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If it is a truism that there 180 end to the making of marooks (Ecclesiaste42:12),then
Qoheleths famouscomplaintwould appear to be uncommonly appropriatethe face of
the unendingflow of books, dissertations andrticles that have kept thaessegolling

ever since thentrée of théNew Perspective” on Paul ihis relation toSecondTemple
Judaism.Appearing inrather closeconjunction withcertain other responses tthe New

Perspectivé, the study underreview seeks to shiftthe paradigmaway from the

“Sanders/Dunn trajectory,” as MoiséSilva calls it2 back to amore traditional
Reformational reading afudaism.especially as it impacts on the doctrine of justification
by faith.

1. The New Perspective on Paul in His Relation to Second Temple Judaism

In order to clarify theaison d’étreof this book, it will benelpful to sumnarize theposition
to which it takes exception, asencapsulated by E. PSanders’ now famous phrase

“covenantal nomism? Sanders himself explains:

Covenantal nomism is the view that one’s plac&od’s plan is established
on the basis ofthe covenant anchat thecovenant requires as tlpgoper
response ofman his obedience to itscommandments, whilgroviding
means of atonementfor transgression....Obedience maintains one’s
position in the covenant, but itdoes notearn God’s grace as such....
Righteousness in Judaism is a term whimplies the maintenance status

among the group of the elett.

1p Stuhlmacher Revisiting Paul's Doctrine of Justification: A Challenge tothe New Perspective
(Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2001); A. A. D&aul, the Lawandthe Covenan{Peabody: Hendrickson,
2001); S. Kim,Paul andthe NewPerspectiveSecondThoughts on th®rigins of Paul's Gospel(Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans2002); S. J.GathercoleWhere is Boasting? Earlyewish Soteriology and Paul's
Response in Romans {Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002).

2 Silva, “The Law and Christianity: DunnNew Synthesis,"WestminstefTheologicalJournal 53 (1991),
341.

3 The following elucidation ofthe New Perspective is taken uand expanded in mgommentary,An
Exposition ofGalatians: A New Perspective/Reformation&eading(Eugene OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003),
8-15. The NewPerspectivehasbeensurveyedmany times,but avery accessible sumary is provided by
M. B. ThompsonThe New Perspective on Pa@rove Biblical Series(Cambridge:Grove Books, 2002).
Thompson helpfully applieBlew Perspectiveprinciples to theinterpretation ofthe New Testament and
seeks to allay theunfoundedfears of nany evangelicalsThompson’'s booklet isavailable through
Reformation and Revival Ministries.

4 sandersPaul and PalestinianJudaism: AComparison ofPatterns ofReligion (Philadelphia:Fortress,
1977), 75, 420, 544.



In one place, he summarizes his position under the following points:

(1) Godhas choseisrael and2) given thelaw. Thelaw impliesboth (3)
God’s promise to maintain the election gdgl the requirement to @y. (5)
God rewardbedience angunishes transgression. (6) Tlaev provides
for means of atonement, armtonementresults in (7) maintenance or
reestablishment othe covenantarelationship. (8) All those who are
maintainedin the covenant bybedience,atonementand Gal’s mercy
belong to the groupvhich will be saved. Anmportant interpretation of the
first and last points is that election anitimately salvatio areconsidered to

be by God’s mercy rather than human achievement.
J. D. G. Dunn further clarifies Sanders’ outlook:

This covenant relationshipvas regulated by thdaw, not as away of
entering thecovenant, or ofjainingmerit, but aghe way of living within
the covenant; and that included fv®vision ofsacrifice andatonement for
those who confessdtleir sinsandthus repented.... This dtide Sanders
characterized by the now Wvknown plrase“covenantalnomism’—that is,
“the maintenance agtatus” amonghe chosenpeople ofGod by observing

the law given by God as part of that covenant relatiorfship.
Additionally, N. T. Wright epitomizes Sanders’ work in these terms:

His major point, to which all else is subservient, camlige simply stated.
Judaism inPaul’'sday was not, as haegularly beersupposed, &eligion
of legalistic waks-righteousness. If wienagine that iwas, and that Paul
was attacking it as if it was, we will do great violence to it anklire. Most
Protestant exegetes had read Radl Judaism as if Judaismas aform of
the old heresy Pelagianismaccording to which humans mustpull
themselves up byheir moral bootsaps and therebyearn justification,
righteousnessand salvationNo, said Sanders.Keepingthe law within
Judaismalways functionedwithin a covenantalscheme God took the
initiative, when he made acovenantwith Judaism; God grace thus
precedes everythinthat people (specifically, Jews) do iesponse. The
Jew keeps the law out of gratitude,the properesponse to grace—not, in
other words, in order tgetinto the covenanpeople, but testayin. Being
“in” in the first place was God’sgift. This scheme Sandersfamously
labelled as “covenantal nomism” (from the Greeknos law). Keeping the

Jewish law was the human response to God’s covenantal initiative.

To theseexplanations, Ihave attempted tasummarize covenantalomism under
three basic propositions:

(1) Israel becamthe people ofsod by hiselecting grace amanifested in
the Exodus. (2) Theovenantforms the context oflaw-keeping. Inother

3 |bid., 422.

6 Dpunn, Romans Word Biblical Commentary38 a, b. 2vols. (Dallas: Word, 1988), 1.Ixv. See
additionally Dunn’sThe Theology of Paul the Aposférand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998), 335-40.

7 Wright, What SaintPaul Really Said: Was Paul of Tarsuthe RealFounder of Christianity? (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997), 18-19 (italics mine).



words, Israel is bound to keep the law not in ordezaimsalvation, but in

order to maintain her side of the covenant bond. Thus, the stress falls not on
legalism but on fidelityto the covenant...and preservation of the
community. (3) Sanders, therefoepitomizes hisinderstanding odewish
religion with the phrases‘getting in” and “stayingin.” One “gets in” the
covenant by beingorninto the Jewisicommunity, whichwas formed in
thefirstplace by the electing grace oGod. One“staysin” the covenant by
keeping thelaw, not perfectly and certainly né for the purpose of
establishing a claim on God, but out of a sincere intentionntaireloyal to

the God of grace And if one sinned, God hagrovided the sacrifices to

atone for sin and restore one to his standing within the comnfunity.

In the midst ofall the debate ovethese issueand theinevitableconfusion on the
part of some, Dunn calls to mitigat the phrastcovenantal nomismtoesindeedconsists
of two parts: covenant ambmos(law).

It is important to note...that Sanders did not characterize Judaism solely as a
“covenantal’religion. The key phrase he chos@as the double emphasis,
“covenantalnomism”. And Sandersmade clear that theecond emphasis
was not to be neglected. The TotaWw/was given tdsrael tobe obeyed, an
integral part of the covenarglationship, and thaibediencevas necessary
if Israel’'scovenantstatuswas to bemaintained. Even ibbedience did not
earnGod’s grace as such, was nomaans to get intd the covenant,
obediencavasnecessary to maintain one’s position in the covenanstay “
in” the covenant. So definedDeuteronomy can be sees the most
fundamental statement ofsrael’'s “covenantal nomism”. Given the
traditional emphasis onJudaism’s“nomism” it is hardly surprising that
Sanders should have placed greater emphasis on the “covertartadht in
the twin emphasis.But in his central summary statements helearly
recognized that both emphases werantegral to Judaism’s self-

understanding.

While it is true thatSanders wasardly the first to espousesuch anavenue of
approach to the sourcédjt may be safely said that his work represents a watershed in the

history of interpretatiod! Since the publication dfis book in1977, Sanders’ assessment
of pre-destructiordudaism has bemeincreasinglypopular amondhistorians ofreligion
and New Testament scholars. This not to deny, of colraethiere are nable exceptions
to the growing consensus, as evidenced conspicuously by the volume herein reviewed.

8 D. Garlington, “A Review Article: Mark Adam ElliotThe Survivors of Israel: ARReconsideration of the
Theology of Pre-Christian JudaishReformation and Revivalo (2001), 181.

9 From Dunn’s review ofustification and Variegated Nomisitrinity Journal forthcoming at the time of
this writing (my thanks to him for an advance copy of his review).

10 One thinks of such pioneeringefforts as G. F. More, “Christian Witers on Judaism,Harvard

Theological Review4 (1921), 197-254; idJudaism in the FirsCenturies of the Christiakra: The Age
of the Tannaim3 vols. (Cambridge, MS: Harvard University Press, 1927); M. LimbBak Ordnung des
Heils: Untersuchungerzum Gesetzesverstéandnifes Frihjudentums(Dusseldorf:Patmos, 1971)R. N.

Longenecker was also ahead of his day, though this is frequently overl&akddApostle ofLiberty [New

York: Harper & Row, 1964], 65-85). Longenecker characterizes the pi¢tglmiaicJudaism asnomism,”

not “legalism” in the conventional sense.

110ofthe many summaries of Sanders’ work, handy compendjreveled by Wight, Saint Paul 18-20;
S. Westerholm,Israel's Law and the Church’s Faith: Pauland His Recentinterpreters(Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1988), 46-51.



The actuaphrase “NewPerspectivevas coined byJamesDunn, in hisManson

Memorial Lecture of1982, efitled “The New Perspective orPaul.”22 Dunn builds on
Sanders'constructionof pre-destructionJudaism, but levelthe criticism that'‘Sanders’

Paul hardly seems toe addressing Sanderdudaism.13 In other words, the Paul of
Sanders takes hmuntrymen to taskor precisely the sameeason thatuther did! Dunn
thusdistanceshimself fromSandersPaul bydefining the apostle’s phras&he works of
the law” not as a generalized principle of obedidiocehe purpose ofearningsalvation,
but as those works done in response to the covenant in onthairttain thebond between
God and Israel (the works of “staying in”). Dunn does maintain that “the worke daw”
encompasses the whole Torah, but with@period ofthe SecondTemple certairaspects
of the law became especially prominent asiitiendary anddentity markers of thdewish
people: prominently circumcision, food laws, purity laws, and sabbath.

Dunn is frequently misrepresented s point, as though he restrictee works
of the law” to the*boundarymarkers,”without allowing tat thewhole Torah is in view
when Paul employs the phrase. Rigt the opposite is thease. He states) point of fact,
that circumcision and the other ordinances wetehe onlydistinguishingtraits of Jewish
self-identity. However, they werthe focalpoint of the Hellenisticattack on theJews
during the Maccabeaperiod. As such,hey becamehe acid tests of one’doyalty to
Judaism“In short...theparticularregulations of circumcision arfdod laws [et al.] were
important not inthemselvesput because thefocusedisrael’s disthctiveness ananade
visible Israel’s claims to ba people seapart, werdhe clearespoints whichdifferentiated

the Jews from the nations. The law was coterminous with Judafsm.”
It is just to this appraisal aincientJudaism andPaul’s response thaustification
and Variegated Nomistakes exception.

2. Summary of Contents and General Evaluation

This bookis the first of a two volume project, the primarypurpose ofwhich is to re-
evaluateSandersidentification of the “pattern ofeligion’ of pre-destructionJudaism as
“covenantalnomism.” Inpoint of fact, the end inview is to shiftthe paradigm back to a
“pre-Sanders” reading of the Jewish sourdé® editors havechosen tgproceed much as
Sandershimself did: volume onés entirely devoted to thetudy of Jewish liteture in
close chronological proximity to Paul, while volume twil be devoted to reading Paul in
light of this freshly evaluated literary context.

The motivation of the project is spelled aléarly in the imoduction: Sanders’
work has been enormously influential, particularlyhe way it constituteghe foundation,
or at least the touchstone, for the “New Perspective” on Phaleditors rightlyclaim that
the work of New Perspectivescholars does nakpresent onenonolithic perspective on
Paul, but thathey generallyshare arappreciatiorfor the way in whichSanders exposed
the biases underlyinghe study of Paul. Sanderattempted toprovide a historically
groundedpicture of ancientludaism basedirectly on the Jewislsources witm which
Paul is to be situated. Thpeesent book thus sedbout to test whethe3andersnotion of
“covenantal nomism” adequately characterizes the Judaism of Paul’s day.

12 punn, “The New Perspective on PauBulletin of the John Rylands Universitybrary of Manchester
65 (1983), 95-122. Tharticle is reprinted inDunn’s Jesus, Pauland the Law: Studies ifMark and
Galatians(Louisville: Westminster/John Knox Press, 1990), 183-214.

13 punn,New Perspectivel 21.

14 punn, “Works ofthe Law andthe Curse of thé.aw (Galatians3.10-14),” New Testamertudies31
(1985), 526 (this essay is likewise reprintedésus, Paul, and the La®15-41). See further hi¥et once
more—The Works of the Law’: A Responsdg@urnal for the Studpf the New Testamedt (1992), 99-
117. Dunn justifiably issues a note of protesTheology of Payl358, n. 97.



Not including the “Intoduction” and “Summary andd@clusions,”both of which
are written by D. A.Carson,Justification andVariegatedNomismcontains 1l4essays:
Daniel Falk, “Prayers and Psalms;” CraigEvans, “Scripture-BasedStories in the
Pseudepigrapha;” Peter Enns, “Expansions of Scripture;” Philip Daldielsctic Stories;”
Richard Bauckham, “Apocalypses;” Robert Kugler, “Testaments;” DonaldGowan,
“Wisdom;” Paul Spilsbury, “Josephus;” Philip Alexander, “Torah and Salvation in
Tannaitic Literature;” Martin McNamaré&ome TargumicThemes;” DavidHay, “Philo of
Alexandria;” Markus Bockmuehl, “1QS and Salvation atQumran;” Mark Seifrid,
“Righteousnessanguage irthe HebrewScriptures andearly Judaism;” RolandDeines,
“The Pharisees Between ‘Judaisms’ and Common Judaism.”

What strikesthe readeimmediately is that ndparty line” is taken inthis book;
neither is it uniform in the way eaelithor approaches the literatared relates the question
of covenantal nomism to the texts undescussionWhile the lack ofuniformity might be
perceived as a problem of methodologicahsistency the diversity of approaches is
illuminating in its own way. Had the issue @fvenantahomism beerireatedwith precise
uniformity in eachchapter, thisbook wouldhave been entirelpredictable, not to say
needlessly repetitive.

In the main, the essays are waellritten, handle the subjechatterresponsibly and
even-handedly, anditemptto updateand build onSanders’ workrather thandismiss or
defend it simplistically. In mangasesupdating or building orsanders’ work hameant
evaluating literature th&anderdid not include inPaul and Palestiniadudaism Most of
the authorgecognizethe complexity ofbringing a moderragenda tancientwritings that
may have had a congitly different agendaand, consequentlymay not easily yield
answers to the questions posed. Also, mesbgnize the complexity of the literature itself
and are appropriately cautious in drawing anything resembling sweeping conclusions.

Nevertheless, the volume as a whudes a fewdrawbacksFirst, inthe yearssince
Sanders’ semal work, the amount ofmaterial evidencerespecting Jewishhistory,
archaeology and theology that has come to liglein@ermous And yet a notable amount of
this evidence has gone unnoticed. One is left thithmpression that &tast several of the
essaysvere written in soméaste. To be fairthe volume claims to bsurveying Jewish
literature, not Jewsh history generally.Still, because thework aspires to be a
comprehensive asssment of whethetovenantalnomism isthe dominant “pattern of
religion” for ancient Judaism broad$peaking, it woulchave been greatly enhanced by at
least some reference to this material.

Second, Carson, agell as afew of the contributors,makes mention oBanders’
failure to analyze certain workis light of the concept of covenantabmism,and they
imply that Sanders’selectiveuse oftexts skewedthe argument.Carson, for example, is
perplexed as to why Sanders diot make use afosephugp. 522).But it goes unnoticed
that Sandersspecificallywrites in Paul and Rlestinian Judaismtha his goal (one of six
stated on p. xii) iSto argue acase concerning Palestinidndaism(that is, Judaism as
reflected in material of Palestinian provenance) as a whole.” Thus, Sanders dalnmdb
be providing an exhaustive study ofrallevant Jewish literaturdis exclusionof Diaspora
literaturewas quite intentional.How his clearly statd intentions could have escaped the

notice of the editors of this book is puzzlity.

15 The criticism thatSanders lirited the scope ofhis investigation isoft-repeatedand well taken. In
fairness, though, it would have taken a multi-volume workanvassll the relevantsources. lattempted

to fill a gap adfar asthe Apocrypha isconcerned in myThe Obedience of-aith’: A Pauline Phrase in
Historical Context WissenschaftlichéJntersuchungerzum Neuen Testament2/38 (Tubingen: Mhr-
Siebeck, 1991). That limitations to any study are in order is illustrated by the thesis of Mark Seifrid, one of
the editors of this volumayho confined hisstudy ofjustification mainly to theDeadSea Scrollsand the
Psalms ofSolomon(Justification ByFaith: The Originand Development of ACentral Pauline Theme
Supplements to Novum Testamentum 68 [Leiden: Brill, 1992]).



Third, Carson’ssummaries andonclusionsare conspicously at oddswith the

majority of theessayistenlisted byhim.16 Most of thecontributorsactually affirm that
“covenantalnomism” is anadequatedesignation ofthe Jewishunderstanding of the
relationship between Israel and l@&od. Carson ackowledgesthat severalauthorsgive
gualified validation to covenantabmism, but heoncludes thatthe fit isn’t very good”
(p. 547); or thatwhile “Sanders is nowrong everywhere...he is wrong when tnes to
establish thahis category is righteverywhere”(p. 543). But in view of the factthat
Sanders limited his corpug documentsandsince he himself recognizede diversity of
expression in this varied literature, Carson’s criticisms are too severe and too polemical.

Evenmoreremakalle is that his conclusionglo notcoincidewith thosedrawn by
the majority of the authors, whose critiques of Sandersonsiderably mor@auanced and
far less aggressive than hisvn. As Eignbaum comments,the incongruity is most
apparentwhen Carsoncalls covenantahomism “reductionistic” and “misleading’—a
charge that might well be leveled against him in relation tdotitly of work he purports to
be summarizing! With some justification, then, Dunn can query:

Was Carson reading a different version of the essays he then published? He
complains that the phrase [‘covenantal nomisis™ftoo doctrinaire”. But it
seems to bée himselfwho so regardg; | am notaware of advocates of

“the new perspective” who treat it $derhaps by presentiiigas something

rigid it becomes easieio attack.Whereasthe findings of most of the
contributors tahis volume argsaying] ineffect that“covenantal nomism”
serves welbs a summarphrase, sdong as one recognizéise variations

in emphasisdepending on differergtyles andcircumstances—*“variegated

covenantahomismil 17

In spite of my own disagreements wilie conclusions drawn b@arsonand some
of the contributors,the volumecomprises a veryuseful contribution to scholarship.
Irrespective of Carson’s personal biases, the essays as w@hole demonstratethat
“covenantal nomism” remains an appropriate categdoy assessingSecond Temple
literature. A case in point iRichard Bauckham’sappraisal of4 Ezra and 2 Baruch
Sandersconceded tha#t Ezra as a conspicuous exception ttee “rule” of covenantal
nomism, lapses into out-and-out legalism, althoRddaruch alreadyundertakes t@orrect

the outlook of its authot8 Bauckham, by contrasthinks thatthesetwo documents
represent a variety of covenantal nomism that places extra stress on law-obEdience.

16 An observation made by a numberrefiewers:Dunn; P. EisenbaunfReview of Biblical Literature”
(accessible to members of tBeciety of BiblicalLiterature atthe SBL homepage); J.Byron, “Review of
Biblical Literature;” I. W. Scott, “Review of Biblical Literature;” C. Blomberg, “Denver Journal’
(accessible athe homepage of Denver Semary); M. Bockmuehl, in aCambridgePh.D. seminar,
accessible at http://www.tyndale.cam.ac.uk/Tyndale/staff/Head/J&VN.htm.

17 punn relatesthe sagaciousounsel of C. F. D. Moule that statements nvayy quite strikingly in
emphasis due to the very different circumstances to which they are addressed.

18 sandersPaul, 427-28.

19with regard to4 Ezrg Bauckham rakes severgboints. (1) Salvation isnot represented athe result of
weighing anindividual’'s deeds,but as therewardfor the kind of life the righteousperson haded in
faithfulness to God and the Torah. (2) It is a false alternative to posit that there is an inconbetieeey
God'’s grace and keeping the law. God gisalvation tothose merhers of hiselect peoplevho have kept
the terms ofthe covenant. (3} Ezraillustrates how the basiandflexible pattern ofcovenantal nomism
could take forms in which the emphasis is overwhelmingly on salvatiabégience tahe law.2 Baruch
endorses essentially the same outlook. My only qualification isBhatkhamapplies the termimerit” to
the process of keeping the terms of the covenant. | would say, rather, that keeping the termsvehtre
is “righteousness.”



As regards this book’s applicability to Paul’s theology, we raustit volume two.
Howevea, we may anticipate thabook by posingwhat wouldappear to bea piece of
presumptivereasoning, ashis first installment is meant to lay thgroundwork for the
second. To judggom what onemay piece dgetherfrom the editors’ intentions, it would
seem that the argumentatigrasfollows: SecondlempleJudaism wasliverse; therefore,
therewere legalistan Paul's day;therefore, Pauis arguingagainst the “legalists” (as
opposed tdahe “covenantahomists”). Time will tell how the editorsintend topursuethis
apparentagendaBut at thisstage of thegame,one senses thdhe entie enterprise may
well prove to be reductionistic.

It is fair to say that scholarsgenerallyacknowledgdhat theJudaism otthe Second
Temple period was diverse. In faitis normallytakenfor granted that onehouldspeak,

thesedays, ofJudaisrs rather thanJudaisn?0 Evenso, wemay legitimately continue to
speak of the “four pillars of Second Temple Judaism,” which providesleament ofunity

amidstall the diversity21 Thus, it ispossible to overworkhe diversity angle.But even
granting tothis volumethat pre-destructionJudaismwas diversejts real title, as Dunn

proposes, should have begustification and Variegate@ovenantal Nomism!?22

In rounding of this segment of the rewi, just a couple dechnical ntes. For one,
the editors should have exercised a heavitiand in breaking up long andomplex
paragraphs, oWhich there aremany, forthe ske of easiereading. For another, the
volume is beautifully printed, but one wonders whg peculiaHebrewfont was chosen,
one that certainly does not facilitate the reading process.

3. Specific Response to Mark Seifrid

Mark Seifrid’s essay on “Righteousneksanguage in thddebrew Scriptures andearly
Judaism” is ofparticular interesbecause ibrings us tothe heart of the recent debate
respecting justification and related issues. Because volume ortended to pave the way
for volumetwo of this undertakingn justification, itwill be worth the while toexamine
what promises to be one tife more significanfoundationalarticlesfor the exegesis of
Pauline texts that is to follow.

3.1 Summary of Seifrid’s Argument

Seifrid’'s essay anmences with a very competentand helpful survey of scholarship
pertaining torighteousnesgOneonly wishesthat, forthe sake of the genenadader, the
German quotations had been translatedigintroductorysegmentSeifrid is concerned
to resist conceptions of righteousnest timit it to anly a relationship and seek tlismiss
any notion of a righteous status and a righteous n@onrespondingly, helso takes
scholars tdask whofail to graspthe punitive component afghteousnestanguage in its
Jewish setting.

20 5ee GarlingtorQbedience of Faithi263-64.

213, D. G. DunnThe Partings of the Ways: Between Christiamityg Judaismand Their Significance for

the Character of ChristianitiLondon/Philadelphia: SCM/Trinity Press International, 1991), 18-36. Note as
well J. M G.Barclay,Jews in the MditerraneanDiaspora: From Alexander toTrajan (323 BCE-117 CE)
(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1996), 401.

22 Note againBauckham’sappraisal of covenantalomism asflexible enough toaccommodatesven an
extra heavystress onlaw-keeping YariegatedNomism 174). In thecase of4 Ezra and 2 Baruch in
particular, accountmust betaken of thecircumstances otheir conposition, i.e.,in the wake of the
destruction of Jerusalem. Bauckham quotes J. J. Cailite effect that thpessimism o# Ezra“springs
not so much from its lofty standards as from historical experience” (ibid.).



The nub ofthe matterresides in Seifrid’s downplay of righteousnesscagenant
fidelity. According to Seifrid, we have been mislead bgcholars whoequate the
“righteousnesstWword-group(the Hebrew verhtsadaq the nounstsedekand tsdegahand
the adjectivetsadig with “covenant” perith). He isconvinced of thisbecause, on his
count, there areonly severnpassages ithe Old Testament iwhich the termscome into
“any significantsemantic contact(p. 423). Tle passagesre: Nehemiah9:32-33; Psalm
50:1-6; 111:1-10; Isaiah 42:61:8-11;Hosea2:16-20;Daniel 9:4-7. Seifrid concedeshat
a full explanatiorfor the infrequency ofthe convergence dhese termsvould have to be
quite detailed, andhat the relation ofighteousness toovenant may bapproached from
historical andtheological perspectivegather than oflexical semantics. Such matters,
however, lie beyond the scope of his concern.

In pursuing hisagenda thatrighteousness” =covenantfidelity is misleading,
Seifrid proposes thathe word “covenant” signifies “adistinct relationship, whichoften
calls forth quasi-forensic anthmilial language.” In Iblical terms, hesays, one does not
“act righteously or unrighteously” witlrespect toa covenant.Rather, one “keeps,”
“remembers,” “establishes” acovenant, orthe like. Conversely, one “breaks,”
“transgresses,” “forsakes,” “despise$@rgets” or “profanes” aovenant. He notethat
charges oftovenantal infidelity appear ithe Prophets inthe form of familial meaphors
(e.g., Isaiah 1:2; Hosea 1:2). Expressed positivatpyvanantal relatiomlemands love and
loyalty (Hosea 6:6). For this reason, “to acfaithfulness and love in eovenant is to act
righteously, of course, sthat it is notsurprising tofind righteousnesdanguage in
occasional connectiowith hesed(“loving kindness” or“covenant love”) andemunah
(“faith/faithfulness”)” (p. 424). Such data lead Seifrid to conclude:

Just as &ovenant is garticularkind of relation, righteousnessakes the
particularform of love andoyalty in a covenantalelation. All “covenant-
keeping” is righteous behavior, but radk righteous behaviois “covenant-
keeping.” It is misleading, therefore, to speak of “God’s righteousness” as
his “covenanfaithfulness.” ltwould becloser tothe biblicd language to
speak of “faithfulness” as “covenant-righteousness” (ibid.).

Next in the argument, Seifrid proffers hat the biblical understanding of
righteousness, in the first instantas to do withcreation rather thanovenant.This, for
him, accountsfor the infrequentcollocation (statisticallyspeaking) ofrighteousness and
covenant language. In favorthis conclusionSeifrid points tathe frequencywith which
“righteousness” ismssociated withhe vocabulary of “ruling andudging,” particularly in
the case of the king of Israel. At root, howetbe biblical conception dfingship bears a
universal dimensio stemmingfrom creation.The frequent association dfighteousness”
language with “ruling and judging,” therefore, strongly supports the claim that
“righteousness” has to do witlreationaltheology. AsSeifrid contends, “Fothe biblical
writers, the demandor social justice derives fronGGod, the divine king, who has
determined to secure the good dossheficialorder ofcreation”(p. 426). It isjust because
of this juridical background of righteousness as the expression of the divine king’s function
to restore and pmote sociabrder hat explains, for Seifridthe frequent association of
“salvation” and “deliverance” words with “righteousness.”

Seifrid buttresses his argument by noting that frequently in these instances in which
“salvation” and“righteousness” stanéh parallel “righteousness” isepresented by the
feminine form of the nourtsdeqgah In so observing, he pressesligtinction between the
feminineand masculine genders ‘ofghteousness,” adoth occur in theHebrew Bible.
His claim is that there is a difference of usage between the'ttveofemininetends torefer
to a concrete thinguch asa righteousact orvindicatingjudgment. The masdak usually
signifiesthe more abstraatoncept of‘right order’ or ‘that which is morallyright™ (p.
428). On this basis, Seifrid then maintains thaféin@nine form of thenoun isfavored by
biblical writers to articulate the vindicating and punitive aft&od. Godis thussaid to be



“righteous” tsadig when he rewards righteous people and punishes the guilty.

Therefore—and this ithe point atwhich Seifridis driving—therelative frequency of the
idea of“saving righteousness’istitia salutiferg is accountedfor by God’s promises to
intervene to “right” thewrongs in a fdén world. Presumably,Seifrid elaborates this
proposition in anattempt toroot the synonymousparallelism of “righteousness” and

“salvation,” found in some prominen®ld Testamenttexts23 not so much inGod’s
“covenant fidelity” as in his role of king and judge, the one who brings retributive justice to
the earth.

Now ensues a survey of righteousnémsguage inextrabiblical Jewishwritings
stemming from thend ofthe exile to the production of thiglishnah.Seifrid rightly notes
that, forvariousreasonsthe task of anajzing this language is exceedingbomplex. His
own analysis of the lexical data lookssfito the Dead Seacrolls and thereafter to rabbinic
literature.

With respect tathe Qumranmaterials, Seifrid concedes thatovenant” is often
associated with righteousness terminology (see p. 434, n. 90 for references). However, he
guestionsthat Sanders’framework of intgpretaion holds even here: “The community
regarded the covenant into which they leatered as the true will @éod, which one was
obliged to perform” (p. 434). Thewiting passagefrom the Community Rulé1QS) 1:7-
8; 3:9b-12), he fastens on the demandHersect to walkn perfection inall God’s ways.
Such expressions dperfection of way” and “uprightness of heart,he writes, are not
general references to piebyt rathemrepresentthe essence ofhe life andworship of the
community” (p. 437). From this heoncludes: “Even thougdihe divine savingintervention
is still anticipated,the Qumrancovenantdoes not save aa promise prior to and
independent of obediendayt preciselyasthe ‘perfection ofway’ in which righteousness
is found” (p. 435).

Seifrid’s attention is particularly deted toCommunity Ruld.1:2-4,according to
which theauthor praises&sod forthe righteousnesshaithasblotted outhis transgressions

and vindicated him. Regting his earlier interpretation athis passagé# Seifrid prefers a
reconstrugon of theHebrew text that wouldnake thepsalmist say: “withmy righteous
deeds he blots out my transgressions,” rather than higtfGod’s] righteousness he blots

out my transgressiong?Given this rendering, it follows that:

The thought of 1QS 11:3 reains firmly grounded inthe saving action of
God. The righteousness thfe psalmist is giverto him by God, inthe life
andworship ofthe community. It is nocontradiction tothis thought, that
the Qumran writers also speak of human beings as havinghteousness.
The righteousness which thelyave is nottheirs, but is found in the
communitywhich God founded. Likewisehe variousreferences to hope
in or the experience of God’s righteousness (singular) in the context of 1QS
11:3 do notmake thereading we havefferedless likely. Thepoint to be
taken from this reading of 1QS 11:3 is simply th&r the Qumran
community covenantalorgiveness is found irthe doing of God-given
deeds ofrighteousness, natpartfrom them, as Sanders hakimed (pp.
437-38).

23 psalm 98:2-3, 8-9LXX 97:2-3, 8-9);lsaiah45:22-25; 51:5-662:1-2. Noteworthy asvell are Psalm
35:27-28 (LXX 34:27-28); 72:1-4 (LXX 71:1-Z); 85:11-13 (LXX 84:12-14); 96:18XX 95:13); Isaiah
9:7 (LXX 9:6); 11:1-2, 5; 45:822-25; 51:5-6; 53:10-11; 61:11teremiah23:5-6; Malachi4:2 (LXX
3:20).

24 seifrid, Justification by Faith100-03.

25 The argument isased onthe contention that thélebrew letters waw and yodh which form the
pronominal suffixeof the noun “righteousness,’are indistinguishable from onanother in1QS. This
allows Seifrid to opt for thyrighteous deeds” rather thahis righteous deeds.”
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The final segment oBeifrid’s essay idaken upwith a consideratiorof rabbinic
literature.His thesisis that theusage of‘covenant” perith) in thesematerials isfar more
complicated thanSanders waswilling to allow. Drawing on thework of Fiedrich
Avemarie, Seifridforwardsseveralpoints. (1)The rabbis associatdsrael’s election with
the Abrahamiccovenantand circumcision, nothe Sinaicovenant ancexodus. (2) The
rabbis mostfrequently use “covenant” as aract of obedience inassociation with the
Abrahamic covenant. (3) Therefoi®anders’ use ahe phrase‘being inthe covenant” to
conveythe noion of “participating in salation” does noffit the nature of the rabbinic
usage, since the idea of obedience is ddittacched tdcovenant,” as irthe Scriptures. (4)
Furthermore, when Sanders speakihefobligation of theighteous asfaithfulness to the
covenant' he has deviatedfrom the rabbinicperspective, which pt&d emphasis on
submission tdhe “yoke ofheaven,”i.e., loveand feartoward the one trueGod. This
faithfulness to God is tbe manifestd inactualobediencewhich, as it was assumed, the
human beindhasthe ability toperform, notmerelyobeyingthe lawto the best ofone’s
ability.

When it comes toighteousnestanguage in rabbiniauthors,Seifrid employs the
oppositetack of claiming thatsadigis narrower than Sanders wouldve us believe. He
points to the well known fact thetadiqcomes tanean “almstying” in this literature(this
usage findsomeprecedent in thbooks ofSirach andlobit). More to the pointSeifrid
contestsSanders'definition of “righteous” as“the generalterm for one who is properly
religious.” For him, the word is narrower: “the term sets forth the ideal of obedience for the
community, as is evident from ixceedingly rare applicatiado contemporariesand more
frequent association with nala figures fromthe past’(p. 439).Furthermore, it is clear
enough thathe rabbis could view God’srighteousness iterms of aretributive justice
applicable to all creation.

For Seifrid, the bottortine is that theseisages of righteousnesgminologymake
it quite clear thaGanders'descriptionof “righteousness” as “(Israel’'€pvenantstatus” is
inadequate. The rabbinic application of title of “righteous” to Gentiles indidas that for
them, just as in biblical usage, righteousness terminology has to do with cretnrit,
not merely God’s covenantith Israel."Righteousness,” thergan beused withreference
to conformity to divine demands, and not merely membership within Israel.

The essay concludes with the concesdian thetask ofplotting the semantic field
of righteousnesterminology in theHebrewScriptures anearly Jewishwritings lies far
beyond the scope of Seifrid’sstudy, and perhaps isiot evenfeasible, owing to its
complexity. Nevertheless, he remarkbe works of DavidHill, J. A. Ziesler andothers
are indicativeof “the needfor greatersensitivity tothe distinction betweeroncepts and

word meanings in the treatment of righteousness terminology” (p2441).

More significantly, he believes that his observatiaal for a reassessment of
recent interpretations ofPaul’s understanding of‘the righteousness of God” and
“justification” as God’s “covenant faithfulness” to Israel. The associations tinerRsalms
and Isaiah, which Paul evokes by speaking thie “revelation ofGod’s righteousness”
(Romansl:17), belong tocreationalthought. Godappears irsuchtexts ascreator,Lord,
and king, who “rules and judgesthe entireearth. It isconceded thatGod acts in
faithfulness towarcis people,contends withtheir enemies, an@xecutes judgment on
their behalf. Yet his acts of “justification” donot represeninere “salvation’for Israel, or
even merely “alvation.” They constitutethe establishment of justice in teorld which
Yahweh made and governs. Indeed, they may be sesmtaibhis ownjustification as the

26 The reference is to HilGreek Words and Hebrewednings: Studies ithe Semantics dBoteriological
Terms Society for New Testament Studies Monograph SeriéSahnbridge: Cambridgeniversity Press,
1967); ZieslerThe Meaning of RighteousnaasPaul: A Linguistic and Theological Enquiry Society for
New Testament Studies Monograph Series 20 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1972).
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true God over agast the idols. The natiorare toanticipate thatyahweh will bring about
justice for them, even & has brought aboutfor Israel. Moreover, in botthe Hebrew
Scriptures anckarly Judaism,the usage of righteousnesanguage includethe idea of
retributive justice, which is taken up by Paul in his own elaboration of justification.

3.2 Response

Without attemptinganythinglike a definitive rejoinder toSeifrid’s esay, he hagaised a
number of issues that deserve some attention.

At the outset, it is to be acknowledgdurhtithis studyis of positive value in that it
(re)establishes that “righteousnegsissesseslecided comonents of a righteoustatus
and norm, and hat thenotion of retributive justice cannot basdhissed, agoo many

scholars are prepared to 40. would add that it igust thispunitive side ofrighteousness
that underlies Roman:18-3:20, as it follows upof:17: therevelation of thewrath of
God from heaven as the “dark side” of the revelation of his righteousness in the gospel.

Having said that, this essay lergely concerned talownplay righteousness as
covenant fidelity. Seifrid is quite sure tive¢ have beemisled byscholarswho equate the
“righteousness”word-group with “covenant.” In attempting aresponse, itwill be
convenient to proceed, as much as possible, point by point.

(1) A mainstay ofSeifrid’s methodology is astatisticalanalysis ofthe conjoined
occurrences ofrighteousness” and “covenant.” Amted before, Seifrid concedes that a
full explanationfor the infrequency ofthe convergence ahese termsvould have to be
quite detailed, andhat the relation ofighteousness toovenant may bapproached from
historical andheologicalperspectives aspposed tdexical semantics. Such matters, he
avers, lie beyond the scope of his concern. Consequently, instead of looking to covenant as
the matrix ofrighteousness languag8eifrid invokescreation categories,especially as
creation provides the basis fibre retributive justice of theovereign king othe universe.
The upshot ofthe whole discussion ishat hewants toremoverighteousness as much as
possible fromthe relationakphere in order to stress its forenside. Seifrid leaves the
impression that if the equation of righteousness with justice were to be established, then the
component of covenant fidelity could be relegated to a subordinate position.

Yetit is just herethat the methodologicdlaws of this studyare themost evident.
For one, Seifrid’s approach is defective mattit isrestricted tdexical semanticand does
not take into account thaistorical and theologicalperspectivesneeded toform a fully
rounded and biblically accurate picture of righteousness. As Doserves Seifrid limited
himself to passages in whickhe actualword “covenant” occurs in conjunction with
“righteousness.But surely, asnost student othe Bible areaware,conceptsmay occur
even when specific lexical entries are not present.

For another, one of thaost telling defectef Seifrid’s argumentation is thiailure
to recognize thatcreation and covenant areoverlapping andcomplementary to a
considerablalegree. Studies such as thadeW. J. Dumlrell and Robert Mrray have
demonstratetheyond anyreasonableloubt hat thevarious bibica covenantsecapitulate

creation ideaseach covenant is akind of new creatio8 This being so, to root

27 seifrid’s case would have been strengthenedrefesence to The Prayer szariah. The Prayercontains
an acknowledgment ofhe justice ofGod's judgment againsa covenant-breakingeople (vv. 4-5, 8-9).
God, according to Azariah, is “righteoudiikaiog because hbasupheldhis covenanthreats topunish a
disloyal nation (cf. Nehemiah9:33; Tobit 3:2; Additions to Esther 14:6-7;,QumranCommunity Rule
1:26).

28 pumbrell,Covenant and Creation: An Old Testament Covenarit@lology(Exeter: Paternoster, 1984);
Murray, The Cosmic Covenant: Biblical Themes of JustRegceandthe Integrityof Creation Heythrop
Monographs7 (London: Sheedand Ward,1992). See also B. WAnderson, From Creation to New
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righteousness imreationis, ipso factg to anchor itin covenant asvell. The effect of
Seifrid’s distancing otreationfrom covenant is a false dichotomy eiftities thatare, for
all theological and practical purposes, indivisible.

(2) By meely listing the passages in whichghteousnessind covenantcoincide
(Nehemiah9:32-33; Psalm 50:1-6; 111:1-18aiah 42:6; 61:8-11Hosea2:16-20;Daniel
9:4-7), Seifrid has faiedto conveytheir central significance. As we takeckser look at
these texts, it will be seethat theyhardly exist in a vacuunrather,each is &ind of
epitome of a broader spectrum of covenantal thomghihich righteousness dislelity to a
relationship plays a principal role.

Nehemiah 9:32-38 part of Ezra’spenitential prayerconfessingthe infidelity of
Israel andthe fidelity of God. Yadweh's faithfulness, inthis instancepertains to his

removal of the peoplérom the landbecause of theiidolatry29 This prayer, along with
similar ones irEzra 9and Daniel 9, gave riseto the penitentiaprayertradition of Second

Temple Judaism9 As a whole, the prayer is rooted imumerous biblical tradition&l As
Werline notes, the prayer, lil@euteronomy32, Psalm 106 angassagefrom Isaiah 56-
66, is aretelling of Israel's past as a histoyf sin (I would prefer tosay a history of

idolatry)32 Although vv. 32-33 ofthe prayer fasten orthe punitive side of God'’s
righteousness, they do take ugtie heart of thérighteousnessivord-groups in Hebrew
and Greek. That is to say, the covenant standislls by virtue of fidelity or infidelity. The
land sufferghe ravages of chaos (Isdi 3214; Jeremial:23-26) andhe nationis taken
off into a foreign land when idolatry reaches the point of no returthelnmind of Ezra the
scribe, the essence of righteousness is the maintenance of loyalty, frothebdivine and
human sides.

It is particularly noteworthy that the kindred pragéEzra 9 igooted inthe Day of
Atonement (Leviticusl6) andthe blessingsandcurses ofLeviticus 26 and Deuteronomy

28-30, as Werline has show#AThis means thahe acknowledgement dérael’s spiritual
adultery and God’s husbandigithfulness is far from incidental qeripheral toa biblical
definition of righteousnessThe very existence othe marriage-covenant is contingent on

the righteous/faithful behavior of its partnéfs.

Daniel 9:4-7 is like Nehemiah9:32-3335 Setin the exile, Daniels confessional
prayer recountshe sameproblems astzra’s: Israelhas beenbanished fromthe land
because afolatry. WhereasGod keepsovenant andteadfast love with thosgho love
him and keeghis commandment$ywe havesinned and donerong, acted wigedly and
rebelled, turning aside frolyour commadments anardinances. Wéave not listened to

Creation: Old Testament Perspectiv€wvertureso Biblical Theology (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1994), esp.
146-64.

29 As taken upandapplied bylater literaturePrayer ofAzariah4-5, 8-9; Tobit 3:2;Additions to Esther
14:6-7; QumrarCommunity Ruld.:26.

30see R. A. WerlinePenitential Prayer in SecondTemple Judaism: The Development of Religious
Institution, Society ofBiblical Literature: Early Judaismand Its Literature 13(Atlanta: Scholarsress,
1998).

31 see the tabulation gbassages by J. MMyers, Ezra-Nehemiah Anchor Bible 14 (Garden City:
Doubleday, 1965), 167-69.

32 Werline, Prayer, 57. On the motif ofisrael's unfaithfulness,see R.C. Ortlund, Whoredom:God's
Unfaithful Wife in Biblical TheologyNew Studies in Biblical Theology (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996).

33 Werline,Prayer, 46-53.

34 That thecovenant is anarriage-likerelationship is well known. Buseethe detailedstudy of G. P.
HugenbergenVarriage as a Covenant: Biblical Law and Ethics as Developed from MalBdilical Studies
Library (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994).

35see WerlinePrayer, 67-86.
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your servantshe prophets, who spoke in yomame toour kings, our princes,and our

ancestors, and to all the people of the land” &6). Forthis reason,Daniel iscompelled

to acknowledge thdtrighteousness is oyour side, O Lord, buopen shame, as at this

day, falls on us, the people of Judah, the inhabitants of Jerusalem, and all Israel....” (v. 7).
Like the prayer ofEzra, Daniel’'s confessiorpresupposethe blessingsand curses

of Leviticus and Deuteronomps JohnGoldingayremarks,the prayer’s openingllusion

to God's keepinchis covenantcommitment is notan implicit appeafor mercy, but an

acknowledgment that Yahweh has kept his sidbe covenanand bears no responsibility

for its collapse36 But asdistinct from Ezra, Daniel prays in positive terms by linking
righteousness taGod’s covenant lovetoward thosewho love him and keep his
commandments. GoldingapmmentsHatthis is the point thatDaniel 9:23 echoes'the
history of Israel is the story of God'’s faithfulness to thém;promises, his protection has

been constant?

The text is explicit and emphatic in itfentification ofrighteousness witbovenant
commitment. lis on thisbasis thaDaniel pleads withGod: “O Lord, in view of all your
righteousacts, let your anger andvrath, we prayturn away fromyour city Jerusalem,
your holy mouwntain; becaise of our sinsard the iniquities ofour ancestors]erusalem and
your people have become a disgrace among all our neighbors” (v. 16). The “rigites3us
(tsdeqoth of Yahwehrecall Judges %lb; 1 Samuell12:7; Psalm 103;6lsaiah 45:24;
Micah 6:5. Again Goldingay speaks to theint. These rightacts arenis actions on behalf
of Israel attacked or afflicted by oppressors in Egyphe wilderness, ithe period of the
Judges and in the exile. &te beginning ofDaniel'splea(v. 15), herefersspecifically to
the exodus, Yahweh's paradigm “righteouscts.” Accordiig to Goldingay, “Godbrought
Israel out of Egypt by strength of hand and thus established his reputation for doing what is

right.”38
Psalm 50strikes the theme of the appearance of Yahweh for judgment, cast in terms
of theophany, and probably echoing the giving of the law on Sinai (especially in view of v.

5).391Its contents, a8. A. Anderson commentgre reminiscent of the classiqalophets,

with their admonitions anaonditional promises?0 Thus, in leeping with this prophetic
atmosphere othe Psalm, vv. 1-6depict Yahweh as the coming judge. In a manner
recalling Deuteronomy:26; 30:19; 32:1; Isaiah:2, heaven anearth arecalled upon as
witnesses tdhe judgment(see alsaMlicah 61-2; Jeremial2:12)41 In accordance with
what scholardave called the fib motif’ (rib is the Hebrew verbfor “contend”), God

intrudes theophanically to engage his people in covenant let¥suit.

36 Goldingay,Daniel, Word Biblical Commentary 30 (Dallas: Word, 1989), 242.
37 pid.
38 |bid., 243.

39 On the theophanynotif of the Psalm, see H.J. Kraus, Psalms 1-59, Continental Commentary
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 491-92.

40 Anderson, The Book of Psalms New Century Bible. 2 vols. (Grand Rapids/London:
Eerdmans/Paternoster, 1972), 1.381.

4lp. Craigie notes that in the original covenant the people accepted Moses’ invocdteaveriand earth
(Psalms1-50, Word Biblical Commentaryl9 [Waco: Word,1983], 365; id.,The Bookof Deuteronomy
New International Commentary on the Old Testani@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978]6). But now, the
same heaven and earth testify as “hostile withesses” against them.

42\vith regard to Isaiah 1:2, J. Oswalt rightly notes tisatah’sreferences ta@wovenantarenot as explicit
as those of Jeremiah. In fact, Isaiah does notbash at all. Nevertheless, it cannot lieniedthat Isaiah

knows of the covenant. Covenant would appear to be the ground of all the prophet’s thinkingaitesra
for living, without which life cannot be sustain€tihe Book oflsaiah, New InternationalCommentary on
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In commencing the judgment, Yahweh commands: “Gather to me my fathddl,
who made aovenantwith me by sacrifice!” (v. 5, probablyalluding toExodus 24). The
term translated “faithful ones” is the Hebreasid This isthe samedjective employed by
David in Psalm 32:6, where heimplores “everyoneloyal to Yahweh's covenant”
(Anderson’s translation) tpray. Craigiestates thiathe term “designatesspecificallythose

who were committed t&od inthe relationship of acovenant.#3 Later in Jewisthistory,
this term would distinguish the Israelite loyalists from apostatesduring the Maccabean
crisis (e.g., 1 Maccabees 2:24; 7:13).

The occurrence ofasidin the present passage might lneexpectedsince the
Psalm has to do witthe judgment of an apparentlgss than faitful people.Anderson
suggests that “faithful ones” may convey a touch of irony, unless we undettstgidase
as equivalent to “my covenant pple,” i.e., “those whose maincharacteristic is not so

much any special virtue abedience, atheir responsibility toGod and hislaws.™4 A.
Weiserconcurs:the phrase‘my godly ones” (hidranslation)“addresseshe members of
the people ofGod not onaccount of their specialirtues but onthe strength oftheir

responsibility, whichfollows from their relationship withGod.™> If these appraisals of
the “faithful ones” arecorrect, then its simply underscored thahe center of gavity of a
covenant is alationship so much so that even a people fipejudgment carbe depicted
in terms of the alliance they are bound to maintain.

In the Psalmist’'s mindtherefore, it is onlynatural toinvoke the righteousness of
God: “The heavens declangs righteousness, for Gddmself is judge”(v. 6). Anderson
thinks that “righteousness” tantamount to #hweh'’s “righteousclaim.” However, it is
more natural tanaintain the traditionakanslation of‘righteousness” andefer the term to
the Lord’s obligation toupholdthe curses otthe covenan{see above). As ithe case of
Nehemiah9:32-33,the “darkside” of righteousness is broughto view, as stressed by
the predication of this attribute to God the judge. Tale, Psalm 50:5-6 i® strongtext
for establishing aetributive element ofrighteousnesgit is somewhatsurprising that
Seifrid does not makmore ofit). Neverthelessthe ndion of righteousnesteredoes not
appear out of thdlue, nor does ibccur in theabstract,simply because thi®salm is

steeped in the covenant theology of Exodus, Deuteronomy and the Prophets. If Yahweh the

judgebringsretributive justiceupon Israel, it igorecisely becausthe covenanhasbeen

violated46 Accordingly, the “faithful ones”are to renewwith sacrificethe covenanthat
was ratified by sacrifice (Exodus 24), in order to see the salvation of God (vv. 14, 23).

Psalm 111s a hymn ofpraise. Kraus'summary ofits contents ispropos for our
purposes:

the Old Testament. 2 vols. [Grand Rapids: Eendsh, 1.85). A consideratiguch aghis should havebeen
weighed more carefully by Seifrid.

43 Craigie,Psalms, 1-50365.
44 AndersonPsalms 1.384.
45 \eiser, The Psalms: A Commentai@ld Testament Library (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1962), 395.

46 One of Seifrid’sobjections toberith as the matrix of righteousness that it hasreceived“the same
abstract treatment” atsdegah He complains thatscholarsare not clear in their delineation of “God’s

covenantfaithfulness.” Is thereference tothe Sinaitic, Abrahamic, Davidic or Noachiccovenant, or
something else? He questiamkether itis historically andtheologically legitimate “tacollapse allof the

biblical covenants intmne” (p. 425, n. 47)However,this particularproblem isimaginary, not real. No
one is suggesting that the various covenantobapsed into one. Godfaithfulness to his peoplgertains
historically and theologically towhatevercovenantthey find themselvesunder atany given period of

salvation history, with its own peculiar demands andprivileges. Far frombeing abstract,God’s

righteousness asovenanftfaithfulness is a principléhat transcendshe variousepochs ofHeilsgeschichte
and yet is localized in each.
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(1) Thispsalm is ehymnic anddidacticrecord of God’s gracious attention
to his chosen peopldt glorifies the reliable, foundationakvent of the
covenant andhe continuous alvific faithfulness ofYahweh inhistory and
worship. Thefoundational traditions athe OT areaddressed byneans of
short references. (2) The singer watdrovide his hearers with a new
relation to Yahweh’s management and rdle.inner appropriation, joy and

fear, is to be determinativi.

The two points affirmed by Kraus asgical of all thesevenpassages undeonsideration:
Psalm 111 presupposes the foundational event of the covenant and God'’s faithfulness to it,
and then seeks to apply “Yahweh’s management and rule” to its own day.
In this Psalm, the righteousne¥sGod thatendures forevefv. 3) isdemonstrated
by his “works” (v. 2) and “wonderfuldeeds”(v. 4). In short,“the Lord is gracious and
merciful” (v. 4), proof positive of which ithat “He provides foodior thosewho fear him;
he is ever mindful ohis covenant’(v. 5). It is by virtue of such “works,*wonderful
deeds,” “grace” and “mercy” that he hgisen his people thieritage of thenations(v. 6).
Apart from these adulations, the faithfulness of Yahweh is particularly stressed in vv. 7-9:

The works of his hands are faithful and just;

all his precepts are trustworthy.
They are established forever and ever,

to be performed with faithfulness and uprightness.
He sent redemption to his people;

he has commanded his covenant forever.

Holy and awesome is his name.

If anything isconspicuous fronthis Psalm, it is thathe faithfulness ofGod is
assessed in nather terms than that @bvenant. Theighteousnes®f God that endures
forever (v. 3) isjust hisfidelity that hasbeen revealed in th&vorks” and “wonderful
deeds” that haverocured aheritagefor his people.In performing such works, he is
“mindful of his covenahtv. 5).

On the people’s part, the corresponding attitu@etisulated as the fearf the Lord
which is the beginning aisdom; allthosewho practice ithave agoodunderstanding (v.
10). That thebottom lire of the Psalm isthe fear ofGod is of more thanpassing
significance. Ifthe Lord has “commanded|literally, “cut” or “made”] his covenant
forever,” then the fear of God the primalresponse oithe part ofthe humarparticipants
in the covenant. In his study dhe fear ofGod in the Old Testament, JBecker has
demonstrated thdhe phrase‘fear of God” is the Old Testament equivalent Gligion,”

i.e., devotion to the Lord who hasdeemedis people bygrace#8 In practical terms, the
fear of the Lord is obediencettwze divine will. Inhis study ofthe theology ofthe Palms,
Kraus appropriatelysubsumesthe fear ofGod” under‘The Faith of theRighteous.” He
notesthat in English we do not have termisat could reproducethe loyal, intimate and
trustingrelationship oflife and service,the commitmentand devotion of thosevho are
faithful to God. Nevertheless:

The most frequenexpression irthe Psalms forthis relationship is “those
who fear Yahweh” (Ps. 22:23; 25:12, 14; 31:19; 34./195; 66:16; 85:9;
103:11, 13; 1121; 128:4; 130:4147:11).Those whdfear Yahweh live in
obedience t@sod’s will, in permanenattentiveness ansubmission What

is involved here is a never-endimgmmitment to thé&od of Israel and to

47Kraus,Psalms 60-150Continental Commentary (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 359.
48 Becker,Gottesfurcht im Alten Testamernalecta Biblica 25 (Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1965).
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his commandments, an alwayegent “knowledgeof God”.... For those
who fear Yahweh, God islaving redity. They lookfor the self-disclosure
of God and arealwaysalert to receivéhim. Undoubtedlythe phrase “fear
Yahweh” becamdessvivid with the passage ofime and occasionally it
became a mere formal designatiBot the basic meaning oéal fearnever
disappearedfear thatknows hat God isthe judgeand is aware of his
incomprehensiblesovereignty andreedom(Ps. 119:120). Fear does not
exclude bve.... Ydaweh’s people turnto him in love (Ps. 5:11; 18: 1;
31:23; 40:16; 69:36; 97: 10; 122 145:20).Theyare constantlhattentive to
God and always ltg to be neahim. Therefore they love theemple as the

place where they meet God (Ps. 26:8; 27:4; 8#4).

So, even while theactual ternmtrighteousness” is ngbredicated of thdaithful, it
comes down to that all the same. Those who fear the Lord are none othleistt@arenant
keeping people. As thoughe covenant settingf the Psalmneeded futter confirmation,
the provision of food (v. 5) probably harks bagKksrael in thewilderness. Th Psalmist's
thought is thereby anchored ttee exodusandthe establishment of the law at Sin@nce
more in Kraus’ words: our Psalmlorifies the reliable, foundational event thfe covenant

and the continuous salvific faithfulness of Yahweh in history and wor&hip
Isaiah 42:6(7) comes in the midst of oé the great servaisongs ofthe prophet’s
volume of consolation for Israel:

| am the LORD, | have called you in righteousness,
| have taken you by the hand and kept you;
| have given you as a covenant to the people,
a light to the nations,
to open the eyes that are blind,
to bring out the prisoners from the dungeon,
from the prison those who sit in darkness.

After the identificatbn of the calledne in Isaiah 42-5, vv. 6-7inform us of the
manner andpurpose ofhis calling. Here, Yahweh announces that hbas called this
personag€ein righteousness.” E. JYoung interpretsin righteousness” to bén the
sphere of righteousness.” Young then defines righteousness as “conformity to a fixed norm
or standard.” Tdact in righteousness,therefore, is toact in accordancevith what is
right, with absolutgustice. Hoveva, since there is no abstrastandard ofjustice apart

from God, the servant acts in accordance with God’s will and puPdose.

Young's appraisabf Isaiah’slanguage is correct as far agdes.Yet he isguilty
of abstracting “conformity to a fixed noror standard” from itsnoorings inthe covenant
relationship a relationshighat permeatesll the servansongswith their atmosphere of

49Kraus,TheoIogy othe PsalmgMinneapolis: Augsburg, 1986), 157-58. &mdamental ighe fear of

Godthat thescribeJesusBen Sira made itone of the outstandinthemes of hiswisdom book. See J.
Haspecker,Gottesfurcht bei JesuSirach: Ihre religidse Struktur und ihre literarische und doktrinére

BedeutungAnalecta Biblica 3qRome: Biblical Institute Press, 1967)According to BerSira, thefear of

God istantamount to trust iiGsod (Sirach1:14), anequationsurely derived from the Hebrew Scriptures
themselves. J. Snaith comments that feérer of the Lordmplies neither childishterror nor merelyformal

respect forauthority.” Rather, “It is to beunderstood...as avarm, personaltrust and reverence”
(Ecclesiasticus othe Wisdom oflesus theSon of Sirach CambridgeBible Commentary[Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1974], 11).

S0 Kraus,Psalms 60-150359 (italics mine).

=X Young, The Book oflsaiah, New InternationalCommentary on th&®ld Testament. 3vols. (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans, 1965-72), 3.118.
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mutual intimacy and trust between Yahweh arglservant. Besidestrictly speaking, the
senant does not'act in righteousness,” but iscéalledin righteousness.The reference is
indeed to thesphere ofhis calling, and, as suchthe sphere is just that ofovenant
commitment.

Given that the arena of the servamwgdiing is “righteousness,” ware notsurprised
that thedesign of hiscommission is to be ‘@ovenant to thepeople” and “aight to the
nations.” Exegetically, theras the question of wheth€elpeople” has Israel specifically in

mind or is synonymously parallel to “natior®’For ourpurposes, it isiecessary only to
observe that the servaistdepicted ashough hehimself were acovenant. Inthe abstract,
this might seem odddow can aperson be @ovenant? Howeve given thecharacteristic
nature and ethos of a biblical covenant, the point is that the servant has been called to be the

very embodiment of God’s own faithfulness to all natiohs.

If Ernst K&dsemann was right, théme thought of Isaiah 42:6s grounded in the
creaion. God’s righteousness according to Késemam, is nore other tharhis commitment
to the creationand in theact of justification God is seen teeclaim thecreation as his

own >4 The creation reference is confirmeg the “light” that the sevant will shed on the
nations. “Light” is generally ametaphorfor “salvation” but ultimately it stems from
Genesis 1:3, abrought forward by numerous passa@@sn both Testaments. As the
light-bearer,the servant is the bringer of reew creation to the rdire globe of sinful
humanity—"far as the curse is found.” It is he who causes a new ordareigefrom the
chaos of sin by virtue of the knowledge of himself (cf. Isaiah 53:11; John 17:3).

In biblical-theologicalperspective, this servant d&susthe Christ, who isplaced
before our view asthe man of faith exemplifying covenasteadfastness and fidelity

(especially in théSospeltemptationnarrativesand theLetter to theHebrews)® It is he
who shines eschatologically upon the nations (Matthew 4:15-16 [= Isaiah 9dRh2]1.4-
5,9; 3:19; 8:129:5, etc.). If, thenChrist embodies inhis own persorand work new
covenant/nevereationrealities, it is havho empowersall the nations” to render to God
the creator “the obedience of faitfRomansl:5; 16:26). The obedierdne hascreated a
race of creatures in his own image (Romans 5:12-19; 1 Corinthians 3%:49).

We see in IsaiaM2:6, therefore,another instancéen which a @ssagedraws
togethervocabulary, imges and conceptiorieunded nuch earlier in the biblicarecord.
By virtue of this intertextuality, it is confirmed once more thdéte intermingling of

righteousnessind covenant is embedded in teensciousness of scriptural author2’

52 5ee the discussions of Oswadiah 2.117-18; Younglsaiah 3.119-20.
S3cf. Young,lsaiah 3.120-21.

54 Kasemann*“The Righteousness dBod’ in Paul,” New Testament Questions dbday (Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1969), 168-82.

55 Many scholarsare convincedhat Paularticulatesthis conception ofChrist the covenant-keeper by
means of theGreek phraseliterally translated asfaith of Jesus Christ” distis Iésou Christoy (e.g.,
Romans 3:22, 26; Galatians 2:1€pr discussions dfhe phrasewith otherliterature,see myGalatians
112-13, 127; I. G. WallisThe Faith ofJesusChrist in Early Christian Traditions Society for New
Testament Studies Monograph Series 84 (Cambr{dgetbridge UniversityPress, 1995)essays by R. B.
Hays, J. D. G. Dunn and P. J. AchtemeiePauline Theology. Volume IV: LookinBack, Pressing On
eds. E. E. Johnson and Bl. Hay. Societyof Biblical Literature Syrposium Series 4 (AtlantaScholars
Press, 1997), 35-92.

56 see D. GarlingtonFaith, Obedienceand PerseveranceAspects ofPaul’s Letter tothe Romans
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 79 (TUbingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1994), 72-109.

S7 Intertextuality is not so easy to define formally, but ¢iet of it is thatater passages dbcriptureecho
earlier ones. This field of study is onetbé hot buttons ohermeneuticat presentAmongst themassive
amounts ofliterature, see R. B.Hays, Echoes of Scripture ithe Letters ofPaul (New Haven: Yale



18

There is, inpoint of fact, acovenant theologyhat pervadeghe HebrewScriptures and is
regarded as a given and an axiom among its writers.

Isaiah 61:8-11 is likewise part andparcel of a servansong. Intheseverses,
Yahweh declares that heill faithfully recompensehis people andnake an everlasting
covenanwith them(v. 8). Their descendants shdtle known among thenations and all
who see them shall acknowledtpat they are a peoplghomthe Lord has blessefi. 9).
In explicit termsGod’s faithfulness iglirectedtoward his cognant: itis “in faithfulness”
(emeth that the eternatovenant will be stablished. Thig€ovenantis, no doubtthe new
covenant to be ratified by thevork of the servant. Theeffect of God's covenant
faithfulness igwofold. First, there will be a recognizable Israeliwdfspring, anecho of
Genesis 12:2; 15:5; 17:5-8: the ancient promise to Abraham wileépe Second, not only
will Israel survive, the nation will be a witness to the world.

Next, there is a declaration of joy, cast in terms of wedding imagery (vv. 10-11):

| will greatly rejoice in the LORD,
my whole being shall exult in my God;
for he has clothed me with the garments of salvation,
he has covered me with the robe of righteousness,
as a bridegroom decks himself with a garland,
and as a bride adorns herself with her jewels.
For as the earth brings forth its shoots,
and as a garden causes what is sown in it to spring up,
so the Lord GOD will cause righteousness and praise
to spring up before all the nations.

Although the identityof the speaker is anatter ofsome debatethe majority of
commentators opt for Zion. This makibe most sense, becautie singer hasvreenmade
the recipient of'salvation” and“righteousness’{cf. Jeremiah 23:633:16). Here wefind
the synonymousparallelism ofthesetwo familiar terms: thelatter is tantamount to the
former.

Next, the imagery switchédsom a wedding to haculture. Just aghe earthyields
its produce, “thé_ord Godwill causerighteousnesand praise t@pring upbeforeall the
nations.” Thepicture isconsonant witmumerouspropheticpassages in whictihe age to
come is depicted as a fruitfiibld. We firstencounter fruit irthe Genesiscreation account
and later in the flood narrative (itself a new beginnif@gnesis 1:1112, 22, 28,29; 3:2,
3, 6,12; 8:17;9:1, 7). Later, one ofthe centralpromises ofthe Abrahamiccovenant is
fruitfulness in terms of the patriarch’s desgents (Genesis 17:88:3; 35:1147:27; 48:4;
Exodus 1:7). Inthe Prophets,the fruitfulness ofthe landfeatures prominently in the
prophecies respectirigrael’sreturn fromexile (Isaah 4:2; 27:6; 29:17;32:15-16; 65:21;
Jeremiah 23:3; 31:Fzekiel 17:23; 34:27;36:8, 11, 30; 4:12; Amos 9:14;Joel 2:22;
Zechariah 8:12). In the prophetic vision, Palestine was todue like theGarden ofEden
before Adam’s fall, a veritable new creatfeh.

The righteousness which is salion is to take theform of Israel's renewed
commitment to thecovenant. Inplain language,‘those whom hewraps in his robe of
righteousness experience not only deliverance tronghteousness and iggfects but also

divine enablement to live out his righteousné&$Directy pamll el is Isaiah 32: a kingwill
reign inrighteousnesgv. 1); the Spirit will be poured fromon high; the wildernesswiill

University Press, 1989). C. Allison, The Intertextual Jesus: Scripture in (Harrisburg:Trinity Press
International, 2000).

58 This considerable “fruit tradition” ligsehind the “fruit ofthe Spirit” in Galatianss:22-23 (Garlington,
Galatians 253-54).

59 Oswalt,Isaiah, 2.575.



19

become afruitful field (v. 15); and “then justice will dwell inthe wilderness, and
righteousness abide in the fruitfiiéld. Theeffect ofrrighteousneswill be peace, and the

result of righteousness, quietness and trust forever” (vv. 16017).

In brief, the equation ofighteousnessnd covenant fidelity—onboth the divine
and human sides—is glaringly obvious in Isaiah 61:8YEt the pasage hardly occurs in
isolation and is farfrom representing amere incidatal or minority outlook on the
righteousness language of the Old Testament. Quite the contrary, it tgdasatdongside
the othersix texts hatthemselvesare theheirs of anarticulatedand developedovenant
theology, according to whichghteousness is noraher than an irreversibleommitment
to a familial bond established by grace.

Hosea 2:16-2Q@akes its place within the promisethe restoration dirael after the
judgment due to her adultery = idola{3.1-13). Cast interms ofthe creatioraccount, as
taken up by Noachicovenantthe prghecy looks forwardo a new covenantwhen the
curse will be removed: war wilome to arend, and even thevild animals will no longer
pose a threat to Israelfgeace and security. On htat day, the broken marriage between
Yahweh anchis spousewill be restored: “lwill takeyou for my wifeforever; | will take
you for my wife in righteousness andjirstice, in steadfast lovand inmercy. lwill take
you for my wife in faithfulness; and you shall know the LORD” (v. 19).

Righteousnesand covenant are linked in terms ofrgogal fidelity: Israel will no
longer call Baalher husband, butvahweh(v. 16). Commenting orthis image, A. A.
Macintosh can say: “in this situation Hosea seeks to redeem the notion of love between man
and woman from the murky confusion into which Baalism had dragged it and to exalt it to a
representation of the faithful love of the just and true God for the people that he had chosen

of old.”61 Therefore, righteousness éenceived of adoyalty to this familial bond of
commitment to be reestablished at the time of the nation’s restoration to the land.
God'’s devotion tothe covenant isiticulated as thésteadfastiove” and “mercy”

that have compelled hito end theexile and renew thenarriage. Fronthe people’sside,
although they had been no better than the propbet’s adulterous wife, ithe restoration
they will become “my people{v. 23), aphrase llat hearkens back to “my peculiar
possession,” olsrael as a “kingdom of priest§Exodus 19:5-6)‘On thatday” (v. 16),
the ideal relationship of Israel to h&od will be realizedand consummated. €terms of
vv. 19-20, remark F. I. Andersen and D. N. Freedrfeonstitute aprofound thetmgical
statement describjnthe foundational componés of the marriagerelationship, which

derive from the character of Yahweh himsé&#.”

In sum the seven passaggsst examineddemonstrate that theorrespondence of
righteousness and covenant is far froasual or incidental. In point déct, the noton of
covenant forms the indispensable context and subtekiedflk ofrighteousnessEach of
the seven presppses an@choegrevious strands ofiltdical tradition, andeachseeks to
apply to its own day foundationebncepts reaching baokto the earliesstages of Israel’s
nationhood. Statistically speaking, one may argue, as Seifrid does, that seven texts do not a
major motif make.But the passages iguestionare not to be relegated to thtatus of
prooftexts, as Seifrid is in danger of doidgmere lexical analysis insufficient toassess
the fundamental significance mfeas hatform the substrata and axioms of Oleéstament
biblical theology. If anything, these passages take tise heart ofvhat covenantheology
is all about—righteousness as the fidelity required of both the divine and human partners of

601t is frequently overlookethat Isaiah32:16-17 is thebackdrop toRomans 5:1See GarlingtonFaith,
Obedience, and Perseveranz8-76.

61 Macintosh,Hosea InternationalCritical CommentaryEdinburgh: T. & T.Clark, 1997), 79. On the
confusion of the names Baal and Yahweh, see ibid., 80.

62 Andersen and Freedmatiosea Anchor Bible 24 (Garden Citypoubleday, 1980), 2830n the narriage
imagery ofthis passagesee G. . EmmersonHosea: An Israelitd’rophet in JudeanPerspective Journal
for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 28 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1984), 21-26.
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the marriage bond that bears the nanieeoth.

(3) Seifrid has proposed that, in hidal terms, one doesnot “act righteously or
unrighteously” with respect to a covenant. Rather, one “keeps,” “remembers,”
“establishes” acovenant, orthe like. Conversely, one “breaks,” “transgresses,
“forsakes,” “despises,"forgets” or “profanes”a covenant.Just as acovenant is a
particularkind of relation, righteousnestakesthe particulafform of loveand loyalty in a
covenantalrelation. All “covenant-keeping” igighteousbehavior, but notall righteous
behavior is “covenant-keeping.lt is misleading, heinsists, to speak of “God’s
righteousness” as his “covenant-faithfulness.” It would be clostaetbiblicd language to
speak of his “faithfulness” as “covenant-righteousness.”

My impression is thathis formulation israther convoluted andlifficult to
understand. At besSeifrid is guilty of hair splittingby maintaining thatall “covenant-
keeping” is righteous behavior, but radk righteous behawr is “covenant-keeping.Even
more conspicuous is the asserttbat ismisleading tospeak of “God’s righteousness” as
his “covenanfaithfulness.” Supposedly, it would beloser tothe biblical language to
speak of “faithfulness” as “covenant-righteousness.” Yet the very passages cited by him, as
examinedabove, link inextricably righteousnessnd the covenant.That being so, it is
really inconceivable that there should bigateous behaviowhich is not athe samdime
covenant-keeping. Seifrid’s distinction can only exist in the abstract, not in the concrete and
everydayrealities ofcovenantife. Moreover, to insisthat it would bebetter tospeak of
God’s “faithfulness” as‘covenant-righteousnesg’ather than ofhis “righteousness’as
“covenant-faithfulness” is a meaningless distinction, which most certainly would be lost on
most readers of the Bible.

Besides, his argnent is self-contradictory. Seifrid playson terms such as
“keeping,” “remembering,” “establishig” a covenant, or, conversely, “keaking,”
“transgressing,” “forsaking,” “despising,” “forgetty,” “profaning” a covenant. In so
observing, he wants tmaintain thabne does ot “act righteously or unrighteously” with
respect toa covenant.Yet he goes on tostate that a covenantalation is familial and
demands love and loyalty (Hosea 6:6). For this redsmiact in faithfulness and love in a
covenant is tact righteously of course, so that it is not surprisingfited righteousness
language in occasional maecton with hesed(“loving kindness” or‘covenant love”) and
'emunah(“faith/faithfulness”)” (p. 424. lalicsmine.). By his ownadmission, then, one

does‘act righteously or unrighteously” with respect to a cove&ént!

(4) Seifrid’s attempt to locaterighteousness ircreation rather than covenant
categoriehasbeenaddressed abovéle leansparticularly onthe frequencywith which
righteousnes$anguage is associatedth “ruling and judging.” The demandfor social

63 The interplay ofcovenantfaithfulnessand such terms as keepingahweh'’s statutes (tantamount to
keeping thecovenant) or “doinghe law” is evident in Deuteronomy. Crucial is aappreciation of the
centrality of theTorah in Israel’'s self-consciousness dfeing the chosenpeople. It is the book of
Deuteronomy that gives the classic statement of the role of the Torah in the life of the peoplearTloé
the book (chaps. 5-28) consists of a restatemethieofovenant made at SinBleuteronomy 29:kums up
the whole of that block of material: “These are the words of the covenant which the Lord commanded Moses
to make with the sons of Israel in the land of Moab, besides the covenant whict iHeadevith them at
Horeb.” Throughout thebook, theemphasis ofcovenantlife is sustainedand reinforced innumerous
restatements of the promise (and warnings): “Thismibive” (Deuteronomy4:1, 10, 40;5:29-33; 6:1-2,
18, 24; 7:12-13). This promise does not originate in Deuteronomy, because Leviticus 18iredmhdsaid:
“So you shallkeep My statutesand My judgments, by which a man may live if deesthem; | am the
Lord.” I have sought to demonstrate thguation oflaw-obedience ocovenant-keepingvith fidelity to the
God of the covenant in myessay, “RoleReversaland Paul's Use ofScripture in Galatians3.10-13,”
Journal for the Study of the New Testan&m{1997), 95-106 (now reprintedlixegeticalEssays 2nd ed.
[Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock, 2003], 197-231).
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justice derives fromGod, the divineking, who hasdetermined tcsecurethe good and
beneficial order of creation.This, for Seifrid, explains the frequent association of
“salvation” and “deliverance” words with “righteousness.”

Certainly, he has demonstrated ampist tighteousness language, inledst some
instances, pé&ains to “ruling andudging.” He is equallycorrect that Gd's role as the
divine king accounts, partially anyway, for the relation of righteousness and
salvation/deliverance. But givdhe overlapping andnterpenetrating character ofeation
and covenant imiblical theology,rather than disprong the connection ofighteousness
with covenant, higlataonly proveit. Seifrid is obviously concerned tdeep retributive
justice at thdore of righteousness, @he expense of the relatior@@mponent. But in so
doing, he hazommittedhimself to two mehodological mistakes.One isthe artificial
bifurcation ofcreationandcovenant. Thether isthe failure to recognize that evermere
righteousness is retributive justice, the retribution is meted out as a reth@twadlation of
a covenantrelationship.Even inthe case ofwvrath directedtoward pagan peoplesa(la
Romans 1:18-3:20), thereation covenan still operative (see the appendix).

In his endeavor to distance Godisghteousness, asetributive justice, from
covenant fidelity and root it ihis role as king and judge, Seifrid appeals#otainlexical
data, namelythe distinction between tifeminineand masculinédorms of the nouns for
“righteousness.” “The feminine tendsreder to aconcretething such asa righteousact or
vindicatingjudgment.The masculinaisually signifieshe more abstract concept of ‘right
order’ or ‘that which ismorally right” (p. 428). Orthis bass, Seifrid then maintainghat
the feminine form of the noun is favored by biblical writersatiiculate thevindicating and
punitive acts of God. God is thus stidbe “righteous” wheme rewardsrighteouspeople
and punishes the guilty.

On the surface,this may seem like a compellirgrgument. Butwithout disputing
Seifrid’s findings assuch, | wouldadd the caution that there issuch athing as
overinterpretation of linguistidata, whichloads ontandividual wads more freight than
they can bear. As numerous scholaase taughtis, inpursuingthe task ofexegesis, we
must read words within words; that words do noexist on theirown, butform part of

an entire segment afiscoursé4 Therefore,while it may be true that the feminine and
masaline forms of “righteousness’tend (his word) torefer to concreteand abstract
conceptions respeacely, ultimately thesemanticrange of termss determined byactual
usage with a broader context.the case ofighteousness iparticular, that context is the
covenant, thougltovenantfinds its rootage increation. This means thaven inthose
instances in whiclisdegahand cognatedesignate a vindicatingidgment, thajudgment
falls in response to covenant infidelity.

To this | would addhat “righteous acts” (femine plural) in a pssage likeDaniel
9:16 (cf. Judges5:11b; 1 Samuell2:7; Psalm 103:6; Isaiah 45:284icah 6:5) are
retributive with regard to Israel’'s enemibst salvific onbehalf ofhis covenantpeople. If
anything, this datum indicates that one roagrplaythe retributivedimension ofthis form
of the noun. Moreover, if Goldingay is correct, thbka “righteous acts” o6God in Daniel

9:16 serve to establishis repuation for doing whatis right.”65 Here, the feminine falls
into Seifrid’s more abstract (masculine) category of “that which is morally right.”

64 see, among many, Barr, The Semantic®f Biblical Language(Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1961); D. A. CarsorExegetical Fallacie¢Grand Rapids: Baker, 1984); M. Sihgiplical Wordsand Their
Meaning: AnIntroduction to Lexical SemanticgGrand Rapids: Zondervan,1983); P. Cottereland M.
Turner,Linguistics and Biblical Interpretatio(Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 1989).

65 Goldingay,Daniel, 243.
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(5) Seifrid’s handling othe postbiblicaimaterials is ohecessity limited® and he
is right that thetask of analyzing thesmaterials is exceedinglgomplex. Firstcome the
Qumran textsAlthough heconcedes td&Ganders thatcovenant” in theScrolls is often
associated witlmighteousness terminology, he questiovisether Sanders’framework of
interpretation actually holds. He fastens on the demanithdéosect tavalk in perfection in
all God’'s ways Community Rulel:7-8; 3:9b-12). Such expressions gserfection of
way” and “uprightness dfieart” are noigeneralreferences t@iety, but rather represent
“the essence ofhe life andworship ofthe community.” From this heconcludes that the
Qumran covenardoes ot save as a promise prior to amdlependent obbedience put
preciselyasthe “perfection of way” in which righteousness is found.

In response, it isegrettable thaBeifrid does notdefine “perfection”in biblical
terms, leaving the impression with tipeneral reader thatdtierm is tabe understoodmnore
or less as it is in English. But the fact of the matter is thétanJewishmilieu, as P. J. Du
Plessis has shown, “perfection”psincipally a“cultic’ and“quantitative” term, indicating
“wholeness entiretyandintactness.” “Perfection,according to DWPlessis, iswholeness

in one’s relationship to GA#¥. D. Peterson add&at the concept ieot formal orabstract.
While conceding thagperfection in the Old’estament is nagssentially a moratoncept, it
doesinvolve “loving obedience to Goasthe onewho, in hismercy, hasnitiated the

relationship withman.’68 Therefore, to walk irperfection inall God’s ways ishardly
“sinless perfection,’but rather a wholeheartecommitment tohonor the entirety of the
Lords’ revealedwill. Otherwiseput, perfection is simplya David-like desire to seek God
and follow his commandments with all one’s heart (Psalm 119:2, 10, 34, 69, 145).

This beingso, the “legalistic’ edge is takeroff Seifrid’s reading of theScrolls.
Granted, the Qumran covenant does not envision salvation as pddaegidependently of
obedience. Butsalvation” for a SecondlempleJew was understooeschatologically as
the vindication of his fidelity to Gounh final judgmentMany Christianwriters fail to grasp
this point and consequentlgssign a synergism tancient Judaism that isentirely
inappropriate as thoughJews of this period were Pelagians befoRelagius. If, in
Seifrid’s words, this covenantsaves“precisely as the ‘perfection oivay’ in which
righteousness ibund,” then nothingmore need be involved than perseveranc&ad’s
commandments as the pre-conditiotiiodl vindication. With thisthe canonicabcriptures
are entirely in agreeme#¥.

Not only so, passages lik€ommunity Rulel1:1-3, 5,11-12, 13-15and Hymn
Scroll (1QH) 4:30-33; 7:30-3113:17 graphicallyillustrate that the Qumran sect held to
justification by the free grace @od. The point is notthat the sectariansembraced a

66 see histreatment of th&Qumran materialandthe Psalms ofSolomonin Justification by Faith 78-

135. Thatthese texts by themselvagquire afull-length study is evident from B. Przybylski,

Righteousness in Mattheand His World of Thought Society for New Testament StudieMonograph
Series 41(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversity Press, 1980); M. Winning8jnnersand the Righteous: A
Comparative Study of the Psalms of SolorandPaul’'s Letters Coniectanediblica, New Testament 26
(Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1995).

67 Du PlessisTELEIOS:The Idea of Perfection in the New Testan{&aimpen: Kok, 1959).

68 petersonHebrewsand Perfection: AnExamination of the Concept &ferfection inthe Epistle to the
Hebrews Societyfor New Testament Studies Monograj8eries 47(Cambridge:CambridgeUniversity

Press, 1982), 24 (italics mingjence, perfect” is tantamount td'blameless” (cf.Luke 1:6; Philippians
2:15). 4 Maccabees 7:15 makes the righteous Eledagéky to the law “perfect,i.e., “complete,” by his
martyrdom (cf. Petersohiebrews 25).

69 see the splendid stuayf K. L. Yinger, Paul, Judaismand JudgmentAccording toDeeds Society for
New Testament Studies Monograph Series 105 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).
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“justification by decency,”0 but ratherjustification was restricted to thecommunityas a

“private reserve.”L This is the real point and preciseéhe conclusion oDtto Betz, which
is only to beexpected since, ihis words, “at Qumranthe righteousness ofsod has
absolute priority over human activitit leads to obedience to the law, but this does not turn

into merit.”72

Among theScrolls, Seifrid’s attention is particularlyurned to Community Rule
11:2-4. Thegist of his argiment is that thédebrew text of v. 3 shouldead: “with my
righteous deeds he blots out ntyansgressions,’rather than “with his [God’s]
righteousness he blotsitomy transgressions.” Frortis it follows, says Seifrid, that for
the Qumran community covenantalgiveness is found ithe doing of God-given deeds
of righteousness, not apart from them, as Sanders has claimed.

First, as inthe case of Avemarie’sook onthe rabbinic material§¢see below),
Seifrid, at best, hasversimplified Sanders. Ifanything, Sanderslearly acknowledged
that forgiveness is linked to God-given deeds of righteousness. To quote him at length:

God’s grace and the requirement of performanchempart of marare both
stressed so strongly e Scrolls hat it is difficult to state the precise
relationship between grace andrks. Thisis Burrows’s formulation: “The

sons of light are saved lige faithful studyand observancef the law, but

they are able to keep the lamly becausehey have beeplacedunder the
dominion of the spirit of light.” | should prefer not to say that they are saved
by study and observance. It appears more accurate to say thatelrsgved

by the electing grace of Goathen it isresponded towith repentance and
commitmentand thathey keepthe commandments, with @ help, as a
consequenceof the electionand as acondition for remaining in the

covenant’3

Later, Sandersvrites inpointed termshat at Qumran “obediends the condition

sine qua norof salvation.”4 And in the conclusions ofhis survey ofthe Scrolls, he
remaks that the soteriological patterns to foeind in themare consistent.There may be
differences here anthere onpoints of halakah (application of thdaw), butthe general
pattern of religion is not affected by such differences.

We find no layer inthe Qumrammaterial inwhich obedience tdhe law is
not required or in which transgression is not punished. Futtieplace of
obedience in the overall schemealways thesame: it is the&eonsequencef
being in the covenant aride requirementor remainingin the covenant....
Obedience to theommandments/as notthought of asearningsalvation,
which camerather by God’s grace, but wasevertheless required as a

70F. F. BruceThe Spreading Flamé&he Riseand Progress ofChristianity from its First Beginnings to
the Conversion of the Engliggxeter: Paternoster, 1958), 336, writing of the soteriology of Pelagius.

71 E. Kasemann“The Faith of Abraham in Rorans 4,” Perspectives on PayPhiladelphia:Fortress,
1971), 88.

72Betz, “Rechtfertigung in QumranRechtfertigung: Festschrift flEErnst Kdsemanreum 70.Geburtstag
eds. J. Friedrich, al. (Tubingen/Gottingen: bhr-Siebeck/VVandenhoeck &uprecht, 1976)34 (italics
his).

73 sandersPaul, 295 (first italics mine, second his).

74 bid., 304.
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condition of remaining in the covenaand not obeyinghe commandments
would damn/®

If these statements &anders’seem to be at varianaeith his overall thesis of
covenantal nomism, the solution resides infog that, in theJudaism othis period,grace
andworks, or graceandlaw, were not juxtposed as thewre in Western systematic
theology.

The heightening othe perception of God'grace andhe requirement of
obedience is instructive for understanding Judaism generally,ifmlidgates
that “grace”and“works” were not considereds opposed teachother in

ary way. | bdieve thatit is sde to say that the notion that Ga's grace is in
any waycontradictory to humagndeavour is totalljoreign to Palestinian
Judaism. Theeason fotthis is hatgraceand works were notconsidered
alternativeroads tosalvation Salvation...is always byhe grace oiGod,

embodied in the covenaffl.

The only way that Seifrid’s allegatiowill work is if “forgiveness” isgiven the
narrowest definition possible andis somehowdetachedfrom “salvation,” especially
considering that salvation for Jews of this pemnaas dominantly eschatological inature,

corresponding tdhe restoration ofisrael/’ Sanders is aslear asanyone could bé¢hat
forgivenessand salvation hinge precisely on devotiontiie Torah, not “legalistically”
conceived, but as the appropriate response to God’s covenant grace.

Second, perdpsthe bestanswer to Seifrid’dreatment ofLQS 11 is theessay of
MarcusBockmuehl,“1QS and Salvation at Qumranyhich appears in this veryolume
and of which Seifrid could have taken advantage. Bockmuehkfirseysthe significance
of theCommunity Rulas a whole. In the discussion of election and the people of God (the
corporate dimensioniy the Rule he demonstratefat thenotion of covenanholds sway
in the sect'sconception ofitself. True,covenant is restricted to the members of Dead
Sea communityNeverthelessthe Scrolls gve no indication that a belief in the basic
continuity of the covenargromises haveensurrenderedp. 391).This is a verytelling
consideration ifight of Seifrid’s downplay ofcovenant as ramework ofinterpretation
for righteousness.

Next, Bockmuehl analyzes tiailein terms of voluntarism and predestination (the
individual dimension). As anic as itmay seem,one chooses t@nter the community and
commit oreself heart andsoul to the standards otthe sect; yethis choice hasbeen
precetemined by God. Though onthe surface itmight seem likethe Rule embraces a
merit-based system of salvation, this is not the case.

Salvation, on this @w, could never be amatter of humanmerit. The
covenanters do ndtnow themselveselect bytheir waks but, on the
contrary,their works bearwitness totheir election.God has‘causedthem
to inherit the lot of theHoly Ones” (1QS 11:7-8), “caused them taraw

73 |pid., 320.

76 |pid., 297 (italics his). It ismotedthat M. Bockmuehljn the essay “1Q%ndSalvation at Quman,”
appearing in this book, reminds us that Sanders had access to only four main documents aSunofisthe
He is right that “no seriousstudentwould todayattempt todescribe‘the Qumran pattern of religion’
without reference tothe large number of additional texts thathave become accessibkEnce 1977”
(Variegated NomisnB883).

77 The salvation = restoration motif is taken up by N. T. Wriglesusandthe Victory of GodChristian
Origins and the Question of GodMinneapolis: Fortress, 19965. McKnight, A New Visionfor Israel:
The Teachings of Jesus in National Con{&dand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999).
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near” to the covenarfso 1QS 11:13cf. 1QH 6[=14]:13). It is hisagency
tha supremely determes aperson’s standingand which underwrites
human choice in thiirst place.Although Josephus suggests that it was the
Pharisees who held divine providence and hufremwill in a fine badnce
(J. W.2.162f.;Ant. 13.172; cfm. 'Abot3:19), in these texts we do in fact
find a comparable co-existenad thesetwo theologicaltopoi in tension.
Here liesthe paradoof Qumran’sview of salvation: althoughhe sons of
light freely choose to belortg thecovenant andhus to be savedhe very
fact that theydo sois itself anexpression othe overruling grace oGod,
whosesovereign desigdisposes er boththe saved andhe damned. At
the samdime, eventhe sect’s evidentleterminism in relation to historical
and cosmological events servaadamentally onlyo reinforceand confirm
this eternal predestination of the elect (p. 397).

Consonant with thisutlook is Bockmuehl’'s conchion respectingighteousness
and justification in th&®ule

Thus, the Serekbs [Rulés] view of justification clearly rides on acosmic
order of God’s righteousness whosevelationconstitutes bottthe final
salvation ofhis people and théinal destruction othe forces ofdarkness.
The revelation of thatighteousness, moreover, does depend oreither
the predicament or the achievementdelievers, but isleterminedsolely
by God himself (p. 399).

This reading of th®uleis simply buttressetly its conceptionf sin and atonement{pp.
399-402).

In sum, Bockmuehl is aware that his findirage “notfundamentallyincompatible”
with those ofSanders:'Qumranmanifests areschatological faith iwhich salvation and
atonement for sins are not humanly earned but divinely granted by predetgictemh and
membership in the life of the observant covenant community” (p. 412).

Given this higly responsible andentirely plaisible reading of th&€Community
Rule Seifrid’s attempt torewrite 1QS 11:3 is destinefbr failure. On the strictly
paleographical level, and in the abstract, his argumentigrrighteous deedsfatherthan
“his[God’s] righteous deeds” might fly. But in the light thie doctrine of salvation in this
Scroll, histranslation comeacross as piece ofspecial pleadingand it is doubtfulthat
many objective readers of the Scrolls will be convinced.

After Qumran, there is a perusal of rabbinic teS&sifrid’s thesis is thahe usage
of “covenant” perith) in thesematerials isfar morecomplicated tharsanders wasvilling
to allow. His four essential points about “covenant” in this literature are summaboee,
and | will simply respond to them here.

(& Even if therabbis associatelsrael’s election and circumcision with the
Abrahamiccovenant rather than tt&inai covenantthe factremainsthat her identity as a
chosenpeople isbound up with a covenanthat circuntision in particularshould be
associated withAbraham intead of Moses followsquite naturdy from the fact that
circumcision is the sign of the Abrahamic coven@enesisl7:11; Romang:11), not the
Mosaic, which was the sabbath (Exodus 31:12-17). Theonly way that Seifrid’s
observation can carry any whigs to assumthat ralinic authorssomehowconceived of
the Abrahamicovenant in abstractioinom the Mosaic, which mostertainlywas not the
case.

(b) His secondpoint is linked to thdirst, namely, hat rabbinicwriters frequently
use“covenant” as aract of obedience imassociation withithe Abrahamiccovenant. One
would readily grant that this is case; but the problenteifrid is that thisdlatumdoes not
carry any more conviction than his first observation. He seems to assurobeitiignce to
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the Abrahamicovenant is irsome waydetachabldrom the covenanunder whichthese
authors lived, the Mosaic.

(c) The third point is the contentiohat Sanders’ use ofhe phrase“being in the
covenant” to convey the notion Yarticipating in salation” doesnot fit the nature of the
rabbinic usage, since the idea of obedience is aftached td’covenant,” as irthe Bible.
It should beobvious bythis time that wehave here another &eifrid’s false alternatives.
Participation in salvation is not be distinguished fronebediencesincethe latter isproof
positive of the érmer. It isonly by placing dlegalistic” construction orfobedience’that
Seifrid is able draw such a sweeping conclusion.

(d) The fourthpoint chargeshiat when Sanders speaks thie obligation of the
righteous asfaithfulness tothe covenant’ he hasdeviatedfrom the rabbinicperspective,
which placed emphasis submission tdéhe “yoke ofheaven,”i.e., loveand feartoward
the one true God. This faithfulnessGod is to be nrafestedin actualobediencewhich,
as it was assumed, the human beingthasbility toperform, not narely obeyingthe law
to be best of one’s ability.

At the risk of repetition, the “yoke of heaven” can be viewed as but anethepf
speaking of “faithfulness tthe covenant.”Seifrid, by placing anegativespin on “yoke,”
hascreated goresumption agast the Sanders-typeeading ofthe Tannaiticsources. It
would appear to beharacteristic ohis work hatterms ike “obedience’and“works” are
consistently placed in such a pejorative light. That faithfulness to God is to be manifested in
actual obedience is a given. Hawe, the implication that thehuman being, in
Jewish/rabbinic thought, had the inherent ability to perfineriaw (apart frongrace) is an
assumption imposed ahe materials irguestion.Some suchreading of these texts is

characteristic of aumber ofscholars whohave reactedo the New Perspectivéd The
guestion is obviously complex, but suffiit to say that have argued elsewhere that any
“anthropologi@al optimism,” as it iscalled, is due tdhe awareness thabne sustains a

covenant relationship to God and is enabled by his grace to’®bey.
As related in thesummary ofSeifrid’'s essay, when itomes torighteousness
language in rabbiniauthors, heemploysthe tack of claiming thasadiqis narrowerthan

Sanders would haves believe80 He argues aginst Sandersdefinition of “righteous” as
“the generalterm for one who is properly religious,” becausefor him, the word is
narrower: “the term sets forthe idealof obediencdor the community, as is evident from
its exceedingly rarepplication tocontemporaries, anchore frequent association with
notablefigures fromthe past’(p. 439). Furthermore, it isclear enough thathe rabbis
could viewGod'’s righteousness iterms of a retributive justicapplicable tcall creation.
For Seifrid, the bottortine is thatthese usages of righteousnéssninologymake it quite
clear thatSanders’description of “righteousness” as “(Israel’'sfovenant status” is
inadequate. The rabbinic application of title of “righteous” to Gentiles indi¢as that for
them, just as in biblical usage, righteousness terminology has to do with cretuorgit,
not merely God’s covenantith Israel.“Righteousness,” thergan beused withreference
to conformity to divine demands, and not merely membership within Israel.

78 For example, DA. Carson,Divine Sovereigntyand HumanResponsibility: Biblical Perspectives in
Tension New Foundation§ heologicalLibrary (Atlanta: John Knox, 1981); T. Laatd?aul and Judaism:
An AnthropologicalApproach South Florida Studies in the Historyf Judaism115 (Atlanta: Scholars
Press, 1995).

79 see myObedience of Faith19-20, 31-33 (note n. 99).

80 The appearance of “righteousness” as “almsgiving” is a subsipgang, but still one worthaddressing.
Carson finds the presence of almsgiving in the book of Tobit to be evidence for an incipient merit theology
(Sovereignty51). In Tobit, the Greek term is ntrighteousness’but eleémosunérelated tothe word for
“mercy,” eleo9. However,ratherthan merit,eleémosunés simply righteousness adirectedmanward in

love for neighbor. See n@bedience of Faithl65-66. The point may not Ise significant initself, but it

does illustrate how scholars can read texts tendentiously.
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Some ofthesepoints are well taken irthemselvesSeveral rabliic authors do
conceive of “ighteousGentiles,” andvery possibly righteousnedsrminologydoeshave
to do with creational thought, not merely God’s covenant with Isféelt said, weshould
remind ourselves thaiovenant andreation do at exist inhermeticallysealedcontainers.
To say that (righteousgentiles confan to creationalstandards iwirtually to admit that
they complywith various sanctions ahe Mosaiclaw. Onceagain, Seifrid’sattempt to
divorce covenant and creation is unsuccessful.

As for Sanders’definition of “righteous” as“the generalterm for one who is
properly religious,” it is difficultto think thatSeifrid hasimprovedupon it. If, in Seifrid’s
words, the termsets forth“the idealof obediencdor the community,” I, for one, find it
rather arbitrary talistinguishbetween this antproperly religious” deportment.Seifrid’s
definition may betechnicallymoreaccurate, but ahe endof the day, hisand Sanders’
definitionscomedown to préty much the samehing. That thesourcesmore frequently
apply “righteous” to notable characters from the past than to contempgmemes nothing
in itself, simply because Jewisluthors wereaccustomed to placingaradign figures

beforetheir readerdfor the purpose ofemulation in thepresen8! The righteous ofdays
pastare calledo mind inorder to engendarghteousness itheir descendantsThe most
famous of such encomiums is Ben Sira’s “Praise of Famous Men” (Sirach 44-50).
All in all, Seifrid has hardly refuted Sanders’take on the rabbinianaterials.
Additionally, Seifridleavesthe impressionfrom Avemarie’swork, that rabbinicreligion
was heavily “works” oented in the pejorative s®e. In point of fact, Avemarie’s book
includes lengthy engagements of suclitena as obedience ®od fromthe vantage point

of knowledge of God and communi#y The conclusion to that particuldiscussion ighat

“the Torah notonly comes fronGod, it leads tohim as well’83 The comlusion to the
entire book is: “The Torah is, accordingttee rabbinicunderstandingthe meanand way
to life, the medium ofalvation. But it isnore tharthat. Israel keeps ibecausesod has

given it and because she loves3t.Even more strikingly, Avemarie grants that throughout
this literdure it is possible to speak of ‘@ovenantalnomism” BundesnomismiisThe
Torah of the rabbis cannot be divorced from this context in which the law was given: in this

sense, Sander’s coinage of the phrase, says Avemarie, is certainly j@8tified!

Therefore, the actual dataemerging from rabbinic texts hardlysupport the
expectations of those who go looking fajuad pro quo relationship, wherein reward was
dished out in proportion to mechanicalobedienceThat God’'sgrace, forgiveness and
provision for sinloom large in rabbinic litetare is amply demonstrated by specialists in
the area. Correspondingly, the dominant mentality of the sources is that “works” are but the

humanresponse tathe covenant grace of0d86 To be sure, manyscholarshave
established that works feature prominently ingberces and that the destiny of individuals
hinges on the performance of such works. But that is only to be expected, givenrieat
are just the otherside of the cointo faith—and theNew Testamenthardly forms an

81l See G. W. E. Nickelsburgnd J. J.Collins, eds.,Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism: Profiles and
Paradigms Society of Biblical Literature Septuagint aBdgnate Studies 12 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1980).
Cf. my own treatment of various paradigm figu®bgedience of Faith35-48, 163-91, 216-27.

82 Avemarie, Tora und Leben: Untersuchungen zur Heilsbedeutudgr Tora in der friihen rabbinischen
Literatur, Texte und Studien zum Antiken Judentum 55 (Tubingen: Mohr-Siebeck, 1996), 244-61.

83 |pid., 261 (italics mine).
84 bid., 584.
85 |pid., n. 40.

86 References areasily locatedthroughout Moore Judaism Avemarie, Tora undLeben S. Schechter,
Aspects of Rabbinic Theology:alMr Conceptions of the Talmu@lew York: Schocken, rep. 1961); E.
Urbach,The Sages: Their Concemnd Beliefs(Cambridge MS:HarvardUniversity Press, red987); C.
G. Montefiore and J. Loewd, Rabbinic AnthologyNew York: Schocken, rep. 1974).
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exception to this rule (e.g., Matthéi21-27; 12:33-37; 25:31-46uke 8:15;Romansl:5;
2:13; 16:26; James 2:14-26; Revelation 2:19; 3:2; 2242).

(6) It remains only to say a word or tvaboutSeifrid’s concludingreflections. He
believes thathe works ofHill, Ziesler andothersare indicatre of the needor greater
sensitivity tothe distinction betweeroncepts andvord meanings inthe treatment of
righteousness terminology. But more significantly, he believes that his observations call for
a reassessment gécent interpretation dPaul’'s understanding ofthe righteousness of
God” and “justification” as God’s “covenant-faithfulness” to Ised. In his view, the
associations from the Psalms and Isaiah which Paul evokes by speathedrelvelation
of God’s righteousness” (Romans 1:17) belongré&ationalthought. Godappears irsuch
textsascreabr, Lord, andking, who“rules and judgesthe entireearth. God doeact in
faithfulness toward his people, yet his awt§ustification” do not represnt nere salvation
for Israel, they constitute the establishmerusfice in thewvorld which Yahwehmade and
governs.Accordingly, Seifridplaces agooddeal of stress ornighteousness a®tributive
justice, which, he believes, is taken up by Paul in his own elaboration of justification.

Granted,some scholarsnight possiblywant toincrease theisensibilities to the
distinction between concepts amgbrd meanings inthe treatment of righteousness
terminology. Ifso, then weare grateful toSeifrid for the chalkenge.l would qualify,
however, thatHill spends thefirst twenty-two pages ohis book discussingexical
semantics, in ordeo preparethe ground for his word studies. Perhaps approach is
dated to a degree, but at least there was an effort to address the appropriate concerns.

While biblical scholars must alwaybe prepared toreassesgheir work, my
impression is that Seifrid has presented insufficient data to discredit the current paradigm of
the righteousness of Gods God’s covenantfaithfulness to Israel.The claim that
righteousness imore properly associated witlcreation rather #n covenanthas been
addressed above, as has Seifrid’s focus on righteousness as retributive justice. Suffice it to
say here that theDld Testamenpicture of God asking and righteougudge in no way
lessens his role as the Lord of the covenant, who is ever mindful of the needs of his chosen
people. To be sure, the ultimaterpose for God re@ening hé people ighe establishment
of justice throughoutthe entireearth. Yet to speak of‘mere” sahation for Israel is to
overlook the obvious: it is throughe restoration angustification of theremnant of Israel

that the light of salvation was medatshine to thends of theearth88 Onceagain, Seifrid
has set abdds enties that are meant to coexist larmony. God’scovenant fidelity to
Israel and his determination to set right the wrongs of this world are of a piece.
Finally, the claim thatretributive justiceforms the backbone ofPaul’s doctrine of
justification will, presumably, be addressedhe secondvolume of thisundertaking. For
the present, the case rains to be proven.But | cansay with little hesitancy that none of
the data marshaled by Seifrid encourage us to think that he will be able to effect any kind of
significant paradignshift away fromthe consensuseading ofrighteousness asovenant

fidelity.89 Why Seifrid is particularly concerned topress forretributive justice is not

87 The unity of faith and works is disrupted, for example, by Das, avbaes for “Deserving li@dience in
Early Judaism”Raul, the Law12-44).

88 Prophetic passages such as Isaiah 42:1wfihéring forth justiceto the nations”)and Habakkuk2:14
(“But the earth will be filled with the knowledge of the glory of the LORD, as the waters covezafjeare
set precisely in the context of return from exile.

89 Seifrid claims that thassociations fronthe PsalmsandIsaiah, which Pauévokes byspeaking of the
“revelation of God's righteousness(Romans 1:17), belong toreationalthought (exclusively). But he
disregardsthe fact that lying behind Romans 1:17 is Psalm 98:2, SThe Lord has madeknown his
salvation; before the nations he has revehisdighteousness.... For he comegudgethe earthhe will

judgethe world in righteousnessndthe peoples with uprightness.” Paul’'s mindalso musthave been
such Psalm texts as 9:8; 96:13. The Psalmist’'s mention of the “nationsVanayell echocreation. But
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altogether certai@t this point. But one senses that by playstayvn covenant fidelity and
playing up retributive justice, he intendddad a broadsidagainst thegrowing conviction

that eschatological justification is contingent on fidelity to a covenant commitment. We shall
see.

3.3 Conclusions

Seifrid’'s essay hagpresented ahallenge to theNew Perspectiveunderstanding of
righteousness. In so doingeifrid has agued fo a renewedppreciation ofighteousness
asretributivejustice, in keeping witlthe Old Testamenfportrayal of God as &king and
judge. Tothe degree that heasbeen abldo redressthe balance irfavor of aneglected
dimension of righteousness, we arédiis debt. Certainlyhe has raised number oissues
that deserve to be weighecharefully; and it is always good tohave our assumptions
subjected to careful scrutiny.

Having saidthat, the down-side ofthis paper faroutstrips itspositive benefits.
Methodologically,the essay startsff on the wrong foot. Byconfining himselfmainly to
lexical matters,excluding for the most partbiblical-theologicalconcerns,Seifrid has cut
himself, and his readers, off from thiagle most valuable sece of iformation respecting
righteousness. Surelyany resolution tothe current debate onrighteousness and
justification must bepursued onthe basis of exegesisan exegesis irdrmed by the
panorama of salvatiohistory. Symptomatic ofSeifrid’s approach ishis merelisting of
passages in which righteousness @owknant come intany significantsemanticcontact”
(his words). Hadhese texts beeexpounded t@ny degree, it woulchave been seehat
their function isthat of a conduit through which broagteams of covenartheology are
allowed to flow. As it is, we are presented with a myopic conception of righteousness.

To the degree thaheological mdfs are pursued, Seifrid is eager to bifurcate
creation and covenant. By so doing, he is abl&ast tohis satisfaction, to shift attention
away from righteousness as covenant fidelity and shift it thea@omponent of retributive
justice. Asintimatedabove, hismotives remai to be seen. Until these actarified, it
certainly appearthat Seifrid is guilty of driving a wedgebetween categories thaverlap,
interpenetrate and exhibit reciprocity to a considerdétgee, athough we were forced to
choose between one or the other. Bwbere he concedesatirighteousnesand covenant
are found in combination,the relevance ofuchdata tend to bsubmerged in favor of
righteousness as retribution. What Seifrid has faileddbize is that retributiv@ustice itself
is relational in terms of covenant relationships, even in the case of peoples ouisidelpf
who live in contradictiorto the ideals of the creati@movenant.The bottom e is that his
linking of righteousness with creation to the practical exclusion of covenant is misleading in
the extreme.

While one appreciatethe necessity oflimiting the materialsunder examination,
especially in asymposium suclas this,the fact remias that Seifrid’s handling of the
sources is vergne-sided indeedscantattention is paid teexts thatsupportthe relational
component ofrighteousnessespecially as they mighiear on justificationand kindred
issues. Theffect is areductionismwhich, ironically enough, igust Carson’s complaint
against Sanders!

A rather troubling matter is Seifrid’s misrepresentation, ngialy atleast attimes,
distortion of Sanderswith whom he disagreesand Avemarie, withvhom he wants to
agree. The particulars of these misrepresentations are indicated above; and it is sufficient to

the fact remains that Psalm 98 is cast primarily in exodus terms, with the call for Israel to sind.dal the
a “new song,” recalling the “oldong” of Moses inExodus15. That Pauproceeds taqyuote Habakkuk 2:4
simply nailsdownthe point, as this prominent texémbodiesthe vision ofreturn fromexile—a new
Exodus. This means that Romans 1:17 adapksrael text and applies it to a new peop&od’'s covenant
faithfulness in reversing the exile is now extended to the Gentiles.
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say intheseconclusions that Seifrid’'sase andcredibility are not enhanced by his
inaccuracy in reporting the views of others.

Appendix
The Creation Covenant

Because anythingike a full examination of the relation of creati@and covenant is
impossible within this review, | want simply to convey some indications that Genesis 1 and
2 have a covenant relationship inew. A significant portion of Seifrid’s argumentation
rests onthe assumptiorthat righteousness, ithe main, is to be understood within the
confines ofcreation categoriesather tharcovenantal. Ad havesought tocounterabove,
the distinctionis artificial and represents false alternative, inasmuchs covenantstems
from creation. It might be objected that the actual term “covenbetitlf) is notused in the
creation acount. Hovwever, | wouldargue hatall the constituentelements of aovenant,
with the exception of ratification by blood, are present.

First, there is a family relationship established by virtue of the creation of a man and
a woman, and from the progeny. It isjust the family that is made to be the paradigm of
covenant relations. In this light, a covenant may appropriately be defirefhragial bond
of commitmentThe well known biblical figures of parent-child anchusband-wife as
images ofGod and hispeopletake theirpoint of departurérom creation.Adam was the
son of God (Luke 3:38), and Adaand Eve tgetherwerethe recipients ofsod’s fatherly
and husbandly care. And in their relationships with their own childnerfirst human pair
were intended to mirror the Lord’s care and provision for them.

Secondthere arevhat might becalled covenantstipulations, otthe “houserules”
regulating therelationship.Theseare: (1) the creation mandatgsubduingthe earth and
procreation);(2) the prohibition againseating thefruit of the tree of knowledge ofgood
and evil, the focal point of Adam'’s testing. Adam, in otverds, wasobliged tofollow a
course of obedienceg., topersevere irhelife which hadbeen giverhim. He was to
continue listening tdhe voice ofGod, accept his interpedion of reality, and bear his
likeness inall things, all the while accomplising the mandate tcsubdueand protect the
earth. In case of disobedience, a penalty is specified (Genesis 2:17).

Third, there are covenaptivileges. (1)Life, both physical and spiritual. lall the
covenantsjife is the pinnaclepoint of blessing. Thestatement oflohn 17:3 ultimately
derives from the creation: tmow God isto haveeternallife. In Revelation 2:722:2, 14,
John the seer depicts the life of the new creation as access once moteet difife. The
course of saftion history isthus broughtfull circle; theend represents eturn to the
beginning, aseschatologycorresponds t@rotology. Fromthe vantagepoint of life as
covenant privilege, Eden is the symbol of Adam’s life and the preser@edf(2)Man is
given the positiomf creatorandregent. In hisoriginal condition ofcreation, havas only
“a little lower thanthe angels”(Psalm 8:5), withthe potential ofrising above them (1
Corinthians 6:3).

Fourth, there isthe immediatepresence ofsod, which formsthe basis of“the
promise” of Ephesiang:12,i.e., “I will be their God and they shall be my people”
(Jeremiah31:33). Eden is the aboriginaymbol of Gal’s presencelater in the biblical
record, Eden-likedeasare taken umnd applied tdhe land ofPalestinegspecially as the
temple occupies the central portion of the land and stands on its gotiesd. Inthe new
creation,onceagain thedwelling of God iswith men (Revelatior21:3), inthe person of
the Word who became flesh and dwelt among us (John 1:14).

Fifth, there is a covenaservant,Adam. In Genesis 2:15Adam was to“serve”
(abad the ground. Asbeing of the earth andarthy, hehad drect responsibility to the
earth. Each of the dosequentcovenants is likewise organizextound a servant who
embodies the covenant in his person (Noah, Abraham, Moses, David, Christ).

Sixth, according to themost natural understanding oHosea 6:7,the Adamic
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relationship is aberith90 As Adam, according tothe prophet, Israel has broken the
(Mosaic) covenant. This is buttressed by Deuteronomy, wiejgbatedlyrepresentdsrael
as the “son of God” who is enduring testing, only this time in the wilderness.

Seventh,the absence of a formal oath is no argument against the essentially
covenantal character of the creation relationship. It is true, as O. P. Robertson says, that the

covenants entail a “verbalized declaration of the character dfoiheébeing established 2!
But one of the most impressive featuoéshe creatioraccount ishe persuasiveness of the
speech of God. In other words, Godigativespeech ishis commitment tchis creatures.
This is so from two perspective®ne is thathis creativefiat erntails a commitment to
preserve whahe hasmade(see Psalml04:30). The other is thahis pronouncement of
blessing upon higreaturegGenesis 1:22, 28) is hassurance to them that hall be
faithful to his commitment tathem.Becausesin is notyet a reality, a formalized oath is
superfluous: trust is fully operative (contrast Hebrews 6:13-18). It is just in thesetitatms
J. H. Stek rightly argues that the reason wigyword covenant doe®t appear in Genesis
1-2 isthat itonly applies in adllen world, where relationships otove, loyalty andtrust

need to be bolstered by oafi?s.

Finally, the absence oblood sacrifice to ratifythe covenant idikewise no
insurmountableobstacle.For one thng, the Davidic covenantmakes no mention of
sacrifice, but it is &erith nonetheless (Psalr@9:3). More importantly, inthe pre-fall
condition,death had not yetntered the picture: theveas nonecessityfor one life to be
forfeited in place of another; there was debt to be paid herefoe, blood sacrificewould
have been totally inappropriateerhaps thiss why berithis not used irGenesis land 2,
becauseGenesis is written fothe emerging nation of Israefpor whom cwenantal
commitment was inseparable from animal sacrifice (e.g., Exodus 24:4-8).

All'in all, the data supporting an equation, or at least an overlapping, of creation and
covenant is impiesiveenough taresistSeifrid’'s effortsto banishrighteousness, by and
large, from the latter and localize it in the former. The distinction is simply unwarranted.

90 see B. B. \drfield, The Selected Shorter Ktings of Benjamin B. \&irfield. ed. J. E. Mter. 2vols.
(Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian & Reformed, 1970), 2.116-29.

91 RobertsonThe Christ of the CovenanfGrand Rapids: Baker, 1980), 6.

92 stek, “Covenant’ Overload in Reformed Theolog@€Alvin Theological Journa?9 (1994),12-41. | am
grateful to my friend, Dr. Peter Gentry, for this reference.



