €x Beob). It is God's own righteousness, defined as “cawn
fidelity,” that entailsthe gift of righteousnes$n his own righteousness, God enables us
to become what he is—righteous (2 Cor 5:21). Hyalky to his people consists in his
conforming them to himself, so that he and they rag in uninterrupted covenant
fellowship. God’s righteousness has provided Chasstthe propitiation for sins (Rom
3:21-26). In Adam all are guilty, but God has rema¥heir guilt by means of Christ and
thus can vindicate them as his faithful peopletHase actions are embodied God’s
covenant faithfulness.

Without constructing a full-blownrdo salutis there is a logical process whereby
God is able to justify sinners. By the work of t8pirit we are united with Christ and
become God’s righteousness in him; and on thatsb@sd the judge pronounces us
righteous and entitled to the full privileges ofveaant membershiff® After all is said
and done, Luther was right that the righteousnesd @quires is the righteousness he
provides in Christ.

“Apart from the Works of the Law”

As much debated as justification/righteousnes#asil's famous phrase “the
works of the law.*'® Stated simply, “the works of the law” have refarento “the
obligations laid upon the Israelites by virtue bokit membership of Israel,” whose

purpose was “to show covenant members how to liinvthe covenant'! These are

1991 have addressed the issue of a “legal fictiontrip first reply to Piper@efense 164, n. 11). In this
regard, Witherington is basically onsidRamans 121-23). Moo comes close when he maintains that
whereas in the OT judgment was pronounced accorirthe facts, for Paul God justifies the ungodly
contrary to the factdRomans87). But just to reiterate, if we are exoneraietbre the bar of God'’s justice,
it is becausen Christ we havereally become righteous, not because of anything intriisius, but be
because Christ has actually clothed us with thegodf his righteousness (Isa 61:10; Jer 23:6; 33:16
Moreover, Moo cautions us against confusing jusdifon and sanctification (ibid., 75). His pointuld be
well taken given a hermeneutic that proceeds albweglines of anordo salutis According to such a
schema, one must distinguish between justificatinod sanctification because they refer to sepanade a
distinct events. However, given hastoria salutis the two coincide at the point of entry into thewn
covenant (= conversion) and are not to be sharigynduished. This is what John Murray once called
“definitive sanctification” (“Definitive Sanctifickon,” Collected Writings of John Murray4 vols.;
Edinburgh: Banner of Truth, 1977], 2.277-84).

10 0n the various interpretations of the phrase,TseR. SchreinerDPL, 975-79; SchnelleRaul, 280-81.
As is so of all the categories in this section ohf&ns 3, research on the law has been both exteasiy
intensive. Accessible recent sources are Rijemning Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apos{érand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 128-61; Schn&bl, 506-21, all with extensive references.

1], D. G. DunnThe Epistle to the Galatiaf8NTC 9; Peabody: Hendrickson, 1993), 135-36.
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covenant works-“those regulations prescribed by the law which gopd Jew would
simply take for granted to describe what a good diel 2 For this reason, “it would be
virtually impossible to conceive of participation {God’s covenant, and so in God’s
covenant righteousness, apart from these observattvese works of the law™® As
such, the phrase articulates the whole duty (andlege) of the Jew living under the
Mosaic covenant. J. L. Martyn, then, wisely cawiars that the word “works” can be
misleading: “The expression simply summarizes tteng and complex activity of the
Jew,l\{\‘/lho faithfully walks with God along the patlwdshas opened up for him in the
law.”

From one vantage point, “works of the law” enconsealsthe entirety of the
Mosaic legislation, with no exceptions. From anotlhy Paul's day the phrase had taken
on more specific connotations. Within the histdridanate of Second Temple Judaism,
especially from the time of the Maccabean revadly klements of the law had become
the acid tests of loyalty to Judaism, now dubbed“doundary markers” of Jewish self-
identification’'® These were circumcision, food laws, purity lawabtsath observance
and temple worship. These hardly exhausted thesJaligations under the law, but they
did focus attention on crucial elements of his wdlkis is so because it was precisely
these components of the Torah which had come uattack during the Seleucid
persecution of the Jews in the second century B&€aBse of pagan “zeal against the
law,” “zeal for the (works of the) law” became thgword of the loyalists to the Jewish
cause (1 Macc 2:26-27).

In brief, writes R. B. Hays, “works of the law’ fex primarily to practices
commanded by the law (circumcision, dietary laveb&th observance) that distinctively
mark Jewish ethnic identitythese symbolize comprehensive obedience to thes law
covenant obligations™'® As Hays is careful to state, works of the law roe confined to
the “boundary markers.” Rather, it is the “boundamgrkers” which in the historical
setting served to focus the faithful Israelite’snenitment to the entire revealed will of
God!’ These were the “litmus paper” tests of fidelityccardingly, B. Witherington can
say that by his use of the phrase Paul opposesliatee to the Mosaic Law and seeking
to be part of the community that relates to Godtlm basis of the Mosaic covenant.”
This is objectionable because “the Mosaic Law dneldeence to it is not, in Paul’'s view,

12 punn,Jesus, Payl194. H. Schlier shows that “works of the law’some literature appear as “works of
the commandments,” or in rabbinic traditions simasy“works.” These “works” constitute the “law diet
Lord” as over against the “law of BeliarDér Brief an die GalatefKEK; 5" ed.; Géttingen: Vandenhoeck
& Ruprecht, 1971], 91-92). This would tend to comfithat when Paul uses the word “works” by itskH,
employs it as shorthand for the longer phrase “warfkthe law.”

3 Dunn,Jesus, Payl193.

14 Martyn, Galatians(AB 33a.; New York: Doubleday, 1997), 261.

115 As placed in vogue by Dundesus, Payle.g., 192, 194. See at length E. J. ChristiariSea,Covenant
in Judaism and Paul: A Study of Ritual Boundarissdentity MarkerdAGJU 27; Leiden: Brill, 1995).

16 Hays, The HarperCollins Study Bible: New Revised Standégdsion(eds. W. A. Meeks, et al.; New
York: HarperCollins, 1993), 2185, italics mine. Gfays, “Galatians,” 238-39, 251; Dunhheology of
Paul, 354-59. According to Sanders, “There is...somethidch is common to circumcision, Sabbath,
and food laws, and which sets them off from otlagrd; they created a social distinction between Jewls
other races in the Greco-Roman worl&a(l, the Law102).

7 This being so, the thunder is taken out of Darapt to impute to Dunn a notion of works of the la
that would restrict the scope of the phrase tdthendary markersP@ul, the Law155-60). Das’ criticisms
are set in the context of his endeavor to arguie thiaPaul, the law must be kept perfectly.
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how one got into Christ, how one stays in Christhow one goes on in Christ. It is no
longer what defines and delimits who the peopl&otl are and how they ought to live
and behave®

In arriving at such a conception of “works of tlav|” recent scholarship has
concentrated on the historical setting in whichséhevords assume their significance.
Apart from the general atmosphere of zeal for tne bnd the desire on the part of
Israelites to maintain their distinctive covenaderitity, especially noteworthy is the
occurrence of strikingly similar phrases in the D@8S 5:21, 23; 6:18; 4QFlor 1:7; cf.
1QH 1:26; 4:31; CD 13:11}° The document from Qumran known as 4QMMT is
particularly intriguing, because its very title, msrmally translated, iISome of the Works
of the Torah(TMT DY NEPR). This writing has been called a “halakic letten”
which a representative of the sect apparently l@sgrievances about “the state of the
nation” to the religious/political establishment derusalem. The letter contains an
exhortation for its readers to follow the exampfetlee godly kings of Israel and a
warning that they will incur the curses of Deutey if they do not reconsider their
own beliefs and practicess-a-visthe demands of the law. If the readers do menid the
ways, it will be “reckoned to them as righteousrtieltss in this setting that “works of
the Torah” articulates the community’s own standafra¢ovenant life. The members of
the sect thus define themselves in relation to rofleavs by their distinctive “walk”
(halakah in the ways of Yahweh.

Crucial is an appreciation of the centrality of thAerah in Israel's self-
consciousness of being the chosen people. It ibdb& of Deuteronomy which gives the
classic statement of the role of the Torah in tfeedf the people. The heart of the book
(chaps. 5-28) consists of a restatement of ther@vemade at Sinai. Deut 29:1 sums up
the whole of that block of material: “These are Wards of the covenant which the Lord
commanded Moses to make with the sons of Israghenland of Moab, besides the
covenant which He had made with them at Horeb” (BASThroughout the book the
emphasis of covenant life is sustained and reiefbric numerous restatements of the
promise (and warnings): “This do and live” (Deul 410, 40; 5:29-33; 6:1-2, 18, 24,
7:12-13). This promise does not originate in Deutemy, because Lev 18:5 had already
said: “So you shall keep My statutes and My judgisieby which a man may live if he
does them; | am the Lord.” In brief, “works of tlav,” or its shorthand version “works,”
is a way of describing the covenantal-nomistic raetd

In particular, such sense of obligation probablyneato particular
expression in those commandments which focusedligimctiveness of
the claim to be a people set apart by the one Gadthe Maccabean crisis
that meant specifically circumcision and the foeavd; and there are
sufficient indications thereafter that wherever is&widentity came into
guestion the issue of covenantal nomism would foonsthese same

18 \itherington, Grace in Galatia: A Commentary on Paul's Letter te Galatians(Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 1998), 172. To the same effect are S.nigti Galatians (NIV Application Commentary;

Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1995), 119-21; G. W. Han&alatians (IVPNTCS 9; Downers Grove:
InterVarsity, 1994), 69-70; J. A. Zieslefhe Epistle to the GalatiangEpworth Commentaries. London:
Epworth, 1992), 26.

119 See Rapadyleaning 53-56.
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commandments and on any others which reinforcesbhedistinctiveness.
Such deeds/works of the law became the test-cases Jéwish
faithfulness:*

But with the turning of the ages, the law has sgrite purpose in salvation
history, namely, to lead Israel to Christ. “NowSfification isywoig €oyov vopov. To
appreciate the intent of this formula, we needdokbup to 3:21Nuvi 8¢ ywolg vouoL
d1xa1060VN 00D TEPAVEQWTOL LOQTLEOVLUEVT LTTO TOD VOUOL %Ol TOV TTQOMNTHV.
The function of the law was to reveal God'’s rightemess and thereby to reveal sin. “But
now,” that is, with the appearance of Jesus Clatighe end of the ages, the law has
served its purpose, and God’s righteousness ismgel to be defined in the same terms
as before, i.e., the particulars of the Torah. €sehatological thrust of the verse is
brought into sharper focus by the phrase “aparhftbe law” §opic vopov). This is an
adverbial phrase modifying the verb “has been feddgrepavépntar). That is to say,
at one time the righteousness of God was indeeghled in the law, but now it has been
revealed apart from the laf®* This is a restatement of 1:17: in the gospel the
righteousness of God is revealed as a righteousmBish is éx micteng €l TioTLY.
This is one of Paul's many startling statementsRiamans. For the JewGod’s
righteousness was inconceivable apart from thehildraethe words off. Dan6:11, there
is “the righteousness of the law of God,” i.e., thghteousness which is defined
exclusively by the law of Gotf? But for Paul, “now” the “righteousness of God” has
been revealed and, therefore, defined by the go3jpét is precisely how 1:17 puts it:
d1xa1ocOvn Yo 00D &v aOT® ATOXOAOTTETOL.

With these words, Paul forwards what for Judaisns wavery shocking thesis
indeed. But just as shocking is the claim of 3:2i4t a Torah-free righteousness is the
reality to which the Scriptures themselves look€danfield aptly says: “That this
attestation of the gospel by the OT is of fundarakimportance for Paul is indicated by
the solemn way in which he insists on it here iratiB one of the great hinge-sentences
on which the argument of the epistle turfs. The idea here has been anticipated by 1:1-
2 and itself anticipates 10:4-8. It would appeat tRaul has particularly in mind those
passages from the prophets which anticipated tflexif the nations into Israéf?

120 pynn,Jesus, Payl244-45.

121 Note that “apart from the law” occurs in 7:8-9,em it means the absence or the inactivity of #ve |
But here it is different and is best understoodeiation to the two phrases in 3:20: “of works loé faw”
and “through faith.” Hence, “apart from the law” ams the same as “apart from the works of the law” i
3:28 and “apart from works” in 4:6.

122 5ee further mpbedience258-59.

123 Cranfield, Romans1.202-03.

124 |n the Prophets, against the dark background odels plight—dispersion among the nations,
oppression by foreign powers and unfaithfulnessh® covenant within Israel—a glorious future is
depicted for Israel “on that day.” Israel's enemigi be overthrown (e.g., Isa 24:23; 29:8; Joed-21;
Mic 4:11-13; Zech 14:12-15Pss. Sol17:24, 32;2 Apoc. Bar.72:1-6), Jerusalem will be restored and
glorified (e.g., Isa 2:2-4/Mic 4:1-3; Isa 60:1-22er 31:23, 38-40; Ezek 17:22-24, 40-48; Zech 8:1-23
14:10-11, 20-211 Enoch90:28-29;Jub. 1:15-17; Bar 5:1-42 Apoc. Bar4:2-4), the scattered exiles will
be gathered to Zion (e.g., Jer 31:1-25; Ezek 2@43lsaiah 35; Zech 8:7-8, 20-23; Bar 4:36-37; %;5-
Pss. So0l11:1-3; 17:50ub. 1:15-17;Tg. Jer.31:23;Tg. Isa.4:3; 6:13), Yahweh and/or his anointed will
be enthroned in universal sovereignty (e.g., 1s22452:7; Ezek 17:22-24; 20:33, 40; 34:11-16, 23-3
43:7; Mic 4:6-7; 5:2-4; Zech 14:8-1Tub. 1:28; Pss. Sol.17:23-51), and his people will enjoy untold
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Whereas for Judaism these prophecies implied HetGentiles would have to become
Jews, for Paul they implied just the opposite. Agaie see how this makes especially
good sense in light of the Jewish understanding®eternity of the law. For Judaism the
Torah was an end in itself, but for Paul it wasyanimeans to an end, viz., the gospel of
Christ, who himself is the law’séioc (goal and termination).

Corresponding precisely to the revelation of rigltnessyopig vouov is a
justification ymoig £oymv vopov. Once again, Paul takes on a standard outloothisn
instance the belief that the Jewish faithful woh&lvindicated in the judgment because
of their allegiance to the Mosaic law as the exgimgsand embodiment of their faith. For
all such, it went without saying that their ultireatindication wasv vouo (Rom 2:12;
Gal 3:11; 5:4; Phil 3:6), notwotg vopou! ™ Yet for Paul, the truth lies 180 degrees from
this, his former conviction as one of the faith@il Israel. From this point onward, to
cling to the Torah is nothing less than idolatrypiiR2:22; Gal 4:8-95°° because such
zeal for the law obscures one’s view of the Chaistl the actual nature of his work,
making the law, rather than Christ, the “Jewislegaty to salvation.”

This is why faith in Christ and “works of the lavdére opposites: one
cannot opt for Christ's systerand Moses’ system at the same time
because they are mutually exclusive options fowat@in. Either one
believes in Christ or one chooses to commit ondedlie law. One cannot
live under both systems without destroying oneherdther’s integrity?’

“By Faith”

The Torah” has now given way to faith in Jesusis€shHenceforthgixoiobcbot
niotel dvBgmmov. As a working definition of faith, McKnight's issagood as any: faith
is “the initial and continual response of trustamd obedience to, Christ by a person for
the purpose of acceptance with G&& The Greek word for “faith” in the NTr{otic)

blessings (e.g., Isa 25:6-10a; 30:23; 35:5-6; 6Je8;31:12; Joel 2:26; Amos 9:13-15Enoch90:32-38;
Pss. So0l17:28-31;Sib. Or.111:702-9, 741-60).

125 Outside of Romans, Paul uses synonymous exprassiod vopov (Gal 4:21),&x véuov (Gal 3:18, 21;
Phil 3:9), toug éx megiroufic (Gal 2:12),8c0t...£¢ £gyov vopov (Gal 3:10),0mo £mitedmong xai
oixovopoug (Gal 4:2),0m0 ta otoryeia Tod xdcpov (Gal 4:3), andeota vouov (Phil 3:5).

126 On these passages, see respectivelyaith, Obedience32-43;Galatians 244-51. On Gal 4:8-9, see
also N. J. Calvert-KoyzisPaul, Monotheism and the People of God: The Sikamfie of Abraham
Traditions for Early Judaism and Christianifg SNTSup 273; London: T & T Clark Internationa03),
104-10. It was a pleasure to find that J. A. Fitemlyas endorsed my take on Rom 2:RBrandAB 33;
New York: Doubleday, 1993], 318). G. Osborne thitikis reading is an “obscure offense to set aldweg t
Jewish abhorrence of idolsRomandIVPNTCS 6; Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2004],)7But | would
argue that just the opposite is the case. Actuaple robbing is an obscure offense to be placed par
with adultery. Besides, before asking “do you comsaicrilege”{epocvieic)? Paul already mentioned
theft, making literal temple plunder redundant. Budre than anything else, idolization of the Toiathe
perfect counterpoint to “you who abhor idols.” Tireny is that the very one who detests idolatrigimaself
guilty of a different kind of idolatry, the of thiaw. Similar to Osborne is Byrne’'s contention tlaat
metaphorical interpretation dkgocvieic disturbs the logical sequence of thought isiam sequitur
(Romans100.

127 Mcknight, Galatians 122.

28 |pid., 121.
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corresponds to the Hebrew word for “faith” in th@ @123aX), which always signifies
faith in and faithfulness to God. As the godly Hit@ was to trust in Yahweh for life and
salvation, the Christian has directed his faith{ésls) to Christ. Faith as such is not
redefined; in essence, its OT meaning is prese®atiPaul has in view a faith which is
detached from Jewish “covenantal nomism,” meanh@j bne “gets in” the people of
God by faith alone; and once in, one “stays in” ¢bgenant relationship by virtue of the
same faith, which is no longer attached to the &8af Torah.”

Here, Paul uses the instrumentabrtet. In 3:25, he writes similarlydio [t1ic]
mioTeng £v T® avTod aiuatt. Elsewhere he can speak of his kfenictet... i 0D
viod Tod Oeob (Gal 2:20), and all believers are the sons of Gadtfc micteng &v
Xowotd ‘Incod (Gal 3:26). In these instances, the meaning agsttforward enough.
However, one is mindful that in 3:22 he draws uplo® now controversial phras&,o
nioteng Incod Xgiotob. Again, the instrumental sense is indisputablet the
controversy swirls around the identification of tigenitive 'Incod Xpiotov. The
growing consensus is that Paul has in view the mavefaithfulness of Christ himself
(taking the genitive ofIncob Xpiotob to be subjective genitive). This reading is
attractive in many ways; and it is undoubtedly tituet the NT does represent Jesus as the
man of faith, especially in the Gospel temptaticarratives and the Letter to the
Hebrews. Nevertheless, it is doubtful that thiggkmphrase in Paul could bear that much
semantic freight. Without championing the tradiibtranslation for the sake of tradition,
Paul's language is best taken as our faith whichrextedspecifically and exclusively
Jesus Christ. In grammatical categories, the genitiase could be called adjectival
genitive, i.e., that part of the phrase literalignslated “of Jesus Christ” defines in some
manner the character of the “faith” which is plagedhim. A. Hultgren appropriately
renders the whole phrase as “Christic faitii.That is to say, the faith which was once
directed to the God of Israel now finds its objaciesus the Christ.

It is surely significant that Paul nowhere providesormal definition of faith,
simply because he presupposes the meaning to bd faouhe OT and Jewish tradition.
What is distinctive about his teaching on faithtsschristological focusWith the advent
of Jesus the Messiah, the only legitimate faitthat which finds its repose in him, the
one who is “the end of the law” (Rom 10:4). At aimae, faith assumed a nationalistic
bias and was meaningless apart from the devotigheobelieving Israelite to the Torah,
the expression of God’s covenant will for his peofut now that the “dividing wall of
hostility” (Eph 2:15) has come down in Christ, faiatches specifically onto this one
who has accepted all the nations without distimc{igom 1:1-7; 15:7; Eph 2:17; Acts
2:39).

Romans 4:1-8

Our interests in this passage have mainly to db Réul’'s use of Gen 15:6 and Ps
32:1-2. In this phase of the study, | want to iat¢rwith two recent volumes that have
appealed to this text in support of a more traddloreading of Paul, viz., John Piper,
Counted Righteous in Christ: Should We Abandon bmputation of Christ's

129 Hultgren, “ThelTictic Xototod Formulation in Paul, NovT 22 (1980), 257, 259-60. At more length,
see my discussion @alatians 154-55, 172-73.
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Righteousness?(Wheaton: Crossway, 2002), and Simon Gathercdéhere is
Boasting?*® For Piper, Paul provides proof positive of the utgtion of Christ's
righteousness; for Gathercole, the apostle supp$esith the “smoking gun” his focus is
on anthropological matters, not the badges of Jeidisntity.

In this response to Piper, first of all, | wouldapé a premium on the setting of
Abraham'’s pilgrimage of faith that reaches a clititapoint in the declaration that the
patriarch was a righteous man, particularly as Afeaham narrative has a decided
bearing on the way Paul uses the veslyiCopor in Romans 4. In a nutshell, it fke
story of Abrahanthat determines the meaning of Gen 15:6, whickum determines
Paul’'s meaning in Romans'#.

As translated by Piper, Paul asserts that “Abratiesiieved God, andt was
credited to him for righteousness.” The mainstay of hisuangnt for imputation in
Romans 4 is the rendering of theyilouor as “reckoned,” “counted” or “imputed.”
Thus, given such a translation of Paul's GreeKplibws for Piper that righteousness
becomes the possession of the believer by virtuepfitation.

However, the problem resides precisely in the tedio®y and, consequently, the
interpretation ofroyiCopor. It is true that members of this basic family ofrds can
mean “credit/charge to one’s account” (e.g., Ph&jékroyén]), androyilopon itself is
used by Paul in the sense of “keep a record ofCd¢l 13:5). LSJ (1055) cite a couple of
instances in which it bears the sense of “set dmwone’s account,” although these are
isolated instances and do not occupy any placerahimence in the verb’s semantic
range. However, a glance at BDAG informs one tmatbiblical Greekioyilopat
characteristically means things like “reckon,” ‘wahkte,” “count,” “take into account,”
“evaluate,” “estimate,” “think about,” “consider,think,” “be of the opinion,” “look
upon as” (as do LSJ).

Given such established and common usages, itikingtthat Piper overlooks the
fact that the most proximate occurrencevofilouar to Romans 4 is Rom 3:28, where
the verb can hardly be translated “impute” or “drédRather, Paul “considers” or
“concludes” that one is justified by faith aparorr the works of the law (cf. the same
usage in Rom 6:11). Indeed, this strategic employneé Aoyilouor provides a very
natural lead-in to chapter 4, which almost immexhiatjuotes Gen 15:6.

It is true that BDAG translateoyilopot in Rom 4:4, 5, 6, 9, 11, 22 as “place to
one’s account” or “credit.” The editors do so besmthese verses, they correctly note,
are taken after Gen 15:6. Yet it is just Gen 18htly understood that provides the
linguistic and conceptual background to Romans Batthe exegete must “reckon with”
is thatAoyilouarn is not an isolated entry in a lexicon, but rathart of an idiom that is
Hebrew in origin.

In quoting the LXX of Gen 15:6, Paul draws upon gineaseioyilopor gic (“it
was reckonedo him as righteousness”). The language of the LXX, in tusnbased on
the underlying Hebrew phraéie 2Wn. This idiom is common enough in the OT as

30| have responded to both more extensivelpéfiense107-221.

131 The recent book of F. WatsoRaul and the Hermeneutics of Faithondon/New York: T & T Clark
International, 2004), has demonstrated amply thatl,Pin his letters, is retelling the story of the
Pentateuch. See also the stimulating expositio\ratham’s pilgrimage of faith in W. Bruegemann,
GenesiqIBC; Atlanta: John Knox, 1982).
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meaning “to consider a thing to be trdé?’As such, the Hebrew and Greek phrases at
stake are best translated as “reckon,” not “crealit“impute.”™* Piper seems to use all
three more or less synonymously; but in fact they reot. English dictionaries such as
The American Heritage Dictionargnd Merriam Websterassign to “reckon” meanings
like “to count or compute,” “to consider as beingregard as,” the latter being more
relevant for the present purposes. In short, thetpd Gen 15:6, as taken up by Romans
4, is that Abraham was regarded as a righteousigheovenant keeping, person when he
continued to place his trust in God’s promise stad. This correlation of fidelity to God
and the reckoning of righteousness was alive inJéwish consciousness of the Second
Temple period. According to 1 Macc 2:52, “Was ndirégham found faithful when
tested, andt was reckoned to him as righteousri¥gss

Having quoted Gen 15:6, with its full phraseologlt, was reckonedo him as
righteousness,” Paul, in good midrashic fashionglss out key words from the text, in
particular “righteousness” and “reckon.” In vv. 8, 6, 9, 11, 22, he reiterates that
righteousness *“is reckoned to” individuals. As aliable in Paul's writing, shorthand
expressions can serve as stand-ins for a longeg stf words. The most conspicuous
example is Paul’s substitution of “works” for “warlof the law.” In the instances before
us, “righteousness” is placed in the passive veith the indirect object in the dative
case. Thus, instead of a wording that renders iiterally the Hebrew text of Gen 15:6,
Paul streamlines his diction into a more recogra&reek idiont>*

132 The passages that have a direct bearing on Gérai&those which are generally translated “regatd

or “reckon,” whereby the verb, to quote G. Von Rgiges voice to “a process of thought which resuita
value-judgment, but in whicthis value-judgment is related not to the speakerd the value of an objéct
(“Faith Reckoned as Righteousnesstie Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Esgagsdon: SCM,
1984], 125-26). To phrase it otherwise, a thingcansidered to be acceptable not because of a
predisposition in the one making the judgment, bbetause the object commends itself by its inherent
qualities. See Lev 7:11-18; 17:1-9; Num 18:25-38a2n 19:20; Prov 27:14; and especially Ps 106t®1, t
only other place in the OT that replicates Gen 18t8vas reckoned to him [Phinehas] as righteosstie

In the case of Phinehas, it was hardly a mattemyfutation, but the declaration that this man was
considered to be faithful to Yahweh's covenant.ittrenically, the passages adduced by O. P. Rebart

as cited by PiperQounted Righteou$7, n. 4), support a “non-imputational” readirfghoyiopor (Gen
31:15; Num 18:27). | have treated these passagestia detail in my reply to D. A. Carsobéfense 188-

89).

133 Schreiner’s reading dfoyitopon fails to take into account the whole phraseitopot eic against its
Hebrew backdrop, resulting in an imputational ustirding of Paul’'s intentionRdmans215). The same

is true of Moo Romans 262). The issue is not one of crediting rightemss to human beings who
inherently possess none. Rather, it is that of Yathvecognizing and declaring that Abraham, at thiatp

of Gen 15:6, is a faithful person. Moo, as otheraintains that Paul does not follow suit with tigpical”
Jewish interpretation that viewed Gen 15:6 throtigh lens of Genesis 22, so that Abraham’s faith
becomes his obedience. But a couple of qualifioatiare in order. (1) Paul seeks to distance hinfiseti

the notion that Abraham keposes’ Torah—this is the thrust of his argument. In the textaded to by
Moo, Abraham’s obedience is inseparable from the &) In principle, Paul actually agrees with the
“typical interpretation,” because by the time haatees the end of chap. 4, he begins to play up the
persevering qualityof Abraham’s faith (vv. 18-22). In essence, tlislewish outlook on Abraham: faith
developing into faithfulness. | would maintain tHaaul is on the same page as James, who explicitly
follows the “typical interpretation” (2:21-24).

134 Actually, the Hebrew original of Gen 15:6 is irethctive, not passive, voice. The text reads liiera
“He [God] reckoned it to him [Abraham] as rightenass.”
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But in every case, the point is the same: indivisluare considered to be
righteous™® In context, Paul is driving home the argument tigiiteousness does not
hinge on circumcision and devotion to Israel’s TorAbraham in particular is singled
out, among other reasons, because he was vindi¢astdied) as a righteous person
before circumcision and the advent of the law. &hgument gains in impact in light of
the standard dogma that the patriarch kept noner ¢itlan the law of Moses before Sinai
(Sir 44:20;2 Apoc. Bar.57:2; CD 3:2)*° As attested in numerous sources, it was
Abraham who was the first convert from paganisrhéotrue God and his latd’

Piper picks up on the common understanding that BRaib is cast in terms of a
commercial transaction. Verse 4, anyway, is capablsuch an interpretation, since
Lroyilopor can use used in the sense of “calculating” a wigmay well be that Paul
here pauses to draw on an analogy from the busiweskl, because, in terms of
contractual relationshipapyiCopat can mean a reckoning of payment for work dbfie.

Nevertheless, the control factor over Paul's chatevords is Gen 15:6. While
4:4 may be a reflection on a well-known principfebasiness practice, 4:5 returns to the
idiom of Aoyilouan €ic: the believer’s faith is considered to be his teglusness. Paul's
thought is grounded in the sphere of the Hebrewegamt, according to which
individuals are thought to be faithful when theyg# their confidence in the God of
Israel and give concrete expression to their fajttobedience to his command8 The
radical thing in Paul, however, is that peoplesalif kinds can be looked upon as
obediently faithful quite apart from Torah obsersarand Jewish ethnic identity. It is
those who simply place their trust in Jesus whdytmalk in Abraham’s footsteps,
making the patriarch the father of circumcised andircumcised alike (Rom 4:12).

It is just such an appraisal of the reckoning ghtéousness that opens up the
intention of Rom 4:6because of its objecfaith, and faith alone, is accepted in the place
of allegiance to the law of Moses, including, mpsbminently, the various boundary

135 The same applies to the non-reckoning of sin teida Paul’'s quotation of Ps 32:2. A. A. Anderson
remarks that vv. 1-2 of the Psalm exhibit thrededént terms for sin, which are matched by thréedint
expressions describing the ways of God in dealiity Wansgression. The third phrase, “To reckon no
iniquity,” says Anderson, “Seems to imply that Guallonger considerthe repentant man a sinneihe
Book of PsaIm§NCB; 2 vols.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1972], 33 litalics mine). He refers as well to
2 Sam 19:19 and considers the possibility thatZ?3 Gontains an allusion to release from a debt.

136 See further SchreindRomans215-17.

137 See in particular Calvert-KoyziBaul, 6-84.

138 bunn,Romans1.203.

139 lnasmuch as the backdrop for Paul is the covenatft Israel, the “working” of Rom 4:4 is most
naturally understood as “covenantal nomism,” to 8aaders’ famous phrasedul, 75, 420, 422, 544). In
following this “covenantal nomism” model, it is ntat be denied that in Rom 4:4-5 Paul challenges a
works-principle in Judaism. Yet the ensuing con{gxt 9-12) supports the contention that Paul’scewn

is not with a merit theology, but with the works afvenant loyalty subsequent to circumcision (il G
5:3). That “the one who works” receives a “wage’4y is not a particular problem, because the “Wage
guestion is eternal life bestowed at the end af digie on those who remain faithful to Yahweh, wheile

is enshrined in the Torah. Qualitatively, the J&wmosition is no different than that embodied ie th
parable of Matt 20:1-16: the workers in the vinelyaeceive the wage of their labor, that is, the
eschatological kingdom of God as preached by Jétrsce, the works envisaged by Romans 4 (and other
passages) are just those demanded by the Toraghatkempany faith and eventuate in the life ofdjge

to come. To be sure, worlege a condition of “staying in” the covenant. Yet “gitag in” is not “getting
in.” Israel’s works are but its response to Yahwe$aving grace: they are tantamounpésseverancenot
“works-righteousness legalism.”
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markers of Jewish identity. In strict terms, faghreckoned asighteousness; that is, our
faith in Christ is looked upon as tantamount tohtggusness in its quintessential
meaning—conformity to the will of God—becauseChristwe have become God's very
righteousness (2 Cor 5:21).

Again, we must read Paul in light of his Jewishteghand the polemics of the
Roman letter. To his Jewish compatriots, righteessrwas inconceivable apart from the
Torah, so much so that one document can actuailtlythe phrase, The righteousness of
the law of Godl (T. Dan 6:11)2*° Given, additionally, that faith in Paul is specifily
trust in Jesus of Nazareth as lIsrael's Messiah, ithgact of Romans 4 is that
righteousness is no longer to be assessed in @rome’s relation to the law, but rather
by one’s relation to Jesus the Christ. His purptsen, is to argue that Abraham’s (and
our) faith is considered to be covenant fidelityithwno further qualifications and
requirements.

To my mind at least, this interpretation is bolstetby a consideration of the
alternative. On Piper's construction, faith is ‘@ited/imputed for righteousness™
However, this introduces at leastpema facie confusion. Surely, the heart of Piper’'s
argument is that righteousness is imputed or addid the believer in the act of faith.
This being so, in what sense can faith meaningfoéy‘imputed?” If righteousness is
imputed by faith, then how can faith itself be irtgul® It would seem that Piper has
arrived at a double imputation, that of righteossnand of faith. This would appear to be
a muddling of ideas, particularly as everywherethe NT faith is predicated as the
response of the human being himself to the gogmebe sure, faith is the gift of God,
but to speak of the imputation of faith makes for @dd combination of terms. By
contrast, if faith igeckoned/considered to Ighteousness, the difficulty disappears.

Piper’s reiteration of the familiar view that Ge®:8, as employed by Paul,
marked Abraham’s “conversion” is necessary for linsustain his exegesis of Romans
4. However, even a causal reading of Genesis mteslany such assumption. Abraham
was already a believer by the time of Gen 15:6uriher proof is need, it is provided by
the explicit statement of Heb 11:8. Referring ton€ss 12, the author reminds his
readers that:By faith Abraham obeyedhen he was called to set out for a place that he
was to receive as an inheritance; and he set otitkmowing where he was going.” To
postulate, as some must, that the faith in questias something short of “saving faith”
is a rather desperate expedient to evade the pdamse of the text. That Abraham was a
believer before Gen 15:6 is simply confirmed by fhet that he is marked out as a
worshipper of Yahweh by virtue of his erection afaltar to the Lord and calling on his
name (Gen 12:8). Indeed, the entirety of the patnia deportment from Genesis 12-15
is befitting that of a faithful and obedient sertzan

It is just Abraham'’s fidelity that forms the clictac portion of Romans 4, as Paul,
in vv. 18-22, plays up the persevering qualityre patriarch’s faith:

In hope he believed against hope, that he shoutdrbe the father of
many nations; as he had been told, “So shall yescehdants be.” He did
not weaken in faith when he considered his own badhych was as good
as dead because he was about a hundred years aiden he considered
the barrenness of Sarah’s womb. No distrust magkewaver concerning

140 5ee myObediene, 232-253, 258-59.
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the promise of God, but he grew strong in his faisghhe gave glory to
God, fully convinced that God was able to do whahlhd promisedlhat
is why his faith was “reckoned to him as righteces”

Note particularly that | have italicized v. 22istfor the very reasord(o) that Abraham
exercised “the obedience of faith” that it “reckdrte him as righteousness.” This places
beyond doubt what drives Paul’'s argument in Rordans

In the OT, by far the most striking parallel to GEp.6 is Ps 106:31, the only
other occurrence in the Hebrew Bible of the formuih was reckoned to him as
righteousness.” Psalm 106 as a whole is a reprofatdrael’s idolatry in the wilderness.
However, in the midst of this lengthy indictmeneté is one glaring 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 Num 25:13. The story of Numi&&pens on the note of
Israel’s fornication with the daughters of Moab,ontinvited the people to the sacrifice
of their gods, and the people ate, and bowed dowdir gods” (v. 2). The episode
reaches its dramatic height when Phinehas slaysraalite man and a Midianite woman
engaged in illicit sex. He, according to the histor was zealous for his God and made
atonement for the people of Israel. The wrath diwah was thus averted by the removal
of its cause. Because of his heroism, Phinehasntedhe prototype of those who in
subsequent Israelite history were to be “zealoushe law.” The author of 1 Maccabees
in particular conceives of Mattathias, the fathedudas Maccabeus and his brothers, as a
latter-day Phinehas, turning away God’s jealousahy the execution of the unfaithful
(1 Macc 2:26, 54; cf. Sir 45:23-24; 4 Macc 18:19).

The mention of Phinehas in Psalm 106 is espeqpitinent to our look into Gen
15:6, not only because of v. 31's verbally simifar was reckoned to him as
righteousness,” but mainly because Phinehas ig@lscconspicuous juxtaposition to the
disobedient (idolatrous) of the wilderness genermatiMore precisely, v. 31 concludes
that because of Phinehas’ zeal for God righteogshes been reckoned to him from
“generation to generation.” Ziesler is right insddying righteousness here as “covenant
behaviour.**? When, therefore, Phinehas burned with zeal forltbel and slew the
adulterous couple, he was regarded by Yahweh asve@nant-keeper by virtue of his
abhorrence of the idolatry of the Moabites andvieisgeance on the transgressors.

Apart from the factor of violence, which is irrefevt to Gen 15:6, Abraham and
Phinehas are a matched pair: both emesidered to bérighteous” in that they are
faithful to Yahweh and his revealed will; both, sequently, are said to be covenant-

141 See M. HengelThe Zealots: Investigations into the Jewish Freeddovement in the Period from
Herod | until 70 A. D(Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1989), 171-77; Garlingt@bedience113-14.
1427iesler,Righteousnesd 81.
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keepers, because, in point of fact, they'atelo be sure, it was Phinehazéal for
Yahweh which was looked upon as covenant faithBgnevhereas it was Abraham’s
faith which was reckoned to be righteousness. Howewwh beal and faith have the
same referent—the covenant of Yahweh. In pointaot,fboth are the two sides of the
same coin: zeal is the product of faith. Nevertbg|é is precisely Abraham’s positioning
before the law that enables Paul to make him thadogm for Gentiles who come to faith
in Christ.

Moving to the Dead Sea Scrolls, 4QMMT simply comirthe above data drawn
from the OT. Its author encourages his readershédtas written “what we determined
would be beneficial for you and your people, beeawe have seen [that] you possess
insight and knowledge of the Law” (C27-28). At tead of his letter, the writer
challenges his readers with a pair of exhortatiéinst, “Understand all these things and
beseech Him to set your counsel straight” (C28-3@cond, “Keep yourself away from
evil thoughts and the counsel of Belial” (C29).dther words, separate yourself from
those who have infected you with their evil thowghhd teaching. The addressees and
their associates were perceived to have expressetlimgness to “Consort with the
enemy.” The purpose of the document can be paraptiren these terms: “You and |
know that the enemy are deadly wrong. Let us, wimakand observe the Mosaic Torah,
separate ourselves from these abominable sinn&hss’ separation from the unclean
sinners and an adherence to the law will have &galts. First, “You shall rejoice at the
end of time when you find the essence [literallyorhe”] of our words true” (col. 30).
The messianic era, it is implied elsewhere (C2Hs woon to arrive. Secondt Will be
reckoned to you as righteousness, in that you ldave what is right and good before
Him.” Such is “to your own benefit and to that of EFgC31-32). Here, the recipients of
the letter will be considered righteous peopleh#yt conform themselves to the sect’s
conception of godly behavior.

This provocative final statement has a familiagria readers of the NT: Gen 15:6
and the paradigm of righteous Abraham as advangeddabll in Romans and Galatians
(Rom 4:3; Gal 3:6). However, the Qumran author doetsoffer righteousness on the
basis of faith without the Torah, but rather “irattyou have done what is right and good
before Him” (C31). According to context, it is theworks of the Law” that fuel such a
reckoning. In agreement with the above observat@n®hinehas, M. Abegg maintains
that it was not Abraham but Phinehas who provided model for 4QMMT’s
employment of the language of “reckoning righte@ssn™** No doubt, he is exactly
right, simply because Phinehas and the entire rdsaddlition (as spearheaded by
Mattathias) was predicated on the premise of “fmathe law.™*° By contrast, Abraham
can be the father of all who believe because henladonnection with the law. In any
event, the reckoning of righteousness, as confirimedQMMT, pertains to an actual
guality on the part of the readers which is lookedn as righteousness. The same is true
of the numerous rabbinic references to Gen 15:6Pant06:31°

143 Contra HaackerRémer 101, that Phinehas falls into an entirely différeategory to Abraham. The

issue in both Gen 15: and Ps 106:31 is essentradlgame.

144 Abegg, “4QMMT, Paul, and ‘Works of the Law,"The Bible at Qumran: Text, Shape, and
Interpretation (Studies in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related dtiteg; ed. P. Flint; Grand Rapids:

Eerdmans, 2001), 208-9.

145 See HengelZealots 149-228.

146 Abegg, “4QMMT,” 210-12.
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All in all, it is the OT/Jewish materials that forthe context and define the
semantic significance of the reckoning of rightewss. In virtually every instance where
the Hebrew and Greek forms of reckoning occur,laevjudgment is made, a judgment
based on the actual performance or non-performahoelividuals. But as | endeavored
to stress in the original response to Piper, itinsChrist that one becomes the
righteousness of God (2 Cor 5:21) and therebydkamed as righteousness. This is the
furthest thing from “self-achievement” or synergjsbecause righteousness is reckoned
by faith alone in Christ, apart from “the workstbé law.”

Returning to Romans 4, there is the “business gyalof vv. 4-5. Piper picks up
on the common understanding that Rom 4:4-5 is gasterms of a commercial
transaction. Verse 4, anyway, is capable of sucit@mpretation, sinc&oyifopol can
use used in the sense of “calculating” a wage.dy mell be that Paul here pauses to
draw on an analogy from the business world, becauseterms of contractual
relationships Aoyilouar can mean a reckoning of payment for work donewolld
concede the possibility that Pamlay be drawing on the imagery of a commercial
transaction. The difference is that Piper is gsiee that such is the case, whereas |
merely allow for the possibility. In point of facRaul's main focus is covenant
relationships, not business. The Hebrew Bible rsagdy not oblivious to the reality of
wages paid in return for work; but even that, am&elpw Israelites, transpires within
the parameters of the covenant. It is very tellingt Piper and others are much more
inclined to invoke secular commercial categorieantithe Hebrew covenant as the
framework of Paul's thought. But at least it brirtgsthe fore the main methodological
difference between us: a dogmatic/confessionalingaof the text versus a historical or
biblical-theological reading.

The control-factor over Paul’s choice of words i8nGL5:6. While Rom 4:fay
be a reflection on a well-known principle of busiagractice, 4:5 returns to the idiom of
royilopon gic: the believer's faith is considered to be his teglusness, just because of
faith’s object. Piper consistently suppressesdaisim. Paul’'s thought is grounded in the
sphere of the Hebrew covenant, according to whdividuals are thought to be faithful
when they place their confidence in the God ofdksend give concrete expression to
their faith by obedience to his commands. The edicing in Paul, however, is that
peoples of all kinds can be looked upon as faithfobediently quite apart from Torah
observance and Jewish ethnic identity. It is th@ke simply place their trust in Jesus
who truly walk in Abraham’s footsteps, making thatrarch the father of circumcised
and uncircumcised alike (Rom 4:12).

In keeping with the “business analogy” interpretatiPiper consistently renders
royilopar as “credit.” However, both the RSV and the NRSahslate as “reckont*
The difference might appear at first glance to ae-splitting—but it isn’t. To “reckon a
wage” means that the wagedalculated in certain termsThe question is a qualitative
one, as underscored by the prepositi@ra, “according to.” That is to say, On what

147 See again Gundry, “Nonimputation,” 18-22. Gundrgsnsistent rendering ofoyiCopar €ic as
“counted to be” is tantamount to my translationggard as.” See additionally G. Von Rad, “Faith
Reckoned as Righteousnesslie Problem of the Hexateuch and Other Esghgadon: SCM, 1984), 125-
30; W. Schottroff TLOT, 2.479-82;TDNT, 4.284-92; id., H. W. Heiland)ie Anrechnung des Glaubens
zur Gerechtigkeit: Untersuchungen zur Begriffsimestung vonhasabund logizesthai (BZANT 18;
Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1936).
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basis is the wage to be paid? And the answer iistlie one who works” the reckoning
takes place “according to debt,” not “accordingytace.” On the other hand, for “the one
who does not work but trusts him who justifies timgodly” his faith is “reckoned as” or
“considered to be” righteousness.

If it was not clear before, it must be specifiedvribat in principle Paul certainly
does preclude any kind of “works,” Jewish covenbotaotherwise, as the matrix of
present justification. The gift character of Godghteousness is never to be called into
guestion. But for the sake of historical exegesisnust be added that in pursuing his
objective in Romans 4, Paul predicates “ungodiysetic) of Abraham in the same
sense that Jews of this period would have usedetime, i.e.,uncircumcised and non-
Torah observantBy way of preaching Paul’s text, we may certaisdy that “ungodly”
depicts all those outside of Christ, in their idolaand rebellion against God the creator.
However, Piper and Carson have missed the ironpefhistorical situation: the same
Abraham who was confirmed as a righteous pers@eim 15:6 would have been deemed
“ungodly” by many of his first-century descendarisit by a simple “back to the Bible”
tack, Paul is able to bypass a considerable laygadition and assert that Abraham and
the nations are in the same boat. Consequentlyogmssly to former, the latter need
only put their faith in Christ. In blunt terms, Giées can forget about the Torah! This is
the lead-item on Paul's agenda in Romans 4.

Moving on to Gathercole’s employment of this segtr&f Romans 4, the case is
made that Abraham'’s justification, in various textss not eschatological, nor was it
justification at the beginning of his covenant tielaship. Rather, it was an event that
took place at some point subsequent to the proamskeAbraham’s belief, as well as
subsequent to his obedience to the commandmentat Wh find in all these texts, he
says, is that faith/faithfulness becomes evidehssguent to Abraham’s trials, in contrast
with the biblical portrayal of faith being cleantyesent before the trials. So, justification,
in the Jewish mindset, is subsequent to trialstarmking found faithful.

This formulation is right and wrong at the same etinRight because the
vindication (justification) of Abraham does take@® subsequent to his entrance into the
covenant relationship; but wrong because the labjportrayal of Abraham does in fact
depict the patriarch as faithful/believing in thedst of trials. Abraham’s vindication,
according to Genesis, is subsequent to trials ameing found faithful. In support of this
alternative interpretation, | would call attentitm the fact that Gathercole and other
commentators understand Gen 15:6 as Abraham’s &esion;” before this point in the
Genesis narrative, Abraham is only an “ungodly atlel.” However, this supposition
founders on the progression of the Genesis stsglfitAbraham’s pilgrimage of faith
begins in Genesis 12, as confirmed by Heb 11B§:faith Abraham obeyedhen he was
called to set out for a place that he was to recas an inheritance; and he set out, not
knowing where he was going.”

By the time the narrative reaches chapter 15, Adrad faith is beginning to
wane. But once God assures him again of the prorAls@ham continues to believe and
is declared to be a righteous, covenant-keepingoperThis is his “justification” in
Genesis: the Lord’s vindication of him as a faitlyfwbedient person. All this plays into
Paul's hands in Romans 4. One of the “exegeticaditions” of Judaism was that
Abraham kept specifically the law of Moses (Sir2Bt:CD 3:2:2 Apoc. Bar57:2)%In

148 See further Garlingtor©bedience37-40; SchreineRRomans215-17.
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a rather glaring omission, Gathercole does not eathattention to this datum, apart
from simply quoting CD 3:2. Here we have the actedkground to Romans 4 and the
point of dispute. Based on the chronology of thaital record, it is Paul's contention
that Abraham was considered to be a righteous pdystore circumcision and the law.
Not surprisingly, Rom 4:9-15 takes up none othantthese two “pillars” of Jewish faith
and life: circumcision and the Torah. The polemicle for Paul is that Gentiles can be
received as the faithful ones of God apart from desumption of Jewish identity. All
they need do is “walk in the footsteps of Abrahamho had faith before his
circumcision In order to be the children of Abraham, it is ficgt necessary for them to
become “honorary Jews.”

All this being so, the schema constructed by Gatieris at least in need of
modification. On his reading, Jewish obedience Itesa justification, and justification
results in boasting. Given that “justification,” trindication,” in the Jewish outlook,
normally pertains to the last judgment, this segeeis correct. The problem is that
Gathercole attempts to set this formulation ovenirzg} Pauline justification and
boasting. By this time, it is necessary only tdengite that in Paul’s mind too a favorable
eschatological judgment rests on covenant obedjettcavhich Gathercole himself
assents. The difficulty is that he tries to equdwwish justification, which is
eschatological, with “phase one” of Pauline justfion, an “apples and oranges”
comparison. In so doing, Gathercole confuses thiswvof “getting in” with the works of
“staying in.” The reality is that ancient Jews wdrern into the covenant and could
expect their ultimate vindication as a result ofexmant faithfulness. Over against this
expectation, Paul retorts that justification/viration is to be found in Christ, and Torah
works have nothing to do with it. For him, justdicon from beginning to end is
christological: it isin Christ that one becomes the righteousness of God (2 @dy,5
now and in the last day. It is for this reason thatChristian boasts not in the law, but
the Lord(1 Cor 1:31).

Gathercole certainly does acknowledge that thestdagical dimension of the
Christian’s boast is a “crucial new component.” Bawing said that, he lapses into the
anthropological mode by insisting that the Jewingu$ and unrepentant, with the result
that his boast is “something very different frore thoast of the Christiart*® He is right,
but not for the reasons given. Rather, the two tisoaserge from two separate spheres:
Torah and Christ. One cannot dwell in both at #raes time. Again, Gathercole plays up
anthropology at the expense of christology.

Gathercole’s argument from Paul's use of David ionfans 4 does present a
legitimate challenge to at least some proponentseoNPP. He is quite sure that David is
the “smoking gun” that proves that Paul's focusisanthropological matters, not the
badges of Jewish identity. His point is that botbraham and David were “ungodly” in
the same sense of moral failure. By way of citingie Jewish sources as a foil, he refers
to the “exegetical tradition” that David was ac@pby God and justified on the basis of
his works (CD 5:5 and 4QMMT, C24-25). The problesnthat neither text speaks of
justification David is simply viewed as a righteous man whoseds ascended to God
and who was delivered from his enemies. Gatheraslehere in danger of
“parallelomania.”

149 GathercoleBoasting 261.
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Even so, an honest reading of Rom 4:6-8 requiraswie come to terms with the
role of David in Paul's argument, as derived frosalf 32. Gathercole is so confident
that David is the “smoking gun” that he can writk:is crucial to recognize that the New
Perspective interpretation of 4:1-8 falls to theognd on this point: that David although
circumcised, sabbatarian, and kosher, is describsdwithout works because of his
disobedienc&™*® His case is compelling in that David’s behaviocagled to the fore and
challenges the assumption that Paul's polemic im&we 4 is concernednly with
boundary markers. Nevertheless, there is a failoreecognize that “ungodly” carries
strong overtones of covenant infidelity. It is thisry term, along with “lawless” and
“sinners,” that the writer of 1 Maccabees employshis denunciation of Jews who
apostatized to Hellenismi*

One may quite legitimately speak of David’'s ethitalure, but it is the very
nature of that failure that rendered him as onsidatthe covenant. By his twofold sin of
adultery and murder, David lowered himself to el of the pagan world and ceased to
be the representative of Yahweh on eartie-became as one uncircumcisBdrticularly
in Pauline perspective, when David broke the tettmmandment by coveting his
neighbor’s wife, he was turned into an idolater [(@®). Such a reading makes perfect
sense of Paul's argument, because Gentiles magdeea that they are acceptable to
God in a sense qualitatively similar to David, whbthe time of his forgiveness, was no
bettercovenantal speakinthan they. No wonder, Paul can say that David quones a
blessing on those who are forgiven apart from “wgdrk

Gathercole recognizes a certain validity to th@yebut he avers that in this case
Paul would be conceiving of the entirety of Israslunder sin and outside the covenant
since they are without works of Torah. But thisonmegler is simply unmindful of the
idolatry motif of Rom 1:18-3:20, with its attendanbny. Paul fully concedes that his
contemporaries have performed Torah-works. Butithptecisely the problem! It is their
zeal for the works of the law that have obscuredrthision of the Messiah, Jesus of
Nazareth, and a recognition that God’s righteousres now been embodied in him
(Rom 9:16; 10:2-3¥°? As argued above, it is Israel’s rejection of Goeschatological
plan in Christ that has rendered her unfaithfulpeeglly considering that perfect
obedience was never required of Israel as God'sraw partner. The issue was never
moral imperfection, but idolatry.

Whether one accepts this explanation or not, tiee femains that Gathercole’s
argument respecting David is valid only in the caf¢hose who maintain that Paul’s

0 hid., 247, italics his.

151 see GarlingtonObediencg91-102.

152 Gathercole, as many commentators, takes Rom Ha3statement of Israel’s attempt to “establis” it
own righteousnesBpasting 228), an interpretation that carries definite fusrighteousness” overtones.
Yet his overview of the LXX usage of the veéidstnut does not include significant passages in which it
means not “establish” but “maintain” the covenaht. be sure, in some cases, it does refeGoal's
establishment and/or maintenance of covenant ealstiips (Gen 6:18; 9:11; 17:7, 19, 21; 26:3; Exed 6
Lev 26:9; Deut 8:18; 9:5; 29:13; Jer 11:5; Sir P7:45:7, 24). But most relevantly, in other instagicthe
verb speaks of Israel's responsibility to “maintathe covenant (Jer 34[LXX 41]:18; Sir 11:20; 44;20
45:23; 1 Macc 2:27). Particularly relevant in viefwPaul's acknowledgment of Israel’s zeal are Si23:
Phinehas “stood firm"dtfjval) when the people turned away; and 1 Macc 2:27: “fauee who is zealous
for the law and who maintain$o(x@v) the covenant, let him come after me.” This is IBaeal point:
Israel is zealous tmaintain“her own” (t7v idtav) covenant righteousness and refuses to submibthsG
latter-day embodiment of righteousness in Christ.
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concern is restricted to boundary markers. Hisqeré does indeed apply to some NPP
scholars, but there is a notable company who watigtl to dissent.

lll. Synthesis

The exegesis of the selected passages in Romanba%-#&ndeavored to deal
honestly with the evidence rather than push a N#iding for its own sake. Wright is
certainly correct in making this very poifit. Nevertheless, as the NPP has provided a
frame of reference, our findings can be reduceatiedollowing.

(1) The primary issue at stake in Romans and élesin the NT is christology.
Even more basic thasola fideis solus ChristusFor all that Protestantism has insisted
that justification is the “article of standing afadling of the church” &rticulus stantis et
cadentis ecclesigechristology really is. The church stands or falls with Christhe
actual showcase of Paul's thoughhat justification, as time-honored as that notiomis i
traditional theology. It is, rather, union with @itror the “in Christ” experience. From
this vantage point, Col 1:18 exhibits the very hieod of Paul’'s preaching—that all
things he may have the preeminenaethe end of the day, it is Paul’'s “christologjic
eschatology” that demarcates him from his Jewishpairiots™>*

If I may borrow from some observations on Galatiahke core issue of the
Galatian letter boils down to a simple but profowhdice—Christ or the Torat>> From
Romans 14, it is clear enough that Paul was willogallow Jewish Christians (and
others) to practice the law as a matter of perslifieatyle, if they chose. But he drew the
line when Torah observance was made the indispengamndition for entering and
remaining within the people of God. In short, hpudiated the law as the “Jewish
gateway to salvation *° At one time, the community of the saved was in tamstituted
of circumcised and law-observant people. But whih ¢coming of Jesus the Messiah, who
himself began to relax the Mosaic strictures (eMpit 8:3; Mark 7:18-19; Luke 7:14;
13:10-17; John 5:9b-18), the demand of the JewidirisGan missionaries for
circumcision and law-obedience is not only obsolétactually impedes access to God
and is tantamount, no less, to idolatry and apgstaf\s Witherington so aptly puts it:

The Gospel of grace proclaims the acceptance aceptability of both
Gentiles and Jews on the basis of trust in théftdiwvork of Jesus Christ
which justifies (or sets right) sinners, and nottlo@ basis of works of the
Mosaic Law. Therefore works of the Mosaic Law aret nmerely
unnecessary or redundant. If they are pursueddsetivho are Christians
as the proper manner of Christian living, as if i€ttans were obliged to
obey the Mosaic covenant’s requirements, they amoémra fall from
grace, a devaluation of what Christ accomplishethercross. The origin,
character and content of the Gospel determine®tigéen, character and

133 Wright, “Romans,” 481.

134 See myObedience255-57.

1% Gordon, “Problem;” Hubbard reation 199-200.
10 RaisanenPaul, 177-201.

157 See myGalatianson 3:10-13; 4:8-10.
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behavior of the people of God, who are Jew and i@emnited in Christ
and his finished work on the crog.

Beverly Gaventa likewise focuses the issue justhorstology:

Although the issue that prompts Paul to write tda@an Christians arises
from a conflict regarding the law, in addressingtthroblem Paul takes
the position that the gospel proclaims Jesus Clenstified to be the
inauguration of a new creatioriThis new creation allows for no
supplementation or augmentation by the law or amyewo power or
loyalty. What the Galatians seek in the law is a certaimdy they have a
firm place in theéxxAncio of God and that they know what God requires
of them. It is precisely this certainty, and evetiher form of certainty,
that Paul rejects with his claim abatle exclusivity and singularity of
Jesus Christ®

That christology is at the heart of Paul's contrgyewith the circumcision party
is underscored by the relation of the Messiah &Thrah in the theology of the latter.
Martyn very helpfully distills the thinking of thepponents as regards the Christ of the
law. The Jewish Christian missionaries viewed Jesute completion of the ministry of
Moses:

They view God’s Christ in the light of God’s lavather than the law in
the light of Christ. This means in their christofp@hrist is secondary to
the law.... For them the Messiah is the Messiah efltAw, deriving his
identity from the fact that he confirms—and perh&yen normatively
interprets—the Law. If Christ is explicitly involdein the Teachers’
commission to preach to the Gentiles, that mussdédecause he has
deepened their passion to take to the nations Gpfti'sf gifts, the Spirit-
dispensing Law that will guide them in their ddife.*®°

(2) Consistent with Paul’s view of the Messialhnis assessment of the role of the
law in salvation history. Every Jew of the Secoraple period knew that the religious
life was first and foremost a matter of reliance@od. This axiom of faith in Judaism is
amply confirmed by the literature of the prededinsc period, which is replete with
references to faith in Yahwef!' However, it is equally clear from these sources thith

158 Witherington,Grace 90.

159 Gaventa, “The Singularity of the Gospel: A ReadifyGalatians,”Pauline Theology. Volume 1:
Thessalonians, Philippians, Galatians, Philem@d. J. M. Bassler; Minneapolis: Fortress, 199859,
italics mine.

180 Martyn, Galatians 124-25.

181 Garlington,ObedienceSimilarly, Schnelle correctly maintains that #nexisted in ancient Judaism the
fundamental conviction that God is merciful, goad doving to his creature®ul, 283). Commenting on
the QumranHymn Scroll Schnell writes that the confession of guilt psitd dependence on God's
righteousness and mercy, which he will reveal mjtldgment. “God’s righteousness leads to obediemce
the law, but without thereby making it a mattereafning merit before God. Rather, God alone gréms
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always assumedraationalistic bias That is to say, belief in the God of Israel whsays
to be accompanied by a steadfast commitment toTin@h, which gave concrete
expression to the will of the Lord of the covendntbrief, the law was given to regulate
the life of the believing community, and genuindthfawas always sensitive to the
“household rules” put in place to guide the faithfutheir walk in the ways of the Lord.

Given such a set of assumptions, Paul’s contemigsrarere more than glad to
have “outsiders” join the ranks of God’s people—bnder the proper conditions. Those
conditions are well illustrated by the book of IbdiAccording to Jdt 14:10, the Gentile
Achior believed in the God of Israel, was circumadisjoined the house of Israel and
remained steadfast all his days. For these “Judaizié was self-evident that God was
ready and willing to receive believers in God’'s Bieh; but such faith could never
remain alone—it had to be attended by “the workgheflaw” in order to be valid. But
Paul disagreed, and disagreed vociferously. Irt lbjlwhat God has done in Christ in the
fullness of the time (Gal 4:4), the law has seritsdpurpose in salvation history, the
dividing wall of hostility between Jew and Gentilas come down (Eph 2:14), and God
has now received all who place their trust in Ghriespective of ethnic distinctives and
devotion to the law of Moses. In a nutshell, thdyodistinction that postdates the
resurrection of Christ is faith versus unbelief.

By way of an important qualification, however, hasild not be supposed that
Paul was a Marcionite before Marcion, even thoughhhs some very radical things
indeed to say about the law in Romans and Galatiars not that he conceives of
Israel’s Torah as an evil of some sort. Rathersdeks to address an attitude that would
keep the law around after its goal has been rehliZehrist (Gal 3:23-25; Rom 10:4).

Paul’'s most basic problem with the Law is thasibbsolete and therefore
following it is no longer appropriate. It is notthule of the eschatological
age and it is not to be imposed in the new creatubich is already
coming to be. If Christ came even to redeem Jew$rom under the yoke
of the Law, if the Law was a pedagogue meant tcctfan only until
Christ came, if the Law was “set aside” as 2 Cotl3ays, then it is a
mistake, indeed a serious mistake to go back tpikget, or in the case of
Gentiles to begin to submit to it in any form ostigon. The Law had an
important function and role to play in the divineoaomy, but the rule of
the Mosaic Law has had its day and ceased to beit BsI not just the
anachronism that bothers Paul about insisting @atistians, whether
Jews or Gentiles, must keep the Mosaic Law. Wh#tdre him most is
that keeping the Law implies in Paul’'s mind thatri€ts death did not
accomplish what in fact he believes it did accostpliTo submit to the
Mosaic Law is to nullify the grace of God (Gal. 2)2and to deny that
justification or righteousness, whether initial foral, comes through the
death of Christ®

devout assurance of salvation that comes from thelsnging to the chosen people” (ibid., 459). &
Obedience266-67.

162 vitherington,Grace 354. Witherington adds: “We may sum up by saytmaf for the Christian Paul,
the Mosaic Law was a good thing, something thateciom God, but that it was limited—Ilimited in what
it was intended to and could accomplish, limitedha time-span for which it was meant to be appliea
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David De Silva writes to similar effect:

Paul's polemic against “works of the law” is notpalemic against
“good works,” as this is commonly but erroneoushgerstood. Rather,
Paul opposes the continued observance of a bounaantaining code,
not only in the observance of the more obviouseddftiators like
circumcision, kosher laws and sabbath, but alsara®ntire body of
laws given to Israel as a mark of her distinctive&nand separation from
the Gentiles.. It is not in maintaining the ethnic identity ddrael
(through such “works of Torah”) that we are confednto God’s
character or brought in line with God’s purposet tmly through faith
in Jesus, which results in the life of the Spietrg born in us so that we
are born to life before God. Paul certainly expébts Spirit to produce
all manner of “good works” in the life of the dipté (Rom 2:6-11; 6:12-
13, Gal 5:13-25, Eph 2:16§°

In light of these considerations, it follows thhe law cannot justify because it
was never intended to justifin other words, the inability of the law to jugtis rooted in
eschatology. There is, one might say, a teleoldgyh® law; that is, its sole reason for
being was to point Israel and all humanity to Ghiiis whom God had always purposed
to vindicate his peopl®* This being so, Paul's assessment of his Jewistpatiuts is
not to be sought along the lines of “legalism,” bather an idolatrous attachment to the
Torah that precludes them from accepting Jesuseaslessiah®

By way of corollary, it has to be stressed that“therks of the law” are not to be
confined to the “boundary markers” of Jewish idiécdtion. Dunn in particular has
frequently been misrepresented on this point, asgh he restricts “the works of the
law” to the “boundary markers” without allowing thidne whole Torah is in view when
Paul employs the phrad®. But just the opposite is the case. He statespintf fact,
that circumcision and the other ordinances weoé the only distinguishing traits of

and limited in the group to which it was meant ®dpplied (namely Jews and converts or adherents to
Judaism). It was but one form of tleeoiyeia, and it was something Christ’'s coming had rendered
longer in effect. The people of God were no longebe under the Guardian now that the eschatolbgica
age had broken in and those in Christ could be ereatures and walk in the Spirit” (ibid., 355-58Jch a
consideration should temper Schnelle’s assesstanirt Galatians the law has no revelatory functiod

is portrayed in an entirely negative liglRaul, 288-89). For its day, the law did indeed haveeslatory
value, but that day is past. | must add, thought th his Romans(102-7), Witherington has done
something of an about-face, now endorsing the oltlof Carson and company ibustification and
Variegated Nomism But that is a discussion for another time andtzroplace.

183 De Silva An Introduction to the New Testament: Contextsthdds and Ministry Formatio(Downers
Grove: InterVarsity, 2004), 505, n. 9, italics mine

164 Cf. RappaMeaning 167. This is where the term coined by Peter Bsiss helpful. According to Enns,
the whole of the OT is “Christotelic'ir{spiration and Incarnation: Evangelicals and theoBlem of the
Old TestamenfGrand Rapids: Baker, 2005], 154. As regards eghsness, and everything else, Christ is
the goal €£1oc) of the law (Rom 10:4).

185 Wright likewise speaks of “Israel’s idolatrous inatlism” (Jesus and the Victory of Gd@hristian
Origins and the Question of God 2; Minneapolis:tFems, 1996], 462).

1861t is for good reason that Dunn issues a noteatiest inTheology of Payl358, n. 97.
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Jewish self-identity. However, they were the fogaint of the Hellenistic attack on the
Jews during the Maccabean period. As such, thegmethe acid tests of one’s loyalty
to Judaism “In short...the particular regulations of circumois and food laws [et al.]
were important not in themselves, but because theysedisrael's distinctiveness and
made visible Israel's claims to be a people settapeere the clearest points which
differentiated the Jews from the nations. The laa® woterminous with Judaisrt.” That
there is a darker side to Paul's deployment of ksoof the law” is not to be doubted,
especially as the phrase intersects with others asc‘under sin,” “under law” and the
“curse of the law.” Nevertheless, such works partai practices commandday the
Torah, not works in the abstract or works generalizegohd their specific function of
regulating the covenant with Isragbiven that the law is a “package deal,” “the vwsodt
the law,” as much as anything, mark Jewish etrdeatity and symbolize comprehensive
obedience to the obligations of the Sinai covenant

In brief, to quote Hays one more time, “Works bktlaw’ refer primarily to
practices commanded by the law (circumcision, djetaws, sabbath observance) that
distinctively mark Jewish ethnic identithese symbolize comprehensive obedience to
the law’s covenant obligatiori$®® As Hays is careful to state, works of the law e
confined to the “boundary markers.” Rather, ithe tboundary markers” which in the
historical setting served to focus the faithfubkdite’s commitment to the entire revealed
will of God. These were the “litmus paper” testsfidelity. Accordingly, Witherington
can say that by his use of the phrase Paul opposesiience to the Mosaic Law and
seeking to be part of the community that relatestm on the basis of the Mosaic
covenant.” This is objectionable because “The Mo&aw and obedience to it is not, in
Paul's view, how one got into Christ, how one stay<hrist, or how one goes on in
Christ. It is no longer what defines and delimitsonthe people of God are and how they
ought to live and behavé®

Modern hermeneutics distinguishes between the “mgarof the text and its
“significance” (or application): what the text meéamd what it means. In the case of the
Paul and the law debate, interpreters have sooghtderstand what the law “stands for.”
For some, it stands for a principle “works-righteness” or “legalism.” In this instance,
this stress falls on a soteriology: salvation “bbgag” as opposed salvation by “works” or
“achievement.” For others, it stands for a soci@algphenomenon: Israel as a distinctive
demographic entity, separated from the natidhén actuality, it can stand for botf

7 Dunn, “Works of the Law and the Curse of the La®alatians 3.10-14),NTS31 (1985), 526. This
essay is reprinted ibesus, Payl215-41. That the law is coterminous with Judaismactually affirmed by
Das, who writes that the Mosaic law and the covemare considered to be two sides of the same coin,
e.g., Sir 39:8Pss. So0l10:4; Mek. Bahodesb (on Exod 20:6)Raul and the JewfPeabody: Hendrickson,
2003], 43, n. 65, with other literature).
188 Hays,Study Bible2185, italics mine. See also Hays, “Galatians8-38, 251; DunnTheology of Paul
354-59.
189 witherington,Grace 172.
01 this light, Num 23:9 is striking indeed:
“For from the top of the mountains | see him,

from the hills | behold him;

lo, a people dwelling alone,

and not reckoning itself among the nations!”
So is 4QMMT C7: “We have separated ourselves frioennultitude of the people [and all their impurjty]
along withEp. Arist.139-42.
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but the matter can be expressed even more acgur&elen that for Paul the basic
choice is Christ or the Torah, it follows that “Werof the law” stand for any alternative
to Christ. Therefore, by way of the “significana#’the text, any rival to Christ, whether
cultural, religious, ideological, or “legalistics idolatrous by definition’?

(3) All the above leads me to say that the bottame lissue in Romans is
soteriology This affirmation of soteriology as lying at theot of the letter is a necessary
corrective to Wright's otherwise excellent treatmen justification and righteousness
language in the Paul. Wright maintains that jusaifion and, consequently, the subject
matter of Galatians, does not tell one how to hedait is, rather, a way of saying how
one can tell that one belongs to the covenant camtgylor, in other words, How does
one define the people of God®To be sure, such issues are to be judged in difjtiie
covenant context of “the righteousness of God” amdilar ideas. On this, Wright is
undoubtedly correct, and in this regard the enswrpgosition is much in his debt.
Indeed, Romans does address the question, “Whanisnaber of the people of Gotf*
Likewise, it is true that “justification, in Galams, is the doctrine which insists that all
who share faith in Christ belong at the same tafanatter what their racial differences,
as together they wait for the final new creatiof.”

This much said, it must be countered that Wrighg banstructed a seemingly
false dichotomy between the identity of the peagflé&sod and salvation. It is closer to
the mark to say that Romans does have to do wiitarese into the body of the saved,
meaning that to belong to the new covenarb belong to the community the of saved.
Therefore, justification does indeed tell us howb® saved, in that it depicts God’s
method of saving sinnersby faith in Chrig, not from works of the law—and placing
them in covenant standing with himself. If just#ion isby faith then in point of fact a
method of salvation is prescribed: one enterstimarealm of salvatiohy faith

It is surely telling, not to say ironic, that theotifi of return from exile, promoted
so vigorously by Wright, has a great deal to saguahustification as tantamount to
salvation. The end of the exile signaled Israatlease from captivity, especially as the
Servant of Yahweh, endowed by the Spirit, reledbesprisoners, brings the year of
Jubilee and causes those who once mourned nowjdizceglsa 61:1-3). A fact that
stands out is that “righteousness” and “salvatiaré placed in synonymous parallel in
passages in the Prophets and the Psalms: Isa 45381-25; 46:13; 51:5-6, 8; 56:1;
59:17; 61:10; 62:1-2; 63:1; Ps 24:6; 51:14; 71:1¥-98:1-3, 8-9 (LXX 97:2-3, 8-9); 4
Ezra 8:36, 39-40; CD 20:20; 1QS 11:11-1%noch99:10. Noteworthy as well are Ps
35:27-28 (LXX 34:27-28); 72:1-4 (LXX 71:1-4, 7); 88-13 (LXX 84:12-14); 96:13
(LXX 95:13); 103:6; Isa 9:7 (LXX 9:6); 11:1-2, 5548, 22-25; 51:5-6; 53:10-11; 61:11,
Jer 23:5-6; Mal 4:2 (LXX 3:20).

In typological perspective, all this foreshadows ttork of Jesus the Christ, who
defeats the Devil in the wilderness, binds thengirmman and plunders his goods (Matt
4:1-11 and pars.; Matt 12:28-29 = Luke 11:19-22).ab Wright correctly maintains,

71 Cf. my Obedience261-67.

172 No doubt, Paul would have been adamantly oppasethy scheme of self-salvation based on human
performance. Passages such as Rom 4:4-5; Eph Zi849;3:5 have direct applicability.

13 Wright, Saint Pauj 119, 120-22, 131; idEresh Perspectivel 22.

4 \Wright, SaintPaul, 121.

Y Ibid., 122.
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God's righteousnesixoioctvn 0cod) finds expression in his activity to deliver his
people, then it would stand to reason that suclelavetanceis their salvation from
bondage and oppression. We too, by virtue of thekwsd the Servant have been
“justified from sin” (Rom 6:7) and “liberated frosin” (Rom 6:18).

(4) It is none other than justification “from sinthich is a hallmark of Paul's
soteriology and integral to his teaching on juséfion. In his defense of the Reformed
doctrine of imputation, John Piper has insistednogsly that justification can have
nothing to do with liberation from the power of sim so insisting, Piper would
distinguish between the faith that justifies anel tith that sanctifies. In response, | want
to bring over some material from my replies to fiifh.

First of all, there is the matter of the véixaion. Traditional translations of this
verb have been guilty of reductionism, as though Werb always and only means
“declare righteous.” A survey of the extant Greg&rature argues quite otherwise. In
point of fact,dixaiom is not an easy verb to translate. As is true gf@reek word, there
is no one English equivalent to cover its everygesd' its overall significance is
determined by the cluster of ideas stemming froen@T and Paul’s use of it in specific
contexts. | refer simply to my previous study oé tlerm'”® The only real point to be
made here is that the semantic rang&uaéiom is broad enough to cover liberation from
sin as well as declarative justificatiof.

Second, in Rom 6:7, Paul speaks specifically ohdpéjustified from sin.” Not
unexpectedly, commentators are divided on the geecnport of this conjunction of
terms, just because of its rarity in the literatBesides Acts 13:39, Dunn points to two
other (non-canonical) occurrences &fodon followed by the prepositiomiro: Sir
26:29: “A merchant can hardly keep from wrongdoiagd a tradesman will not be
declared innocent of sithand T. Sim.6:1: “See, | have told you everything, so that |
might beexonerated with regard tsin.” Dunn then paraphrases the verse as “declared
free from (responsibility in relation to) sif® In this light, Piper’s translation, “acquitted
from” or “forgiven for,” is not to be ruled out @ourt. The resultant English is somewhat
awkward, but then so is any attempt to render BaGiteek quite literally®*

D. J. Moo, in contrast to Dunn and Piper, takestffied from sin” to mean “set
free from [the power of] sin'®** Some such wording does have the advantage of
smoothing out the problem of translation, whiléirig quite naturally into the conceptual
framework of Rom 6:1-7:6 as a whole, which is efirdevoted to the proposition that
the believer has been delivered from the clutcliesno The point only gains in strength
if this text is placed against its natural backdodexile and return—the redemption of
Israel (see below).

178 Garlington,Defensechaps. 4 and 5.

1" See Sander®aul, the Law249-50.

178 Garlington,Exegetical Essay@™ ed.; Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003), 285-99.

179 still valuable is ZieslerRighteousness52-58. Ziesler shows thatxaiée in the LXX is largely
forensic, but forensic in the wider Hebrew sensenatuding the relational element of the covenant.
Moreover, the verb can broaden so as to mean ¢heeous.” A similar range of meanings is demonstrat
by G. SchrenkTDNT, 2.211-19 (including “liberate from” in Acts 13:Rom 6:7).

%0 Dunn,Romans1.320.

181 1n accord with Piper are Cranfiel®omans1.311, n. 1; J. A. FitzmyeRomans(AB 33; New York:
Doubleday, 1993), 437.

%2 Moo, Romans377.
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Moo, however, points to two further occurrencesdofai6m as construed with
amo: Matt 11:19 = Luke 7:35, noting, however, thatthese textixai6m means to
“vindicate.”®® Without developing the idea at all, Moo perhaps hi on something. |
would contend that “justify” and “vindicate” are reynymous, at least virtuallf* In
biblical-theological perspective, the justificatiohthe people of God is their vindication
when they return to the land and resume their lpged position within the covenant.
Thus, “vindicate from sin” would make fine sense rasaning that we have been
absolved with regard to the charges of sin.

Perhaps the solution lies in a combination of id&ae possibility exists that Paul
has telescoped his language, so as to compacasittlgo ideas into one set of words.
That is to say, his meaning could be: “The one whas died has been
justified/vindicated, so that he has been freethfsin.” In this case, the more usual sense
of uxardw could be retained, with, nonetheless, the straimd on justification in its
liberating effects. It would not be unlike Paul tommpress complementary and
overlapping ideas into a streamlined constructittre (most famous of which is “the
righteousness of God,” not to mention “the obedeoicfaith”).

If we ask what in this context would account fouPapeculiar turn of phrase, the
answer is readily at hand, in Rom 6:17-18: “Butnkteabe to God that you, having once
been slaves of sin, have become obedient fromeh# ko the form of teaching to which
you were entrusted, and that ydwaving been set free from sinave become slaves of
righteousness” (NRSV). In this parallel (neglectad Piper), we have a clue to the
unusual and almost unprecedented locution, “justdyn.”

To pick up from my earlier study of justificatiothe motif of liberation from a
captive power is entirely explicable within the padf the righteousness of God as his
saving activity to redeem Israel from her oppressas Wright explains, in the setting of
the Prophets, God is the judge. Israel comes bdfoneto plead her case against the
wicked pagans who are oppressing her. She londgsefocase to come to court, for God
to hear it, and, in his own righteousness, to @elher from her enemies. She longs, that
is, to be justified, acquitted, vindicated. And &ese the God who is the judge is also her
covenant God, she pleads with him; be faithful darycovenant! Vindicate me in your
righteousness¥®

In Paul, all this is transposed into the “highetame” of what God has done in
Christ at the turning of the ages—his own “esclogjiclal courtroom.” The actual enemy
of believers is not Babylon (or Egypt) but Satams$elf. He is the strong man who held
them in the bondage of sin (Matthew 12:29; Luke21122); he is “the accuser of our
brothers, who accuses them before our God day &giat’n(Revelation 12:10; cf.
Romans 8:33-34a). It is this cluster of ideas whiklembodied bywcoion. If God's
righteousness is “his intervention in a saving awetbehalf of his people,” then the
passive voice of the verb means “to be an objeth®fsaving righteousness of God (so
as to be well-pleasing to him at the judgmeni§.WWhen God in Christ intervenes to save
his covenant partners, he plants them again iméwdy created land, the new heavens
and earth, never to be removed. This is “salvationthe pregnant sense of the term:

183 |pid., n. 129.

184 See my “Justification by Faith,” 55-58 (passi®pglatians 103-8;Faith, Obedience56-71.
185 Wright, Saint Pau) 98-99.

186 Motyer, “Righteousness,” 48.
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deliverance from evil and the bestowal of “peac&’ @ redeemed people. In short,
justification in Paul signals deliverance from exiind freedom from bondage. One of the
clearest indications is the relationship of Rom#&ng and 18. In the former verse,
duxarow is literally translated “justified from sin.” Asush, it forms a parallelism with
the verb “liberated from sin"&fevbepdn) in 6:18. The parallel is best preserved by
rendering 6:7 as “freed from sin.” Therefore, wheaul writes of justification, he
characteristically has in mind the new exodus orclwkhe latter-day people of God have
embarked. Moreover, this saving righteousnesssmaoin its dimensions. At the end of
the day, “the righteousness of God” is activelydied at the rescue of the creation.

Schreiner’s exposition of Rom 6:7 is very much iocad with the one
represented herein. According to Schreiner, thd Vrstified” dedixaiotar (perfect
tense) is not merely forensic in v. 7, as is cfeamn the way the entire proposition of v. 7
relates to v. 6. The argument, he writes, seembetdhatrighteousness necessarily
involves freedom from the power of.sin

This point is crucial for Paul’'s argument. Justfion cannot be separated
from sanctification.... Only those who have died w@hrist are righteous
and thereby are enabled to conquer the mastery imf Many
commentators have struggled with the usésdixaiwtol in a context in
which power over sin is the theme because they rigvig limit
justification to being declared righteous. The wudethe verb in this
context, however, suggests thahteousness is more than forensic in
Paul. Those who are in a right relation to God haaso been
dramatically changed; they have also been madeteimls This is
confirmed by the language of being enslaved toteigisness (cf. 6:18,
20, 22); 1%s:lievers have been transformed by theitSpi. 2 Corinthians
3:8-9)...:

Some may be surprised that John Murray comes reibigrkclose to the
understanding of Rom 6:7 advocated by the propsnaithe “new paradigm.” Far from
sharply bifurcating justification and freedom fr@m, Murray proposes the following:

“Justified from sin” will have to bear the forensiteaning in view of the
forensic import of the word “justify”. But since eéhcontext deals with
deliverance from the power of sin the thought 3,doubt, that of being
“quit” of sin. The decisive breach with the reiggipower of sin is viewed
after the analogy of the kind of dismissal whickudge gives when an
arraigned person is justified. Sin has no furthemnt upon the person who
is thus vindicated. This judicial aspect from whigdéliverance from the
power of sin is to be viewed needs to be appreatidteshows that the
forensic is present not only in justification bilgain that which lies at the
basis of sanctification. A judgment is executed rugiee power of sin in

187 Schreiner,Romans 319, italics mine. In his exposition of Rom 1:threiner argues in detail that
diearocbvn is both forensic and transformational (ibid., 8%-@lso OsborneRomans 154-55). It is
regrettable that Schreiner later changed his maul Apostle of God’s Glory irChrist: A Pauline
Theology[Downers Grove: Apollos, 2001], 189-217). He wight the first time!
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the death of Christ (cf. John 12:31) and deliveeafinem this power on the
part of the believer arises from the efficacy oktjudgment. This also
prepares us for the interpretation of the forensrens which Paul uses
later in 8:1, 3, namely, “condemnation” and “condeal’, and shows that
these terms may likewise point to that which Clomste for all wrought in

reference to the power of sin (8:3) and to ourkance from this power
in virtue of the judgment executed upon it in Jestess (8:1)1%°

At the end of the day, whatever we make precisélyhe expression “justify
from” on the semantic plane, on the conceptual ll¢fre intention is clear enough:
dixardo is the functional equivalent @evbeon. In the act of justification, we have
been “set free from” sin, in both its legal and d&abral effects, and have become
enslaved to righteousne¥8 Awxaiéo is thus seen to be flexible enough to overlap with
ELevBeQOw.

Acts 13:38-39 presents us with the same ambigugy Rom 6:17, and
commentators are divided along the same lines fasebeC. K. Barrett is of the opinion
that Suxoom followed byapo does not bear its “usual Pauline forensic sertsgt, tather
means something like “release froM®Witherington rightly remarks that the language
of justification and faith in Christ echoes theibdauline message, but in the sense that
“Jesus sets one free from all sif8"Schrenk too takes the verb to signify liberafith.
On the other hand, F. F. Bruce thinks thatolde is “justify” and should not have its
force “weakened” by the rendering “be freed>J. A. Fitzmyer agrees?

Once more, we may opt for one understanding orother, or it may be, as
suggested above, that Paul’'s language is telesc@peds to include both justification
and liberation (I would add that the translatiome&d from” is hardly a “weakened
sense,” as in Bruce’s estimation). In any evenat th 38 makes reference to the
forgiveness of sins hardly clinches Piper's exaledranslations of “acquitted from” or
“forgiven for.” If we are forgiven, we are, by defion, no longer in bondage to sin.
Moreover, in the setting of the Hebrew covenanm@mber, Paul is here speaking to
Jews), forgiveness is always with a view to restonato covenant privileges and
responsibilities. It is vital to recall that eventhose instances in the LXX wheeco1on
is strongly forensic, Ziesler reminds us that itagensic in theHebrewsense, that is, the
verb signifies “restoration of the community or eaant relationship, and thus cannot be
separated from the ethical altogether. The restoras not merely to a standing, but to
an existence in the relationshify”

(5) Gathercole’s challenge to the NPP revolvesraidbhe notion of “boasting” in
Romans 1-4. Gathercole has amply demonstratedotesting in the Judaism prior to

188 Murray, Romans1.222, italics mine.

189 see further SchrenEDNT, 2.218.

10 Barrett, The Acts of the ApostlékCC; 2 vols.; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1998) 650.

91 Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Conamer(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1998), 413-14.

192 5chrenkTDNT, 2.218.

193 Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles: The Greek Text with ¢hietion and Commentar8® ed.; Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990), 312.

194 Fitzmyer, The Acts of the Apostl¢aB 31; New York: Doubleday, 1998), 518.

19 Ziesler,Righteousnes£0.
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and contemporary with Paul entails two elementscten/national privileges and actual
performance of the Torah. His book serves as aulseid welcomed corrective to an
imbalance on the part of some practitioners ofNle&v Perspective. As he notes many
times, there has been a tendency to play up sagoalomatters (Jewish distinctiveness
and self-identity) and to play down the Torah’s ox@quirement that one really and truly
“do the law.” Probably, the divide between the twvothe part of certain notable scholars
is not as stark as Gathercole would have us belidegertheless, to the degree that he
has redressed the balance in favor of a readidgddism and Paul that more accurately
reflects the actual data, we are in his debt.

The strength of his work is that he has placeeyoind doubt that boasting in the
Torah entails performance, actual doing of the lamg is not restricted to the badges of
Israel’s election. On the problematic side, Gatbkercontinues to perpetuate some of the
same wrongheaded ideas about the character of &@mple Judaism as his many of
his predecessors. Germane to the argument is ¢wsh) boasting is bad because it
entails “performance,” as taken in the disapprosease of “earning salvation.” | would
submit that boasting in performance is not necdgsabad thing and that Gathercole has
placed too negative a spin on the activity in goestHis tack overlooks a noteworthy
text such as Psalm 119, in which the psalmist “ts3awer and over again. He makes no
bones about it: he has loved the law of God andkieap its statues. Other psalmists
rejoice in the fact that Yahweh has rewarded theooming to their righteousness and
integrity (Ps 7:8; 18:20, 24). Just as strikingulPan Gal 6:4, commends boasting in
one’s own work, as opposed to denigrating the dctaraof others. Ultimately, the
believer’s boast is in Christ and his cross (Gali: but stemming from this boast is the
ability to perform such “work” §oyov) as one may glory ift® In Romans 2, Paul’s
problem with the interlocutor is not that he boamstssuch, but that the object of his
boasting is wrong: instead of the Torah, his bah&tuld be in Christ. This becomes
evident as one keeps reading further in the lelterepresenting Jewish boasting in the
manner he does, Gathercole treads the same pdih As Carson’s study of divine
sovereignty’’’ That is to say, Jewish attitudes are made to @xiatkind of time-warp
between the two Testaments, in which people lapgeda retrograde legalism. For such
scholars, the “intertestamental period” serves armaenient foil for various theses
pertaining to NT theology.

A fundamental flaw of this thesis is that Gatheecdlke other scholars of his
persuasion, tends to abstract Jewish “works” oretiidnce” from the covenant. To be
sure, he is not unaware of the factor of covenadtaiten enough speaks of obedience in
covenantal terms. Nevertheless, practically speglkannotable distancing of obedience
from covenant is in evidence. As Dunn reminds @as\ders did not characterize Judaism
solely as a “covenantal” religion, because the pbyase he chose conveyed a double

1% See my treatment of the passage in “Burden Beaaimg the Recovery of Offending Christians
(Galatians 6:1-5),TrinJ ns 12 (1991), 178-82.

197 Carson, Divine Sovereignty and Human Responsibility: B#ili®erspectives in Tensio(New
Foundations Theological Library; London: MarshMiprgan & Scott, 1981). Gathercole seconds Carson’s
claim that, in the Jewish sources, God respondisedmerit” of Israel Boasting 15). The problem is that
what Carson calls “merit” is actually the peoplegjuired response to the covenant. If God resptmds
“merit” in the postbiblical materials, then the sammust be true of Deut 28:1-14. But, we may presume
neither Carson nor Gathercole wants to go there.
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emphasis—“covenantal nomism.” And Sanders madéedrahat the second emphasis
was not to be neglected. But given the traditi@maphasis on Judaism’s “nomism,” it is
hardly surprising that Sanders should have placedtgr emphasis on the “covenantal”
element in the twin emphasis, though in his censtahmary statements he clearly
recognized that both emphases were integral toismdaself-understanding?® It is just
this balance of “covenant” and “nomism” that isKkimg) in Gathercole’s presentation of
the materials. Consequently, he persists with the wotion that the Judaism
contemporary with Paul was self-reliant and exbibiho real sense of dependence on the
grace and mercy of God. Many examples could bel ¢dehe contrary, but here | would
refer only to a couple of the Dead Sea Scrolls (1QS3-3, 5, 11-12, 13-15; 1QH 4:30-
33; 7:30-31; 13:17) and the considerable peniteptiayer tradition of Second Temple
Judaisnt?®

Apart from effectively disjointing law from covenanGathercole has not
appreciatedhe implications of covenant as the matrix of obade Particularly given
the setting of Deuteronomy, the Sinai covenant @sablished by grace and maintained
by grace. The declaration of Deut 5:6, “I am theRDyour God, who brought you out
of the land of Egypt, out of the house of slaverp6ts the covenant in none other than
“redemptive grace.” Throughout the Hebrew Scripturgenerally, the pervasive
metaphors of father/son and husband/wife, to delsiael’s relationship to Yahweh,
carry connotations of love, intimacy arehablement If Gathercole and others are
prepared to charge Jews of this period with a kihdutosoterism, then Deut 30:11-14 is
liable to the same accusation. Says Mos&su“can do it (v. 14)! But, of course, the
underlying assumption is that one can do the laenabled by the Lord of the covenant
himself. To suppose that Second Temple Jews weaevane of the way the covenant
operates makes for presuppositionalism, not htsibobjectivity. It is only an effective
bifurcation of covenant and obedience that spanksguantum leap from works as the
precondition of final salvation to “earning salaati and “synergism.”

Similarly, Gathercole’s essay on Lev 18:5 marshalsmerous texts to
demonstrate that in Jewish interpretation “life”egobeyond the original scope of
Leviticus to include the age to corff. His findings serve as a corrective to those
scholars who would restrict life to the Deuterono@ngthening of days in the land. In
fact, this exegetical tradition forms a transitiomo Paul’s application of Lev 18:5 to
eternal life in Christ in Gal 3:12.

On the cautionary side, Gathercole’s argument requjualification in several
areas. (1) The promissory and regulatory functointhe Torah are not to be played off

1% From Dunn’s review ofustification and Variegated NomidniTrinity Journalns 25 (2004), 111.

19 see R. A. WerlinePenitential Prayer in Second Temple Judaism: Theeldgment of a Religious
Institution (SBLEJL 13; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1998). Wettinwork is completely overlooked by
Gathercole. That these and other prayers were daatéiblical texts has been shown by M. J. Boda,
Praying the Tradition: The Origin and Use of Tradit in Nehemiah $BZAW 277; Berlin: de Gruyter,
1999); J. H. NewmarRraying by the Book: The Scripturalization of Praye Second Temple Judaism
(SBLEJL 14; Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1999). A mariial prayer consultation has been establisheadeat
annual meeting of Society of Biblical Literatureagers and bibliographies can accessed online at:
http://macdiv.ca/prayer.

20 Gathercole, “Torah, Life and Salvation: The Usd efiticus 18:5 in Early Judaism and Christianity,”
From Prophecy to Testament: The Function of the Tddtament in the Nefed. C. A. Evans; Peabody:
Hendrickson, 2004), 126-145.
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against one another (as in his treatment of Ba), 44 though both dimensions cannot
coexist. (2) As in hiBBoasting Gathercole posits that there is a “frequent taisin
Jewish literature that salvation is based both omafi-obedience and God’s gracious
election. At this point, we need to be informed Winger's study, which rightly
concludes that there is no actual tension betwearefglection and obedience: both exist
quite harmoniously side by side. The tension iy amthe minds of Western (systematic)
theologians. (3) Gathercole maintains that Paul dialogue with a Judaism that thought
in terms of obedience, final judgment and eterifal] hot a Judaism merely organized
around sin, repentance, forgiveness, exile ananasin. True enough. But the danger
here is one of falsely bifurcating categories tztially overlap to a considerable degree.
In particular, obedience resulting in eternal iefocused precisely on the return from
exile, when the definitive forgiveness of sins wbtdke place (Jer 31:34). In any event,
obedience, in Jewish thinking, is not tantamourieerning salvation” or “legalism,” but
rather the fulfillment of covenant responsibiliti@ghich is tantamount to faithfulness to
the God of the covenant.

(6) Faith alone? Reaction to the NPP has develapmty several lines. But the
most aggressive opposition has come from the Refdrramp respecting the slogsoia
fidei; and understandably, a perception that “faith @las under attack would call forth
a strong response. However, the problem ispidnreeption not what has actually been
advanced by proponents of the NPP. In point of, finetre has been a knee jerk reaction
that has resulted in the defaming, no less, otiddals such as Dunn and Wright.

By way of brief “justification” of the NPP on thigoint, | know of none of its
advocates who would seriously entertain the idest ttuman works “contribute to
salvation” (“synergism”). Rather, the NPP is rooted the architecture of biblical
eschatology. Though commonplace and hackneyedsgbdimt in time, it is necessary to
reiterate that salvation history transpires in ®whanAlreadyand aNot Yet The work
of Christ has beemauguratedby his first coming and will b&éeonsummatedt his
parousia This schema might appear to be too simple andotmaous to call for any
comment. However, it is just this fundamental datilmvat has been either bypassed or
suppressed in the contemporary debates respeeithgaind justification. On the part of
many, there has been a failure to recognize theatsan is not finally complete until, in
Paul’'s words, we are eschatologically “saved bylifes (Rom 5:10).

Rom 5:9-10 stands out as fundamentally paradignfati®aul’s soteriology, and
yet it has been surprisingly neglected in the wliblew Perspective” debate. According
to Paul’'s formulation:

V. 9: If we have been justified by Christ's blogden (how much more)
shall we be saved from (eschatological) wrath.

V. 10: If we have been reconciled by Christ's dedtten (how much
more) shall we be saved by his (resurrection) life.

| have treated the passage elsewA®reSuffice it to say here that the past
redemptive event in Christ has given rise to hapthé believer, a hope which has as its
primary focus the future eschatological consumnmatb the new creation. Or, as Neil

20! Garlington,Faith, Obedience74-79.
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Elliott puts it, vv. 9-10 “relocate the soteriologi fulcrum in the apocalyptic future: the
gracious justification and reconciliation of thepious is made the basis for sure hope in
the salvation to come&® Paul thus polarizes past and future as the epsthgés of the
salvation experience, with the assurance that adhohe consummation of redemption is
still outstanding, the believer can take comfoattGod’s purposes cannot fail.

In this argument “from the lesser to the greatex”nfinori ad majusor the
rabbinic gal wahomey, Paul asserts that Christ’s sacrifice must ewetun the final
salvation of his people in order to accompliskgidsl. The salvific process is commenced
with present justification, but it will not be camamated until we are finally saved. And
“the process of consummating the work of salvaittomore like an obstacle course than
a downhill ride to the finish line. For the destiafyChristians does not go unchallenged
in a world opposed to God’s purposes. The poweevibfin the form of afflictions and
trials threaten continuity in their salvatioff® Thus, Cranfield’s remark that deliverance
from eschatological wrath is, in relation to justition, “very easy” fails to appreciate
the formidable nature of the “obstacle courS&.Given the “tribulations” (Rom 5:3) that
attend the life of faith this side of the resuri@ct the great thing, from the perspective of
the present passage, is yet to be accomplished.

It is none other than this Already/Net Yet paraditirat underlies Paul's explicit
statement that it is the “doers of the law” wholw# justified in eschatological judgment
(Rom 2:13; cf. Jas 1:22). Again, detailed commankes already been providé.t is
only to be noted here that “doing the law” is tambaint to perseverance, in keeping
particularly with Lev 18:5 and Deut 4:1, 10, 402%:33; 6:1-2, 18, 24; 7:12-13, all of
which provide the semantic origin for Paul's owndaage (cf. Luke 8:158f° Scholars
such as Yinger and Gathercole are quite rightttiatanguage is realistically intentioned
and far from hypothetical: there is a phase ofifjastion that is yet outstanding. As
Brendan Byrne formulates the matter:

The process [of justification] is not complete. Tgh they [believers]
stand acquitted in a forensic sense, the obediehCérist is yet to run its
full course in them; they yet hang with him upoe thioss (Gal 2:19). The
process of justification will only be complete e, as it is in him, when
it finds public, bodily expression in the resurrentexistence, the
“revelation of the sons of God” (Rom 8:18-Z1).

292 Elliott, The Rhetoric of Romans: Argumentative Constraird &trategy and Paul's Dialogue with
Judaism(JSNTSup 45; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Pra€90), 229. See further Bekéraul, 176-81.
203 3. M. Gundry Volf Paul and Perseverance: Staying In and Falling Aylayuisville: Westminster/John
Knox, 1990), 81. G. C. Berkouwer also identifiesntiouity in salvation as the central problem of
perseverancd-@ith and Perseverand&tudies in Dogmatics; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans8],92).

204 Cranfield,Romans1.266.

20> Garlington,Faith, Obedience44-71; Gathercoldoasting 124-34; YingerPaul, 143-82.

20% The terminology is picked up by several Jewishrsesi 1 Macc 2:67 employs the exact phrase “the
doers of the law” fob¢ mointag Tod vouov) to designate loyalist Jews who would be vindidadgainst
the Gentiles by divine justice. Similarly, 1QHah1¥; 8:1; 12:4-5) speaks of “the doers of the |ag’
those who observe the communitiiglakoth

207 Byrne, “Living Out the Righteousness of God: Then@ibution of Rom 6:1-8:13 to an Understanding
of Paul's Ethical Presupposition$;BQ43 (1981), 578.
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| hasten to add that synergism or some such nofiéoontributing to salvation” is
hardly in view; it is, rather, “righteousness,” the expected conformity of one’s faith and
life to the demands of the covenant. One may legiely talk of obedience as the
precondition of eschatological justification, oripaps better, vindication. Yet “obedience,”
in the Jewish context, is btaithful perseverancand the avoidance of idolatry. At stake is
not “works” in any pejorative sense, but one’s loyao Christ from conversion to death.
Such is of the essence of biblical faith. What ¢euior Paul is being and remaining in
Christ. If for the sake of a theological formulatiove wish to categorize Paul’s thought,
then the “basis” of justification, now and in thedgment, isunion with Christ | would
hasten to add that obedience as the preconditi@safatological justification is no more
radical than Paul's similar demand of confessionCbirist as the prerequisite of final
salvation (Rom 10:9-10).

So, what abousola fide Catholic exegetes are quick to point out thatahly
place in the NT where the words “faith” and “aloracur together is Jas 2:24: “You see
that a person is justified by works andt by faith along The point is well taken and
needs to be pondered much more carefully by Peotesiterpreters. If that had been the
case, the supposed tension between James andeBpetjally on the part of Lutheran
commentators, would have been never arisen. Thelsianswer is that Paulsola fide
includesthe obedience of faittAmong various indications, the phrase of Rom &7
mioTeng ¢ mioTly, very naturally plays on the two-sided naturehaf Hebrewnmax.
That is to say, the Christian life commences witith” and develops into “faithfulness.”

In commenting on Paul’s call to the Thessalonidinst us not sleep, as others do,
but let us keep awake and be sober” (1 Thess &6)Green offers the perceptive
comment that this is a (I would say the) fundamlesgpect of Christian ethics: “What we
are is what we should do.” Because beliexaesof the light, then they must not sleep
but keep awake and be sober. This moral exhortatiates Green, finds its roots in the
previous work of God in our liveS® This is the familiar indicative and the imperatine
Paul: become what you af®. To some, this sounds like a contradiction: if agibn
comes by way of a gift, then how can it make anmaeds? However, if at least one
historical label can be evoked, such is classimantianism—the idea that grace cannot
entail obligation. But this is not Paul's doctrioé salvation by grace, because “God’s
claimis regarded by the apostles as a constitutivegfa®iod’sgift. The Pauline concept
of grace isinclusive ofthe Pauline concept of obediené&®’And: “Since the imperative
is intg:lglral to the indicative, the summons of Ciais ethics becomes, ‘Act what you
are’.”

There are other signals as well. J.-M. Cambierdssembled some illuminating
parallels between Romans and the other Pauliieds Rom 2:7, Col 1:10-11 links
vropovn with €gyov ayabov, thus placing the terms in a distinctively Christizontext.
We might say that the believer's “good work” (cf.Thess 2:17; 2 Cor 9:8f his

28 Green,The Letters to the Thessalonig(fllar New Testament Commentary; Grand Rapidsdians,
2002), 237.

299 punn, Theology of Payl626-31 (with further literature); Ridderbdzaul, 253-58.

20y, p. FurnishTheology and Ethics in Pag@Nashville: Abingdon, 1968), 225, italics his.

2L Green Thessalonians238.

212 Cambier, “Le jugement de touts les hommes par Béall, selon la vérité, dans Rom 2:1-3: ZNW67
(1976), 190-93,
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“perseverance,” corresponding to the creation patevident in Romans 2. Again,
confirmation is to be had from Deut 30:15: “I hasat before you this ddife and good,
death and evjt an admonition integrally related to Israel’s #en whether to obey or
not. Cambier himself notes thétouovn designates the Christian life in a manner very
characteristic of Paul. In 1 Thess 1:3, the terrjoiised with the triadrictic-dydmnn-
€\rtic in Paul's praise of his readers’ “work of faitlabbr of love and endurance of
hope” (cf. 2 Thess 1:4). Likewise, 2 Thess 3:5 @&l prayer that God would direct
their hearts into the love of God and into the eadoe of Christ: “The love of God in the
hearts of believers is concretely theopovn of Christ which the believer lives in gentle
and humble service for the benefit of his brethiréfiPaul can epitomize his own life and
ministry as existencév Omopovi) ToAAN: his acceptance of obstacles and difficulties
“with endurance” is his faith in actioii? Hence, theéyropovi £gyov Gyabod of Rom 2:7
for Paul is nothing but “the work of faith” (1 The4:3) or “faith working through love”
(Gal 5:6)**> “For every Christian the...endurancémbuovr) of trials and of the
limitations of our human condition is an expressadrsolid faith, of hope and the love
which has been given him by the Holy Spifit®

Of particular note in Romans is 5:1-5—especiakyconjunction of justification
and thedmouovn which produces botboxwun (v. 4) anderric (v. 5). The last mentioned
does not expose us to (eschatological) shame, becaod’styarn has been poured into
our hearts (v. 5). If one is permitted to cite Jarnmerelation to Paul (!): “Blessed is the
man whoendurestrial, for when he has stood the test he will reedghe crown of life
which God has promised to those whwe him” (1:12)?!" Conspicuous here is the
combination of perseverance and love as the prétoomsl of eternal life. In short, the
obedience of faith which finally justifies is foaBl, as well as James, persevering “faith
working by love.?*® In line with both Paul and James, Heb 10:24 aidwss Christians
to stir one another up tove and good works

All this simply boils down to the character of dlial covenant. Every covenant
is established unilaterally by the sovereign g@c@od; and yet the human partner to the

23 |bid., 191. This runs counter to Sanders’ claimt it is “un-Pauline to require good workdul, the

Law, 129).

24 Cambier, “jugement,” 191.

2151t may be objected that faith in Rom 2:1-3:8 imsmicuous by its absence. However, that would be a
failure to appreciate that faith is implicit in tbeopovn of which Paul speaks. The pursuit of glory, honor
and immortality is one dhithful endurance.

216 Cambier, “jugement,” 191-92.

27 ps stated above, | would submit that Paul and 3aame on the same page. See J. B. Adandsones:
The Man and His Messad6&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989), 203-10, 266-36@. dssential point of Jas
2:21-26 is that Genesis 22 represents the fulfitnfeomplement) of Abraham’s faith as recorded tenG
15:6. Actually, both passages have to do with thigigrch’s fidelity in testing situations, as suped by
James’ reference to “the perseverance of Job"lifh.5:

28 |n Fitzmyer’'s words: “Paul certainly does not mehat human beings can be justified by love alone;
but can they be without it?As he continues, Paul's “last word” in Galatia(&11-18) sums up the
meaning of the cross without any explicit refereteaighteousness/justification, or even to faitlhis
leads Fitzmyer to conclude: “To me, at least, ibveh that ‘the cross’ can be expressed without such
recourse and that it has other aspects signiffoarftuman existence and salvation than merelyfjoation

by grace through faith” (“The Biblical Basis of difisation by Faith: Comments on the Essay of Psste
Reumann,” in John ReumanRjghteousness in the New Testame&histification” in the United States
Lutheran-Roman Catholic Dialogue, with ResponsesJbgeph A. Fitzmyer and Jerome D. Quinn
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1982), 209, italics mine.
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covenant is far from a nonentity. Quite the contrdmoth privileges and obligations are
entailed in covenant membersRig.lt is just the Christian believer’s fidelity toat{new)
covenant relationship that eventuates in eschatabgustification. Such is far from
synergism or autosoterism, simply because the @mters established by grace and
maintained by grace. By virtue of God’s free giftGhrist and the Spirit (e.g., Rom 5:15-
17; 8:1-17; 2 Cor 9:15), the Christian is enabketiring forth fruit with perseverance out
of a good and noble heart (Luke 8:15). The belisveghteousness, therefore, is none
other than his/her conformity to the covenant retethip and its standards. Thisbisth a
righteousness that comes “from God” (Phil 3&)d a righteousness that forms the
precondition of eschatological vindication (Matt:32-37; Rom 2:13 [= Ps 18:20; 24;
62:12; Prov 24:12]; Jas 2:14-26). As Yinger hasashahe notion of an eschatological
vindication based on the “works,” or better, “tmeitf of the Spirit” borne by the Christian
(Gal 5:22-24) is simply in line with OT and Jewistecedent§®

Traditionally, Protestant theology has had grawsemeations about connecting
works of any sort with the ultimate justificatiomidication of the believer. Nevertheless,
writing of Jesus’ own teaching on judgment, | deteScot McKnight:

Jesus should...not be made subservient to the Reiorméis theology
stands on its own in its thoroughly Jewish cont®dformation theology
needs to answer to Jesus, not Jesus to it. Jadumdtalk about earning
salvation; he talked about what covenant membersohliged to do (or
strive to do) if they wish to be faithfaf!

IV. Appendix: Righteousness as Covenant Fideiit

| would maintain my (and other scholars’) contenttbat righteousness consists
in covenant fidelity, in spite of Mark Seifrid’s isj,ed arguments to the contraf¥. In
essence, Seifrid’s missteps are two. (1) Therdasntetrological flaw of subjecting the
words “righteousness” and “covenant” to a mere isgttaal tabulation of their
concurrences in the Hebrew Scriptures (seven time&gjhout discerning the
infrastructure of how a covenant works. A samplesspges indicative of this
infrastructure, as ignored by Seifrid, is 1 Sam236:The Lord rewards every man for
his righteousness and his faithfulness.” Here, tihe terms are in parallel and are
tantamount to each other.

(2) There is a failure to perceive the intertektuelationship of the seven
passages in which righteousness and covenant apéicigy linked.?*® Viewed

219 gee S. McKnightA New Vision for Israel: The Teachings of Jesullational Contex{Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1999), 33-39.

220 Yinger, Paul, 19-140.

221 McKnight, New Vision 34.

222 geifrid, “Righteousness Language in the Hebrewip8mes and Early JudaismJustification and
Variegated Nomism K15-42. | have responded in detail to SeifridniynDefense66-97.

223 |ntertextuality is not so easy to define formalbyt the gist of it is that later passages of Sarecho
earlier ones. This field of study is one of the bottons of hermeneutics at present. Among the o
literature, see R. B. Haygchoes of Scripture in the Letters of PéNkew Haven: Yale University Press,
1989); D. C. Allison,The Intertextual Jesus: Scripture in(Rarrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2000).
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intertextually, there can be detected an internmiggbf righteousness and covenant as
embedded in the consciousness of scriptural autfibese is, in point of fact, a covenant
theology that pervades the Hebrew Scriptures andtitotes an axiom among its various

writers??*If | may quote myself:

The seven passages just examined demonstratén¢éhabirespondence of
righteousness and covenant is far from casual @dental. In point of
fact, the notion of covenant forms the indispensaointext and subtext of
the talk of righteousness. Each of the seven ppemgs and echoes
previous strands of biblical tradition, and eachkseto apply to its own
day foundational concepts reaching back into thkest stages of Israel’s
nationhood. Statistically speaking, one may argse Seifrid does, that
seven texts do not a major motif make. But the ggess in question are
not to be relegated to the status of prooftextsSeifrid is in danger of
doing. A mere lexical analysis is insufficient tesass the fundamental
significance of ideas that form the substrata axidnas of OT biblical
theology. If anything, these passages take usatdi¢art of what covenant
theology is all about—righteousness as the fidekguired of both the
divine and human partners of the marriage bond hleats the name of
berith.??°

Schreiner, somewhat inconsistently | should thallgns himself with Seifrid by
denying that righteousness covenant faithfulnes€® To say, as he does, that God'’s
righteousness is a fulfilment of his covenantaimises but is not to be defined his
covenantal loyalty is, at best, an exercise in Bglitting (as is true of Seifrid also). It is
surely impressive the OT writers reason in the oeteg not the abstract. For example, the
psalmist’s cry to be delivered in God’s “righteoasgs’” matches up with his recognition
of the Lord’s “righteous acts,” “deeds of salvatiaand “mighty deeds,” because of
which he will praise the Lord’s “righteousness” (P%:1-2, 15-18). Here, the author
precisely equates righteousness and deliveranagroasded in the Lord’s commitment
to his faithful ones. What else could it be? Anotliery telling indication that God’s
righteousness consists in his fidelity to the cargnis thatdixoiocin, in the LXX,

serves to translate words associated With'[['ﬂB/ﬂD'fX group, mainly7or (e.g., Gen
19:19; 20:13; 21:23) ant2X (e.g., Gen 24:49; Josh 24:14; Isa 38:19). On dyative
side, it is the righteousness of God that compats tb punish the wicked (Ps 50:4-6;
97:2-5; Isa 10:22 ["destruction is decreegierflowing with righteousne§s59:17; Lam
1:18; Wis 12:15-16). In this vein, the Prayer of aah commences with an
acknowledgment of the justice of God’s judgmentirgfaa covenant-breaking people
(vw. 4-5, 8-9). God, according to Azariah,discatog, i.e., he is “righteous” because he
has upheld his covenant threats to punish a dist@tion?*’ Cf. Neh 9:33; Tob 3:2; Add
Esth 14:6-7; 1QS 1:26. | would agree with Schreifiedowing John Piper) that God

224 5ee myDefenseesp. 71-82.

% bid., 82.

226 gchreinerRomans69.

227 See MooRomans83; GarlingtonObedience192-95.
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saves his people for the sake of his naffiget it is illegitimate to bifurcate the glory of
God’'s name and his righteousness as covenant camemiit Surely his nhame is most
glorified by the display of his faithfulness to ldevenant partners (even when he must
punish them).

As for Paul himself, Schreiner too quickly disneiss Rom 3:1-8 from
consideration. True, the passage contains itcdlffes; but the root of the matter is plain
enough. In a phase of Romans in which Paul is gia¢pwith contemporary Israel, these
verses carry the dialogue to a final step. Pawd erlifies that being Jewish does indeed
have advantages, particularly as regards beingsett with “the oracles of God” (cf. Sir
1:15;’Abot 1:1). But this is so only if Israel is faithful,hich Paul denies, at least in the
case of “some” (v. 3). Here he poses what will Imeedhe key issue of chaps. 9-11, viz.,
the faithfulness of God. Israel by and large has/@n unfaithful by not believing the
gospel; yet their infidelity does not nullify Godfaithfulness to save the remnant of his
people. However, the negative side of God’s faltidss is his determination to inflict
wrath upon the disobedient (unbelieving). It issthprinciple which Israel must
acknowledge, otherwise how could God judge the dvdqdne of Israel's prime
assumptions)?

By way of comeback, Paul's opponent resorts to wieasees as theductio ad
absurdumof his position. If Paul is right that the Jew Mak the recipient of God’s wrath
(the punitive side of his covenant fidelity), thehy is the Jew condemned as a “Gentile
sinner.” That is to say, since his infidelity, asulPcalls it, has abounded to God’s glory,
why is the Jew being treated on equal terms wighGlentile? Surely his condemnation
must be greater than that! Surely he must promatd’'sGglory to a degree which
Gentiles could never do! Apparently, this is a gquesthat Paul actually encountered in
the synagogue. Hand in hand goes the equally #asphs assertion that one should do
evil that good might result, i.e., the good of Godjlory in the demonstration of his
wrath; those within the covenant might as well dwew their covenant commitments
altogether. The whole rebuttal, then, is to theedffthat if Paul is right, there is no
advantage to being Jewish, except to further tbeyghf God by intense disobedience!
Paul will provide a methodical answer in chaps.19At this point, however, he simply
replies that those who make such charges deseh&d¢ondemned, because their attitude
proves their actual infidelity to their God, in &pof their claims.

Especially outstanding is the usage of Ps 51:4 #x VThat you may be justified
in your words and may prevail when you are judgedd.the original setting, David’s
penitential Psalm, he confesses that God’s tredtafeimim is perfectly just, because he
has engaged in sins which were in such grievousradiotion to the covenant and more
especially to his role as the king of Israel. Bylgmg the Psalm to Israel, Paul is
implicating his contemporaries in the sin of spiait adultery, i.e., the idolatry of nation
and Torah. As stated just above, the Jews were leammm of the treatment they were
receiving by Paul's gospel. It appeared to them ihBRaul was right, God had in fact
abandoned his covenant-keeping people, in whicé tteesy might as well sin to the full
and stop trying to please Yahweh by performing Teeah. In reacting this way, they
effectively were bringing charges against God,dhe who commissioned Paul to preach

228 gchreinerRomans 69-71; J. Piper, “The Demonstration of the Righ&ness of God in Romans 3.25,
26,” The Pauline Writing¢The Biblical Seminar 34; eds. S. E. Porter and(Evans; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1999), 175-202, esp. 191-99.
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such a gospel. Unlike David, the Israel of Paublly vas unwilling to accept as just this
God’s dealings with them. Nevertheless, God ultetyawvill be vindicated; and it is the
overall burden of the Roman letter, particularlychps. 9-11, precisely to vindicate him.
Romans, then, is most pointedly Paul's theodicy,jastification of the ways of God to
Israel. Perhaps the most succinct statement of'P#wtodicy is 3:26: God remains
righteouseven while justifying the one who has faith inude&ic to eivolr avrtov
Sixotov xol Stxoobvro Tov Ex tioteng Inood. ).2%°

It is especially to be noted that in 3:1-8 thatIRemes explicit (biblical) terms for
fidelity and infidelity.

Tt odv 10 TepLocov Tob Tovdalov N Tig 1 OPELELD TTG TEQLTOUTG;
TIOAD X0 TG TTAVTO, TQOTTOV. TE@TOV pev [yag] 6tL émiotevbnoav To,
AOyLa oD Bg0D. TL YaQ; €1 NILGTNOAV TIVEG, UM N GITLOTLO OOTAV TNV
TLoTLY TOD He0D ®0TAQYNOEL; Un YEVOLTO® YvEsHm 8¢ 0 Bedg aANONC,
Tag 8¢ AvOQmTog YeLOTNG, ®aONOG YEYQUTTOL,

“Ontog av d1xo1ediig &v Tolg A0yolg cov

%0l VIXNGELG £V TO xQiveshal oe.
gl 8¢ M adixla NU@Y 00D d1x0106VVNY GLVIGTNGLY, TL £QODUEV; UM
aduxog 0 0e0g O EmMPEQOV TNV 0QYNYV; %0TO AVOQOTOV AEy®. un
vévorto: £mel mAG *QLVEL 0 Bg0g TOV %OcUoV; €1 8¢ 1 GAnbeia Tod
0ol &v 1@ £ud PYedopaTL £TeQiocevoey lg THY d0Eav avToD, TL £T1
2AY® O OUOQTMOAOG xQlvopal; xol un xobag Pracenuodueda xol
%000¢ ooty Tiveg Nuag Aéyely 0Tt TTotnomuev to xoxa, tva AT To;
ayabd; @V TO xQIUO EVOLXOV EGTLV.

It is just the theodicy motif that forms the bedead the Roman letter. Hays has
it exactly right: “The driving question in Romarssriot ‘How can | find a gracious God?’
but ‘How can we trust in this allegedly graciousdGb he abandons his promises to
Israel’.”*° Theodicy, or the endeavor “to justify the ways@bd to men” (Milton),
means thaGod has remained faithful to Israel, in spite opaprances to the contrary
Or, to put it another way, Paul's vindicates thethfalness of God to Israel,
notwithstanding his reception of the Gentiles bythfaalone and the apparent
abandonment of his promises to Israel. The probténGod’s fidelity, for the first-
century Israelite, was that God had promised téskeel's God as long as she remained
faithful to the covenant. Accordingly, the natioadhstriven to renounce all outside
influences and to uphold her distinct identity aah¥Weh’s people. However, Paul’s
gospel seemed to contradict the Scriptures themseNot only were the Gentiles, who
had no regard for the law, being admitted into Godew covenant apart from
circumcision and a commitment to the Torah, acemydio Paul, the ancient people
themselves will be rejected if they refuse to baien a crucified Messiah, i.e., one
executed by his own people as an apostate andoapro

22 The participledixatodvta, especially as it is preceded dyi, is concessive.

230 Hays,Echoes 53. See additionally Watts, “Not Ashamed,” whdlsattention to the factor of theodicy
inherent in the quotation of Hab 2:4. The prophetan questions are: Why does God allow wickedtess
go unpunished? and How can he “justify” his treattmef the Israelites at the hand of a power more
iniquitous than they?
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It is just in light of these issues that Romansl®hters the picture. Writes J. C.
Beker: “Romans demonstrates thiie question of God’s faithfulness to Israel is
answered in the gospeind the affirmation of God'’s faithfulness demoatss in turn the
reliability of God’s act in Christ for the salvatiof the Gentiles®" It is because God
has not cast off his people, whom he foreknew (B);lthat a remnant of them will
certainly be saved by the Deliverer who comes fordm Zion (11:26-27). Thereforéye
Lord is faithful because he has done precisely Wieaintended to do from old, i.e., save
the remnant of his people by belief in his Chrigtis is why Paul develops in detail a
doctrine of the elect within the elect—the remnanthe are the recipients of God’s
mercy. The word of God, in short, has not fallertite ground (9:6). Of course, Paul's
rejoinder that his gospel (2:16) is the demonsimatof Yahweh's fidelity to Israel
involves a considerable amount of redefining jusiowihe people of God are and the
precise role played by Israel in the history ofvatibn; it is this agenda which he pursues
in Romans 9-11. Therefore, Romans 9-11 is not geragix or an aside of the letter, but
its very heartbeat.

It is too often overlooked that the subtext of Ros8-11 is Deuteronomy 32, the
Song of Moses. The very “thesis” of the Song i ¥ehweh remains faithful to Israel in
spite of her defection from him. Verses 4-5 of tlugvenant lawsuit” contain the whole
in a nutshell:

The Rock, his work is perfect;
for all his ways are justice.
A God of faithfulness and without iniquity,
just and right is he.
They have dealt corruptly with him,
they are no longer his children because of thiemish;
they are a perverse and crooked generation.

As the Song progresses, the Lord reiterates hiplzont the nation provoked him
to anger and stirred him to jealousy by their itilienion with entities which were “no
gods” (v. 17) and “idols” (v. 21). For this reasdrg will provoke them with a foolish
nation, as quoted by Paul in Rom 10:19. But notstéhding Israel’s exile because of her
adultery, he will turn and have compassion on 1eB§):

For the LORD will vindicate his people

and have compassion on his servants,
when he sees that their power is gone,

and there is none remaining, bond or free.

It is none other than this “roadmap” of Israelectining and rising fortunes that
forms the basis of Romans 9-11. For Paul, God hreicated the remnant of Israel by
means of the gospel of Christ. This saving actiistyhis righteousness, in that he has
proven reliable after all to the promises that ol deliver his faithful ones from exile
(a laHab 2:4). M. A. Elliott’'s study offhe Survivors of Israel: A Reconsideration of the
Theology of Pre-Christian Judaisf®&rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000) has demonstrated

1 Beker,Paul, 151, italics mine.
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that each of the varied and numerous enclaveseoSdtond Temple Period was staking
a claim to the title of the true people, or the mamt, and, in the process, declaring all
others to be apostat& Assuming the correctness of Elliott’s thesis, tiRaul is seen
arguing against all the groups of the Judaism df period. Whereas each faction
maintained that it and it alone constituted therVawrs of Israel,” Paul asserts that the
church of Christ, and it exclusively, comprises thee remnant. A radical thesis indeed
in his day! And the radicalness is only increasgdhe recognition that at the heart of
Paul's message to Israel was the proclamation ofuaified Messiah—"blasphemous
contradiction in terms???

232 | have reviewed Elliott’s book iDefense223-32.
Z3E. F. BruceCommentary on Galatian®IGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 166.



