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SAMMENFA: (teistes und daraus folgenden Glauben
Das Neue Testament der

Der Hintergrund UonN\Nn aul Meınung vıeler Forscher den und
Betrachtungen ber dıe Bezıehung nıcht ab sondern sıcht Rechtfertigung
zwıschen Recht und und ıst das Treffen und Errettung seinerm. relationalen
DO  - Peoeter und aul Antıoch Peoeter Sınn eıt dem Kreuz gıbt nur

Wa UO.  E James und der Weg der Errettung, ber sıch
Beschneidungsparte: unter Druck gesetzt Rahmen des (jesetzes bewegen bedeutet
worden, den Ungläubıigen gegenüber ınnerhal des ess1Aas Bundes-
wenı82er entgegenkommend sern aul Leuten bleıiıben Iraurıgerweise hat Peoeter.

den Augen jJüdıscher Chrısten dıeINWELS (zalatıans auf Cephas
(Fels Steıin) ıst ıronısch gemeınt Auseinandersetzung Antıoch ohl
Rechtfertigung benötıgt Erneuerung des B2ewonnen

RESUME Contraırement affırment de
nombreux specıalıstes aujourd hul le

La reflexıon paulınıenne Su. le rapport OUVEAL Testament Aaccorde DAS
eNnNTtre la lo1 et FPalliıance DOUTF arrıere-plan LMDOFrTLANCE theme de Falliance ILALS

ncıdent d’Antıoche Jacques el le Dartı consıdere Ia Justıficatıon et le salut
fermes relationnels Depnuis la C  ‘9 1/de la CLrCONCLSLON faısaıent

S” Pıerre DOUF ı1 montre seul de salut et ”’observatıon
accommodant eNvDers les nn JSuifs est de la [oL CONSLILSTLE maıntenant demeurer
Dr LFrONLE QUE aul mentionne le NO Aans le peuple de Iiance du Messıe
de Cephas ("pıerre‘) (jal TG Malheureusement Pıerre semble F’avoır

emporte (1l  52 YVEUNX des Chretiens OFrıg 1neJustıficatıon depend de la regeneratıon
DUr ’Esprit et de la fOL QUT decoule

The CONTtFrOVeEerSY deser1bed between aul ave stayed at the home of ONe of the ‚JEeW-
and Peter 31 developed clear ish Christian eaders Antioch avıng 1ıt-
stages The pPurpose of etier VISIT LO Antı- tle OPppOrtuNIıty apart irom fixed OCCasS1011s

och Was almost certainly pastoral and for fellowshıp wıth Gentiles
the CONtrOVersSYyY whıich 1T engendered Was If Tarazı q8 suggestion of Lord’s Supper
clearly ell an wıdely known and 1TSs ettıng provıdıng the LO whiıich
sıgnıfıcance understood (zalatıa Pre- aul referring plausıble 1T would ave
sumably etier had COINEC result of made the offence of etier a ]] the INOTeEe cal-

culated an dıstressing But probablynormal Jerusalem practiıce LO VISIT CONLLZgU-
OUS developıng Christian centres ellen- INOTeEe normal tahle fellowshıp
iıstıc ews! had commenced the 1551011 LO V1IEW A+t first LO Antıoch etier
the Gentiles qaT Antıoch cts 114 an began LO eal (v imperfect) freely wıth

Gentile Christlans line ıth hıs OWthe of the early Antioch leadershıp
(Acts Aare al] Jewıish etier would indicated sStance ects 11 when
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ımpelled by the actıvıty of the Spirıt he C1s10nN factıon’ of Was eWs generallyhad wıtnessed 1ın the Cornelius incıdent 1ın Palestine whose reactıon LO the TECTS 0:44-45) Later after thıs incıdent, Ing Christian mMmovement ıIn the tense polıt-Peter freely endorsed the mMergsger of eWws 1cal tımes WAas ell known.® No doubt, how-
and Gentiles 1ın the ONe faıth, INETSCT CVCI, elements of the dispute would ave
which had already taken place ıIn Antıoch reflected the fierce Jewıish natıonalısm of
and elsewhere (Acts 15:/:13 0 Then, fter the forties and fifties which led tO harsh
the arrıval of delegation from James,* treatment of ‚Jew who assoclated wıth
Peter took ote of hımself Jew bound Gentiles.? Perhaps the Jerusalem sent1-
by culture and conventıon, an separated ments WeTe that whıle Gentiles WEeTe free
himselfgradually.* Perhaps he had ıIn mınd LO forego law obedience, Jewıish Christians
wıthdrawıing from sharıng fellowship wıth WEeTeEe not. Under from the eru-
Gentiles by degrees. hıs Was not. only salem STOUD, and SINCE ap TIakobou SUug-inconsistent wıth hıs confessed convıctjions eSts sent by James, Peter gradually ıth-
(Acts 11:1-18) but ıt Was LO TrTea the (Gen- TEW irom fellowshıp wıth Antıioch Gentile
tıles aTt Antıoch second class hrıs- Christlans.
tians.® For Peter, of COUFrSE, the preemınentThe PUrDOSe of the arrıval of delegates figure ıIn Jewısh Christianıity, much
from James merely SOMNe belonging LO depended uDOoN Jewiıish goodwıll But other
hıs party 1S nOot easıly explained. Peter Jewısh Christians (V. 1n fact al] the

emınent Jerusalem representatıve Was other Jewısh Chrıstlans ql Antioch, fol-
already 1ın Antioch, presumably requırıng lowed hım They must ave looked LO hıs

INOTeEe SUPPOIT Since the posıtıon of the leadıng SINCEe, ıf they had previously CONMN-
STOUDP from James needs LO be correlated demned hım, they took actıon them-
wıth James’ later attıtude 1n cts LO selves untiıl he hımself had moved. As
Jew/Gentile fellowship, IMaVy SUPPDPOSE result the church splıt iınto factıons, ıththat Peter had goNe beyond the limits of
permitted Jewıi1sh-Christian toleratıon 1ın

EeVEel Barnabas defecting
hıs dissimulation that SOINE who WerTehıs relaxatıon of SLTF1C torah conformity. eWSs by T’acCce WeTe requırıng Gentiles LO

It 15 hard LO imagıne that ın the volatıle lıve lıke Jews, finally 0Occasıoned Paul’s CON-
sıtuatıon In Antioch, 1n the of frontation of Peter directly (face-to-face),
IMAanYy Jewiıish Christians and matter perhaps when Peter’s gradual wıthdrawals

whiıich feelıngs WeTrTe runnıng hıgh, Peter had reached dec1isive poın Gal 2:14b.would ave tally abandoned Jewısh food reporting the ‚Jew LO Jew exchange beforelaw practice. the Antıoch congregatıon for Peter’s
Concerning the applıcatıon of the food INCONSISteENCY, indıcates that Peter,laws generally, matters of iınterpretation

of hat later Came tO be the Jerusalem
result of the Cornelius incıdent, normallylıved non-Jewiıishly when In Gentile COIN-

concordat would doubht ave lead LO taCct aul Was incredulous: °If VOU, thoughready tensıons both sıdes.‘ Peter Was Jew, lıve lıke Gentile an! NnOot lıke Jew,conce1vably under great’fearıng how Ca  - Vou compel the Gentiles LO lıvethe reactıon of the influential CIrCcumMCIsS1ION lıke EeWSs AAN. 14)
Darty ıIn Jerusalem. Theıir sensıtıvıty LO the Paul’s intervention WAas er1tical and
question INAaV ave een communıcated tOo directed al keeping the Gentile mı1ıssıonPeter by the dıspatch of the STOUD, but aTt. COUTrSe He NeW the point which Wasthe Same tiıme Peter would ave een sub- ınvolved, from hıs OW.: Jewish past.He L’eC-Ject LO from the Juda1izers at Anti- ognızed that result of Peter’s ENCOUN-och ıtself. The T1TeASON presented for Peter’s ter ıth Cornelius, Peter iıntellectuallychange of heart Was hıs fear of the CITrCUumM- must concede hıs po1n He Was 1Iso CON-Cls10nN Party. Thıs must represent the STOUpP SCIOUS of the under which Peterfrom Jerusalem an! James, SINCEe Peter’s
defeection ollows uDON theıir arrıval. The

laboured. But aul Sa W precısely that the
charaeter of the gospel WAas al stake!9 andother less lıkely possıbılıty for the CIrCcum- thıs led to the ODECN confrontation which
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v.1 reports. eter 1S referred LO extraordi1- taın,; reinstated by the natıonal sacrılices
narıly by the Greek datıve tol Cephas, offered the Day of Atonement, Presunml-
the Cephas. aul must, Tarazı!! SUS- ably ıf ontrıte an confession and PeI-
gests, be insınuatıng acıdly ere that etier sonal sacrıfice for SIN followed, Acceptance
has behed hıs posıtıon of Christian Pre- wıthın the Mosaıc covenant Wäas under-
emınence the Rock, the champıon an stood tOo provıde ASSUTAaNce of eternal lıfe
inaugurator of the gospel 18 Pentecost 1n the world LO COINE The other ogreat dıvı-
Paul, however doubt understood the S10N of humanıty WerTrTe Gentiles, who, cut
1SsSues ınvolved both s1ıdes. From v} off from the Mosaıc cCovenant, the law and
onward, when the 1SSuUe@e 1S continued, it. the system of atonement, 1n CVECS of the

beyond the personal. eWs WeTe unrıghteous, an thus SINNETS.
We AT NT, SaVvyS Paul, he Ses the COIl-

Paul’s Personal Affirmations: 15-21 emporary labels ofMosaıc covenant TNeN-

bership, awless people, covenant outsıd-
aul Iın vl not TO continue the COIl- CIS5, 18 Gentile Ssiınners In the SYyN-
LrOVerSY SINCE the lacks connective optıc Gospels, the term ‘sinner‘ 15 en
ıth an! aul ın 1600271 o0eSs nOot LO sed culturally deser1ption of PerSoNSs

whose conduct INAanneT of lıfe Causes therefer specıfically LO the debate ıth etier
whıich NOW background LO hat opponents of ‚Jesus LO put them out of COV-

ollows aul ıth hıs we of 1S COIN- enant connection.*® In the establıshed DAar-
tinuıng ‚Jewısh perspective. He 15 proba- lance of the day, the ‘siınner’ Was ONe who

orsook the law an who dıd not geek od’sbly, bearıng 1n mınd the nature of the table
STATLUTLESfellowshıp CONLFOVEeFrSY, continuıng tO refer

LO Jewısh Chriıstians Iso 1ınnabout But, 16, the sıtuatıon has 1L1OW changed
the changed theologıcal posıtıon for ews wıth the death of Christ Here dıfficulty
consequent uDOI the death and TESUTTEC- for interpretatıion 1S posed Dy Paul’s use

tıon of Chrnrist of Greek dıkal1outal 18 Justified’, rıght-
The understandıng of Paul’s audıence w1sed’. 'The relevant erb SD& 1ın the

ere 1S ertical LO the interpretatıon of what ‘hbe rıghteous’ (&Qal); LO declare rıght-
ollows an the detaıls ofvr partıicularly, EOUS (Hıphıiıl).* Ü+ 1S widely agreed that
cannot be reated ıf they WerTe general Justificatıon riıghteousness 1ın the Old

Testament 15 relatıonal term referringtheologıcal pronouncement the qUueS-
tıon of works VerSus faıth aul 1S ere LO conformıty LO norm.In the thıs
speakıng LO eWSs whose Chrıstian faıth NOTTM, MoOStT usually, 1S the covenant rela-
1S the Jogıcal and extensıon of tionshı1p. When the Covenant relatıonshıp
theır Jewısh faıth.!* aul 1S discoursıng 1S correctly expressed by Israel by 1nd1-

viduals wıthın Israel then the respondentinner-Jewıishly and the terms 1n the er1ıt-
1cal Verses which follow must be under- concerned 18 saıd LO be rıghteous tO ave
SLOO ın that lıght He 111 defend the pOSI1- acted rıghteously. Consequently, rıghteous-
tıon arrıved al 1n 3507 ın detaıl 1ın ala- esSSs ın theologıcal use 1ın the has ref-
t1ans Verses 15-16 establısh poınts of eTENCE LO status of standıng wıthın the

Sınal covenant relationship. od’s riıght-agreement between hım and Jewısh Chriıs-
t1ans generally and Peter'!) whıle 1La 1S hıs fiıdelıty LO the Samnle rela-
indıcate the poınNts of disagreement whiıich tionshıp _expressed eıther 1ın blessing
wıiıll be taken urther 1ın argument, partıcu- jJudgment In (G‚en 15:6 maJor point of
Jarly ın ch Paulıne reference, Abraham’s relatiıonshıp

Was rıght when he trusted PTFOIM-The past asıtuatıon 1S put succinctly DYy
the introductory phrase of V} aul and 1S@eS. He Was thus Justified declared LO
hıs addressees WT eWws DYy nature 1.e€., be riıghteous, 1.€.., hıs conduct WAas EeV1-
by bırth EeWSs DYy birth WerTe deemed T1NEeMN- dence of continumg covenant relatıon-
ers of the Mosaıc covenant, cut off later ın shıp Though the covenant Was not for-

mally and reassurıngly affırmed untıl Genlıfe only by unconfessed premeditated S1IN
and then, although the posıtıon 1sS el - 15:18 ıts promıse structure had begun wıth
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Abraham’s call and cCommı1ss1on 1ın Gen ıts effect and sanctification completes the114 aul In hıs use In of the erb work of regeneratıon. Justification 1S thedıkaı00 1ın the three CCurrences, clearly declaration that the believer 15 regeneraterefers LO EW Covenant standıng for which and regeneratıon 1S the wherebythe erb INaV speak Addıtionally, he 15 become 1ın Christ)”. Justification 1S notspeakıng wıthın the iramework of PDOST- legal fıction, it 1S neıther ımputed OTsıtuatıiıon SINCE the problem 1ın the ımparted but 15 declaration that Insection CONCEeEeTNS the relationship of Gen- the Covenan
tıles generally LO Jewıish law. aul 1n Gal 2:16 Dy the tenses an COoN-Justification rıghteousness 1ın the Old tent of the 1S poınting tO the DOST-Testament and aul 1S statement of sıtuatıon, and drawing the realıtydıyıne acceptance. The change of status tOo
whıich Justification In the inıtıal of

and logic of the COUTSEe of salvatıon hıstory.He 1S speakıng, the tone ofthe and
cCovenant eNtrYy refers, depends upoN the the ontext ımplıes, LO Jewıjsh Christianspr10r work of the Holy Spirıt ın a_ In terms ofhat 15 generally accepted andtıon. Justification 1ın New Testament terms understood and he 1S speakıng of hat ıt.thus becomes the descriptive term which 1O LO ave 1NEW Covenant INeNMN-recogn1zes the change of Status brought bership. It Was understood by aul andabout by the actıon of the Holy Spirıt INn Peter?) that there Was automatıc trans-rebırth JTO Judge by the word usSe, JuS- ference from Sınal LO the Ne Covenan ThetıLicatıon oes ıtself not refer LO the aCTt Chrıistian understanding Was that ıthof rebirth; Sımply LO the change of status the rending of the e1l precludıng entranceacquıred Dy ebıirth But Justification INAaV LO the Holy of Holies at. the moment ofbe sed by aul 1ın the INOTeEe general the death of Christ (Mark the Tem-of the continuiıng even of the final rela- ple and Jewıish institutionalism had eentıonshıp resulting from the Parousıa Judg- divınely diıscarded an the e Covenant,ment aul thus Ses the term LO the Covenant ofthe 111e age had een INau-modate a|] three aspects of the continuımng gurated. Covenant AaCCEeSSs Was longersalvatıon PFrOCeESS. The Pauline V1eW 15 matter of racıal prıvılege but NOW entirelythat Justification 15 not sımply past through STraCce revealed Iın faıth T’he oldpresent even but embraces Iso the world-system wıth ıts values had collapsedfuture?6. Strictly, Justification 1S the VeTl- and 1OW 1n Christ there WAas admıssıon LOdıet tO be pronounced al the last Judgment NEW world, Ne creatıon.brought forward. God declares 1ın advance There 1S reluctance, however, 1n Newthat those who aAare 1ın Christ aAare ın the Testament studıies tO g1ve the Covenanrıght Justification 1S not. forg1veness, but notıon ıts full New Testament due andfavourable verdict pronounced result tendency perhaps LO SUPPOSe that Bıblicalof forg1veness. The justified Aare those In ovenants INOTe regulated Old Testamentthe 1E W Covenant and those 1ın the COVe- experiıence than New. But the cCovenantant ave een forgıven. For Paul, Justi- notıon 1S basıc LO the whole Bıble, NOot Justficatıon recogn1zes hat has taken place the Old Testament and the distribution ofthe basıs of faıth an faıth 1S the EV1- the word Covenan wıthın the New Testa-dence of the Spirit’s work havıng begun 1ın ment documents ve favoura-the ıfe The continued bıblical emphasıis 15 bly wıth the Old Testament where,that faıth 1S not somethıing that the sınner know, it. WAas largely assumed and seldominıtiates but 15 the eviıdence that STraCcCe has artıculated onceptalready een recel1ved. Irrespective of the Jesus instituted 1NEW Covenant 1n hısfact that the New Testament language In death (Luke 1.e., LO COMe into beingregard LO faıth 1s often instrumental dıa result of that death When g1ving hıspısteos) the unıted bıblical wıtness 1S that MmMOost extensıve definition of hıs mM1NI1Stry,faıth 1Ss not human inıtıation. Conceptu- aul declares that he 1S mınıster of theally then faıth precedes Justification. Justa:z New Covenant (2 Cor 3:6) hısficatıon declares that regeneratıon has had that hıs offer of the gospel offer
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of entrance iınto the New Covenant. T’he taıned by conduct. In the New estament,
MOST. extens1ıve treatment of the New (JOV= the New Covenant posıtıon becomes 1it-

tle INoOoTe complex. The Greek erb dıikaiı00enant 15 ın the Kpıstle LO the Hebrews
where the expressıon Tirst’ covenant 15 correspondingly sed LO refer LO both
pre  eS the operatıon of analogous covenant EeNTrYy where ıt would normally be
°second..‘ Wıthın the Samnle thıs “SEC- rendered Justify and continumng cCovenant
ond’ covenant 1s called the NEeW covenant sStatus where the [010881 dıkaıosune would
agaın SUupposing that the first 1S the ‘°Old customarıly be referred LO Tıghteous-
Covenant’. The expectatıon under the ON1g- ess’.  2 In Paul’s argument 1n Galatıans he
inal Abrahamıc Covenant Was the inelu- 111 refer LO both covenant EeNtrYy and COTNN-
S10 of all the famıhes of the earth It tinuance and the use of the Samlle erb LO
1S LO ese expectatıons that Galat]ans do thıs hıs Ca  } and has lead LO confusıon.
responds.*‘ Covenant always remaıned for Whiıle the OUunNn dıkaıiosune Tıghteousness’
aul unquestioned assumptıion through 18 normally sed ın ethıcal ,
whıch everythıing else Was experiıenced. must be careful LO understan that ıt. 1S
aul had belonged TO Covenant COINN- reference LO conduct which INay be other-
munıity. He had een eireumcIısed the WI1Se deser1bed (good, Just, compassıonate
eighth day of the people of Israel of the ete the normal components of the frunt
trıbe of Benjamın Hebrew orn of the of the Spiırıt) Such onduct provıdes the
Hebrews hıl As touchıng the law, Chrıstian subjective ASSUTANCEe of contın-
Paul WAas Pharısee, SOI of Pharısees cts uıng New Covenant membershıip. How-
23  ©X Circumcı1s1on, Hebrew, Torah, Sab- EVEOT, dıkaıosune rıghteousness’ ıtself ıs not
bath, Food Laws, OT of the Law, ATe strictly ethıcal term but relational
all terms only understandable wıthın term and refers LO onduct approprılate LO
assumed covenant framework. aul tells and ındeed requıred by the cCovenant rela-
that he had advanced 1n Juda1sm beyond tiıonshıp We ATe nNnOot perhaps accustomed
hıs contemporarı1es, Gal 1:14. an thıs LO thınkıng of ourselves members of

the Ne  < covenant and eed LO remındmust ave een 1n Torah understandıng,
commıtment tLO it an expressıon of ıf ourselves that the Bıble 18 structured ın
Torah, the standard for od’s people Israel, ıts Story of salvatıon presentatıon Dy
and covenant WT inextricably related ser1es of cCovenants Such ovenants form
terms. The ONe demanded and presupposed the progressive promıse Structure by which
the other. The communıty of the covenant finally the advent of the New Creation, the
embraced those who accepted the Torah kingdom of God, the New Jerusalem, the
an whom the Torah bound to God But New KEden, al figures for the Samle realıty
the NEW cCovenant structure had not een viewed from dıfferent aspects, 1s realızed.
built around the Torah but around Chrıst. It 15 rather unhappy hıistorical CC1-

dent that the bıblical nomenclature stands'T’he LE W covenant communıty of faıth Was
110  S those whom Chrnrist had called. aul at Old an New Testaments instead,
understood hıs M1SS10NATY role from Isa rıghtly 1ın erms of the bıblical background
49:6 where the servant mınıstry WAas LO an Latın opt1ons, of Old and New Cove-

nantsraıse the trıbes of Jacob an 1Iso tLO be
lıght LO the Gentiles that the salvatıon Paul, SaVyvysS that Ne  < Covenant accept-

of (+0d mıght be reflected LO the ends of the 11Ce 15 not maıntaıned qalt alıYy stage (dıkai-
earth Covenant 1n fact could be celaımed LO outal, present, DYy ‘works of the law It 1s5
ave provıded the centre for Paul’s theol- tempting 1ın flat non-contextual readıng

TLO take thıs Pauliıne statement 09-O SINCE hıs miınıstry Was to the ‚Jew fırst,
and then LO the Greek Rom L: 16; nıtıon of the general bıblical truth that sal-
1n theologıcal dependence LO the charge vatıon 1S DYy faıth an not. by human effort.
tOo the sgervant Isa 42:6, 49:6) But bıbhıcal interpretatıon 1S wedded LO
The Old Testament covenant affılatıon ın the use of words and phrases 1n soclal and

hıstorıical cContexts, understandıng bDy theıts coMMmMencement WAas presumed Dy bırth
term ontext all the actors which earinto Israel, ater LO be confirmed an ma1ın-
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uDOI ontext The phrase of extreme dıfficulty being absolutely certaın LO
ımportance tO aul works of law 1Ins1ıst- hat aul referring LO occasıoned by

OUTr lack of knowledge D: hat aulently repeated three L1ımes ‘Works
of the Law phrase met aul for the mınd DYy might be Justified’ by the
first L1ıme 0es nNnOt refer LO human effort use of the Qa0T1S PAaSSIVE iınfınıtıve

general It has een correctly iıdentihied after hıs use earher the of the
by 'Thomas Schreiner*® works onNne present DASSIVEC After the of the

duratıve present dıkaiıoutal an the COIMN-conformiıty LO the demands of the Jewısh
Torah CXP.  ONS of requırements tatıve a0T1ST indıcatıve of epıiısteusamen
wıthın the framework of membershıp the the future PASSIVE 16c dıkaıothesetal
Sınal Covenant So far the ontent of might refer LO the final result and thus LO
works of the law concerned Schreiner*? final Justificatıon opposed LO inıtilal COV-

enant (epıisteusamen dıkaiothomen) eNTrYPO1INTS Out that understandıng ofı CAall-
nOot be solely ocused the Jewısh 1den- and ICS maıntenance (dıkaioutai) In thıs
LITLY markers of CITCUMCIS10N food laws and CAase would have a ]] three aspects of the
Sabbath ‚.James Dunn has suggested for Pauline approach LO Justificatıon surfacıng
Galat]ıans But thıs inter-Jewiıish hrıs- the ıth finally the future DAaASSIVE

of the erb dıkaıothesetal operatıngt1an ontext by whıich the Pauline MeEANINS
for the phrase 1tSs first Pauline uUuse must UMMAAaNzZ1INS statement
be establıshed general debate between Works of the law, however do not WI11N
LWO eWws works VerSuUus faıth for COVEe- SraCce, ql best they AT sımply the evidence
ant EeNTrYy covenant contıinuatıon would of STACE iımpelled lıfe They CAanNnnoOot thus

be condıtion of covenant entrance whiıichSEEIN LO ave poın T’he clear Old Testa-
ment posıt1on that law responds tO STAaCE by STAaCE The place of the law both
but o0es not inıtıate 1t and there noth- Testaments ıdeally the heart an
INg LO indıicate that thıs posıt1on changed the few OCCAS101NS the nationalistie
between the Testaments 'T’he place of ‚Jew- Old Testament when attentıon drawn

LO the conduct of the thıs Jearlvısh law performance EVEeNN the most IN11S-
attested 2lgulded legalıstic law performance and CEeTl-

taınly vVeC. much of Jewısh torah perform- hus the phrase works of the law 11OL
1NCeEe Was legalıstic WAas LO respond LO DSTAaCcCEe generalızed term for ce[f. effort It has
by maıntaınıng the covenant What upholds definıte reference tO Sınal covenant COIN-

nectıon and membershi1p“ 'hıs hatjJustificatıon ell] Inıt1alıng 1T 111 be
faıth Admıiıttedly faıth wıll ShOw ıtself might eXpect the continumg discussıon
works of the 1a under the NEW of the all-out from Antıoch aul o0es NOot
Covenant ell under the old cCovenant feel anı V eed tO partıcularıze
hat demonstrates faıth obedience tO for aul there only ONe law the Mosaıc
the 111 of (G(10d In both old and Ne  < COV- law It extremely doubtful whether aul

EVeTr ses er than thatenants hat facılıtated obedience
Judgment Was the law the heart of In the of t1ıme obvıous markers of
the behever put ere by the Holy Spirıt ‚JJewıshness such food laws and CITCUIMN

both Testaments COUTSEe thıs last C1510121 and Sabbaths became the flag lead-
eTrTSs for law observance but the 0ONS0O1LINSassertion needs to be explicated but that
CONCEeTTN of (GJalatıans dırected owardsanother 20

It possıble LO argue that the dispute whether Mosaıc Covenant Jegal obedience
13 Was clearly about conduct wıthın requıred of Christian bellevers for EeNTrYy

the sphere of graCce about covenant reten- contiınuance the Covenant hıs
t10N not about the basıs ofentrance Indeed

(G:alatıans
question which aul wıll take detaıl

wıthın the ontext of thıs Chrıistian
dıspute ou table fellowshiıp between aul thus referring LO the COV-
Jewısh an Gentile Christians thıs 1W enant transformatıon 11LO0W being expressed
would make better The present pPAaS- Dy Jewısh Christians aN! NO  < requıred by
S1VeEe of the erb 16a permi1ts thıs Our Jews, the INOVE the lıght of the death
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of Christ from S1ınal LO the NECEW covenant. WAas automatıiıc PrOgTreSs from the old
Such LINOVE IMaV not have een matter Covenant LO the N W, eWs (‘even we’, vV.16)

ell Gentiles must NO  < COINE intoof consıdered personal reflection for early
Jewısh Chrıistians and the 1SSuUe would not Covenan connectjion by the WAaV of faıth ın
ave arısen untiıl the question of Gentile ‚Jesus Christ
acceptance had LO be faced Paul’s point In Paul’s second reference LO Justifica-
1S sımple ONe but vıtal 0)81  D In era tıon ın 2:16b an! ıts basıs, DıstıLs lacks
when by viırtue of the contınued ex1istence the definıte artıcle indıcatıng the proba-
until September of the Jerusalem bılıty that the following genıtıve 18 objec-
Temple and the Jewısh covenantal instıtu- tıve SINCE the artıcle before DIStLS invarıla-
t10ns, aul 1S arguıng that connectı.on bly denotes subjective genıtıve ıf the SCNH-
wıth the Mosaı1c Covenan an ıts ve SPDE- ıtıve Case of the oun ollows the artıcle.
cıfıc ıntentlions, 1n NEW Christian SLI’A; 1s Hong“® rıghtly suggests that there 1s
eıther legıtimate 1T NECESSATY., One gath- clear reference LO Christ’s faıth ıIn ala-
eEeTrTs from Galatians specıfically that ‚Jew- tı1ans ın DıstLS Chrıstou phrases but only
ısh hrıstlans WEeTe placıng undue empha- tO Christian faıth the DıstLS Chrıstou
S1S uUuDON continulty an see1ıng ‚Jesus an phrases 1ın the letter lack the definıte artı-
hıs work extending the leg1timacy of the cle subjective genıtıve for Tesou Chrıs
Sınal Covenant an ıts instıtutions. The LOuU 1S NOLT called for ere SINCE the 1sSsSsue
profound appeal of the continumng ‚Jewıjsh 1S the necess1ity of Jewıish belief 1n Chrıst
Temple cult 15 clear from the Epistle LO (‘even belhieved Christ/ RV) It IMNaVy
the Hebrews where the author lays heavy be that 1ın 2:16cC 1ın the thırd reference LO
Stress uponN the present Christian bless- Justificatıon, aul looks alt the whole salva-
Ings of SaNCtLUAarYy, a.  ar, prıesthood, Day of tıon DTFOCESS from inception LO final CP-
Atonement an sacrıfıce alternatıves LO tıon In an Y CAaAse hıs general statement
Jerusalem. of the works of the law playıng part

aul 15 nNOt generalızıng 1ın Gal 2163a ın Justificatiıon 18 true More probably
about salvatıon 1ın Chrıst, but 1S specıf1- hıs phrase, however, 18 the reıteratıon of
cally referring LO pOoSt-Cross 1ssue which emphasıs LO conclude the
has COIMNE LO lıght 1ın hıs dıfference ı6n The Old Testament posıtion the rela-
Peter al Antioch. What 15 1ın Paul’s mınd 1S tıonshıp of law and covenant EeNTrYy 15 clear.
the diıvorce whiıich must be made between Sınce the Mosaıc Law CAaIne ınıtlally
the old age an the NC W. eWs an Gen- LO the relationshıp concluded
tiles under the 1L1ECEW cCovenant AT saved the basıs of gTaCe extende: Dy God ONeEe
1n precısely the SAaInle WAaY, by faıth Iın the could be (or ever was) Justified before (G(10d
Derson an work of ‚Jesus. Salvatıon 1S the basıs of the law. Grace operatıve
longer assumed result of 1ACE Since 1ın the exodus redemption had led LO COV-
the death of Chrıist, longer Was ıt NeCc- enant EeNTIY Justificatıon. Lıkewıise the

for Gentiles LO be incorporated into Chrıstian 1EW exodus, the death of Chrıst
Israel’s instıtutions an culture LO be COVEeE- had een productive of NECEW Covenant 1n
ant members. It 1S 1ın thıs that which apart from law Rom S21 covenant
aul speaks about the ımpermi1ssıbılıty of EeNTtrYy Was offered the basıs of belief ın
Justificatıon beıng Iınked LO the works of the de1ty of Christ and 1n hıs finıshed work
the law. Nothıng for covenant ENTrY 1S LO (Rom 10:9) In anı y Case, it Was the
be added LO the sole requırement of faıth Old Testament Case that ONe could rely
ın Chnist Forgıveness and the cConsequent the works one 1ın tO the law
Justificatıon must LLOW COINE through the alone for Covenan membershiıp SINCE the
acceptance that ‚Jesus 1ın hıs death provıded of the system of sacrıfic1al atrL0ONe-
Dy hıs great Day ofAtonement into which ment underlıned the personal realıty that
(ef. Rom 3:29) al of Israel’s yearly legiti- perfection under the law Was attaın-
matıng Days of Atonement had een 1nCcor- able Israel always understood that obe-

-porated. The prelımınary step for eWs of
faıth 1ın Christ must 1OW be made for there

dience needed to be supplemented by the
continued STraCce of forg1veness. The sıtua-
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tıon 1S precisely the SaIne under the NECEW demands for the acceptance of Mosaıc law
covenant (ef. ‚John 2 2) ‚James Dunn ın terms of ethıcal princıples. They WerTrTe
has rightly stated that the argument In assumıng the continuance of the Mosaıc
Romans an (Galatıans 1S nOot about how covenant and insıstıng uponN ıts continued
salvatıon Ca. be had but about how Gen- recognıtıon. hıs WAas Ser10uUs Category
tıles Ca  - be included 1ın the Mess]janıc mistake which presumed the continued
communıity.“* aul knew, ell Juda- exıstence of ınstıtutions whose valıdıty had
1Sm al large dıd, that the law under the een decısıvely ended by the Cross. That ıs
Mosaıc arrangement Was easıly an read- why Iın Galat]ıans the Abrahamıiıec CONNEC-

ıLy infrınged. tıon an requisıte understandıng of what
The altercatıon al Antıoch WAas caused Abrahamıc sonshıp meant Was erıitical

by eWs who had refused tO SC the work LO Paul’s presentatıon.
of ‚Jesus Messıjah termınatıng the S1ınal aul o0es nNnOt deny the place of law
covenant and determiıinatiıve of Ne  _ od’s revealed wıill LO whıch 1E W COV-
cCovenant relationship. Indeed they had enant obedience, prompte DV the gıft of
probably endeavoured LO fit Jesus into the the Spırıt, mMust respond and thıs becomes
Sınal ompact which they SAaW contın- clear 1ın hıs treatment 1n Galat]ians z of

the ethıcal required LO sustaınuıng. The Juda1ızers who WEeTe extremely
actıve In Galatıa probably Sa  z Christ New Covenant membershıiıp. In (sal 319
affırmıng the law an strengthenıing S1ınal. aul makes it. clear that the law and faıth
But both Juda1sm an the Christian EeWSs belong LO dıfferent orders and ave dıffer-
In Galatıa opponents faıled LO apprecı1- ent roles. aul poınts In Gal LO hat had
qte that the erucıfix1ıon of ‚Jesus 1ITrTevocCca- een the role of the Mosaıc Law -
bly ended the Mosaıc covenant. HKor Chrıst ıng promınence 1ın cCovenant maıntenance,
DYy hıs atonement had removed the not ın covenant entrance In terms of the
of the law from Israel, had establıshed the Christian analogy which IMaV be drawn
nucleus of restored Israel though whom from thıs the order 1s the SAaInle Faılth 1nd1-
the inaugurated New Covenant could be cCates the fact of Ne  S covenant member-
offered LO al humankınd. Still attempting sh1p. law-keeping through faıth the subse-
tO lıve under the Sınal arrangement but quen LO Covenant membershıip.
wıth arrangements 1LOW for the rem1Ss- Faıith nOot only makes possıble the onset
S10N of SINS, eWs who refused, 1ın effect, LO of the relationshıp but then provıdes for
COMe ACTOSS tOo the New Covenant from the the obedience whiıich sStems from faıth ıtself
Mosaıc ATe al under the iınvoked 1ın Rom 1:9); obedience mandatory for COV-
eut 27.26.25 enant continuance.

aul 111 TAaW Out the ıllogıc of the Galethen proceeds LO hat
Judaizıng posıtıon, 1n Gal In acknowl- 111 be the polnts ofcontentıon 1n the ONSO-
edgıng the eed for Justificatıon In Christ ıng covenantal argument aul StAates the
but ql the Same tiıme by endeavourıng to charge levelled agaınst hım an then
1mpose Mosaıc Covenant law the ala- refutes ıt, °If 1n OUr effort to be Justi-
tıans, the Judaı1ızers WeTe gıven mpetus by fied by Chrıst/ the first. clause, the SEC-
pos1ıt10ns such Peter’s aTt Antioch. At the ond 1S ourselves ave een found LO be
SAaInle tıme, apart from anythıng else, sSinners’ wıth the conclusıon; 1S Christ then
the best construction possıble, the Juda1z- servant of sin? Agaın thıs must
ers ATre shown by Paul 1n Gal LO be be interprete wıthın the flow of the CONMN-
1n SeEer10us theologıical confusıon. By theır Lext, aul 1LLO W 1S talkıng about lıfe wıthın
demand for the imposıtıon of the Mosaıc the Christian Covenant MOV1INg firom ıts
Law Christian cConverts they WeTe 1n reception, discussed 1n V. hıs eTt-
fact makıng demand for Chrıistian 1NCOr- tıon that Chrıst becomes under the Paulıne
poratıon ınto the Mosaıc an Sınaıiıtıc STErUC- doectrine of Justificatıon servant of S1IN
ture. In theır partıcular demands In ala- LO ave een the substance of Sser1-
t1ans for CITrCUMCI1S1ON, food laws Sabbath OUS charge that Paul’s gospel leads LO d1ıs-
keeping etc., they wWerTe not merely makıng regard of the law an thus to antınomılan-

1772 EuroJTh 16



Galatians 4-21: A New Covenant Perspective

15M The key LO the interpretatıon ın AA Israel of Jeremıiah’s tıme LO establish NEW
1S the meanıng of the word ‘“sinners’. aul covenant communıty through exıle an

restoration.“®© Paul’s visıon lıke eremlah’s1S not speakıng of inıtıal tO
the gospel here, whiıich places eWs the rejection of the royal priestly 1deology of
Same footing Gentiles for acceptance, the Jerusalem establıshment,antıcıpates
SsSinners. He 18 NOT lookıng back LO CONLVEeTI - the en of ONe aAgeC an the eMeETSECNCE of
S10N experıence. Agaın it would hardly be NEW. Jeremıi1ah antıcıpates the change that
the Case that 1ın that regard, TYT1S could Judgment an exıle MUuUStT brıng LO Israel,
be thought of mınıster of S1N. Rather aul 00 back to Israel’s theologıical exıle

redeemer, he Was revealer of S1ıN and ended by the incarnatıon, death and Ur-
ıts forg1ıver. Chrıst thıs level recelves rection and LO LE W per10d of restoratıon
sınners but 0eSs nOt promote S1IN, whıch through restored Israel havıng emerged.
the phrase ‘servant of S1N naturally might ‚Jeremıiah’s uUusSe of the metaphor Iso
uggest Only bıased ethnıc po1n of appears 1ın ‚Jer AA ontext CONt1gU0US
V1eW could the charge be levelled that faıth an closely paralle LO the NEW covenant
ın Christ provıded stimulus LO cCovenant- ontext of ‚Jer 31  - The exıle f.Judah
breakıng. For the OUunNn ‘siınners’ In begun Iın B  9 Was the beginnıng
has covenant connect.on 1n mınd. The Lext of the tearıng OoOWN of the old communıty

Judgment faıthful Jewısh completed aT length by the T’he
Christians who ATe 110  z members of the ‘plantıng" ‘buildiıng" of the NEW u_
1E  S covenant. They recogn1ızed that they nıty 1n Christ continued the foun-
could not find Christian Justificatıon 1ın datıons of remnant Israel an took escha-
theır continued membershiıp of the Mosaıc tologıcal shape ıth the resurrection of
covenant. As result of relinquıishıing strıict ‚Jesus. By the death of ‚Jesus the NEW COV-
adherence LO the Mosaıc Jaw, perhaps ın enant has replaced the old and the old CAall-
table fellowshıp assoclatıon ıth Gentiles, nOot 11OW be revıved. 'To attempt LO revıve
they had 1ın strıct Jewısh CYVECS had placed the old 1S LO transgress the LE W.
themselves 1n the posıtıon of (Grentiles who T’he word parabates 1S ımportant ere
WEeTEC, Jewısh construction, outsıde of Its meanıng refers LO transgression of
the Mosaıc covenant. On such strıct ‚Jew- SOINE moral standard expectation.“*
ısh V1eW, Peter’s actıon INn eatıng ıth Gen- "Iransgress1ion'’ 1s offence agaınst SOINE
tıles put hım theır level, outsıde of understood relatıonshıp, ere 1ın Paul’s
the covenant and thus sınner. If the then mMın the 111e  S Covenant relationshıp estab-
Jewısh cultural definıtiıon of SIN and S1IN- lıshed DYy eschatological PUrPpPOSEC hav-
ers non-Jews 15 VIeW, then Paul’s ıng een advanced 1n ‚Jesus When DAara-
AD SWeEeTr at the en of 18 absolutely COT- bates refers tO the transgressıon of the
rect an COVEeTS both clauses of the law it. 1S completed DYy the addıtion of the
It 1s the stock ONe whiıich aul applıes tO word Peter’s transgression Was not

theologıcal question whose conclusıons agaınst law but agaınst gospel of
must be rejected. Of COUTSEe not! (V. free STAaCcE. aul 15 Sayıng that LO revert
absolutely not! It 1S not the CAase that LO hat has een torn down would make
ATre sinners NOr that Christ 15 the mınıster hım ransgressor ofthe changed shape of
of s1ın! We AT only 1n terms_ of ethnıec od’s DE W Covenant So LO revert
presuppositions! LO the keeping of the natiıonalıstıiec Jewısh

Verse 1S Paul’s countercharge. What law for eier 1n thıs 1ECEW Christian aAsC 1S5
1S torn OoOWNn 18 not. the law but the old hat really breaks the Nne  S Covenant
covenant. The allusıon LO Jeremlah’s key Peter’s transgression’ 1n w had one
motif 1ın Paul’s buildıng and tearıng oOWN In v.1 (ef. Sar). aul explaıns the logıc
1S unmıstakable. Kor Jeremiah, 1n pluck- behind both an He 1S st1l1
ıng and breakıng down, destroyıng speakıng of Jewısh Chrıstian faıth an
and overthrowıng, bulldıng and plantıng getfs forth hıs OW. example of the ‚Jew DNOW

(CL.. Jer 1:10.12:16-14; 18  9  ’  928, 1n Christ Since he 1s 1n Christ, Chrıist’s
40:7,49:10, (10d Was at work ın the abolıtion of the Mosaıc cCovenant DYy hıs
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death meant Paul’s (and e death the sphere of flesh, ın all ıts weakness an
LO the law. So he Ca  y SaVv through the fallıbılıty, ın al ıts ProNeNeSSs LO S1N The

of the has not removed thatlaw’s exacting 1ın the the penalty of
but has counteracted ıt. The e  S lıfeıts transgress10n, ave dıed LO the law.

longer ave oblıgatıon LO Mosaıc ora tOo aul communıcated v must be by
aul 1S not referring tO subjective CXDE- faıth ın the Son ofGod, SINCE the total real-
rience of hıs realızed inabılıty TLO meet the 1ty of the NEeW lıfe awaıts the transforma-
law’s demand. The termınology 185 not fgu- tıon at the Parousıa. Agaın the faıth of
ratıve but ıteral. Paul’s death took place 1ın the Son of God, ın which he lıves pnıstel
Christ through Ohrıist’s erucıfixıon hıch tel FOU huı0u LOU. theou refers LO hrıs-
exhausted the of the law placed tıan faıth exercısed, nNnot Chrıist’s faıthful-
upDOoN Judaısm and uDOoN the human [aCcCe ess>s SINCE the relatıve clause ‘who loved
In Christ who diıed Israel and Adamıc an gaVve hımself for mMe which 1imme-
umanıty condemned by the law S1IN- diately ollows defines the ontent of the
bearer, aul Iso had died But al 1ın Christ faıth.®
AT LLOW made alıve, ın Christ the SecC- No connectiıve introduces Gal 24071
ON dam an lıfe-z1ving Spiırıt (1 GCor whiıch, asyndetos SUNMNS the entire dis-

for rmsen wıth Chrıist aul had dıed CUuSsSsSION. The SgraCce of God has een strık-
to the past wıth al ıts claıms. For Jews, the ıngly demonstrated 1n the Paul’s COIN-
law proclaımed the death of all those who duct anı hıs gospel proclaım that, they do
stood under the old Covenan The builldıng not nullıfy 1it "T’hrough law of 1S
of the Ne  < age meant the tearıng OoOWnNn of LO be iıdentified ıth the works of the law
the old covenant 'hıs 15 the NarTOoWeLr po1n 1n vl aul 1S summıng the Jewısh
that aul 1S makıng 1ın thıs ınner Jewıish Christian posıtıon under cCovenant 1ın thıs
argument The Law pronounced AÄAs aul has poınted out elsewhere
all EeWs but Christ ore the Gal true covenant connect.ıon (rıghteousness)
3:13) for them all.In the larger aul could nOot. be maıntaıned Dy legal obedience
represents the Ne  z Covenant communı1ty LO the law but always by faıth 1n 0od’s PTO-
whose restoratıon had een accomplıshed v1isıon consequently expressed 1n obedience
through Israel’s death 1n exıle SINCE the Romans S:21) It 1S the attempt tO attaın
Deuteronomıic promise/threat of blessings continued rıghteousness/covenant INEeNMNl-
and CUTrSEeSs Was expressed 1n terms of Isra- bershıp through the NOW defunet Mosaıc
el lıfe ın the land death through expul- covenant that nullıhes DSTACE
S10N DYy ex1le.* Peter’s confusıon qat Antıoch had gıven

aul and Jewısh Christians WEeTe bound SUPPOIT TLO the attempt LO continue WAaY of
In the eschatologıical dimensıon of the lıfe whose ase had een entirely removed.

Through hıs incorporatıon into the Covenant membershı1ıp 1n the pOSt-CrOSS
body of rast, aul had become PAaT- age Camlle through hat had already een
tıcıpator 1ın al that Christ had one an! revealed Dpr10r LO the incarnatıon, then
all that Christ 1OW Was (ef. Romans Chriıst’s death had een ırrelevant. It 1S
‘Wherefore, brethren, Iso WeTe uDON thıs carefully argued ase that aul
made dead LO the law through the body 111 proceed LO argue for hrıstlans 1n

Chrıst heırs of the Abrahamıc Covenantof Christ’ RV) The perfect eNse of ‘have
een erucıfied’ vl points LO the a_ In Gal
ent posıtıon of the Jewısh behever aul must be read from the diımens1ıon
regards law under the Old Covenant. of the flow of salvatıon hıstory. It LO

Verse contınues the thought of I however, that great final damage LO
the faıthful behever 1sS one ıf thıs cautıonand explaıns hat ıt tO lıve LO God

aul 1L1OW lıved 1e  < lıfe, the COoMMUnNn1- 1S not observed. But flat readıng of Scr1p-
cated spırıtual lıfe of the Second Adam, ture faıls LO reveal the iıntense inner COINN-
expressing DYy faıth the Ne  S lıfe of Chrnrist nectıons between the Testaments an the
wıthın hım But he needs tO ad| that the wondertful coherence of the careful bıblical
lıfe whiıich he L1LLOW lıves 1S st111 lıfe wıthın presentatıon of the divıne PUrpoSe LO INOVeEe
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13 The well-established character of thıshumanıty from den tOo the New den
hıs movement 15 the CONCEeTN of the chaın understandıng 1S reileCcCtie: ıIn Luke 6:33
of covenantal prom1ses gıven ın Secripture ‘even sinners do the same. when compared
and ıt. 1S LO thıs Cons1ıstenCcyY that aul 1S ıth att 5:4'7/ ‘'even the entıles do the

same‘’.appealıng 1n GalZ Dunn, "The NnCcıden at AntıochThe fact that aul o0es not mentıon the Gal 2:11518) JSNT 18 (1983) Dunn
outcome of the dıspute wıth Cephas SU$S- cıtes Ps 155 and NOTLEeSs the
gests that he dıd nOot W1Nn the day. The eru- parallelısm 1ın Maccabees between SIN-
salem ‚JJewısh Christiana LO eTrTrs and awless 1Ne  a (1 Macc 1:34, 2:44)
EXxerc1se STNC legal obedience when eat- On sInners for entiles, cf.
ıng wıth Gentiles probably prevaıled ‚Jew- Isa 14:5 Macc 2:44 Pss Sol K 71 Matt

26:45, Longenecker, Galatjansish Chrıstlans probably followed Peter’s
Onest]1example. Jewısh Christlans 1Iso st1l1 COINN- and Brauch,

tinued TLO recogn1ıze the final doctrinal an ‘Rıghteousness, Rıghteousness of God’,
Jlegal authorıty of the ‚JJerusalem church. Dıictionary of Paul an hıs Letters (Leıcester

F, 829 Only rarely o0es the HebrewT’he CONTLFrOVEerSY är Antıoch logıcally gets erb 111e 41 ‘make rıghteous’ and when ıt,the for the doctrinally eritical COV- oes ıt, LO restore LO posıtıon wıthın
enant chapter GT Galat]ıans where the the covenant
Jewısh Christian/Gentile relationshıp 1S 16 See ‚JJames Dunn, The T’heology offinally reviewed. aul the Apostle (Grand Rapıds/Cambrıdge:

Kerdmans, 386
E N.T. Wright has suggested, Old

Testament analogıes, that the best 1eN-

Paul Nadım Tarazı, (Jalatıans: dering of Paul’s dıkaı—language ıIn the
Commentary OX Biblical Studies; New Testament 15 membershıp wıthın the
Crestwood, St. Vladımir’s Ddemınary eW Covenant) rıght, ‘Curse and
Press, Covenant: Galatjians 10-14 In T’he OClımax
Tarazı, (ialatıans of the Covenant: Chrıst an the Law ın

Paulıne eology (Edınburgh: arTarazı, (ralatıans,
154Page reads tına which COU. be neuter

18plural an thus reference LO the decrees Thomas Schreiner, T’he Law an Its
of cts 15 The decrees, however would Fulfıllment: Paulıne eology of Law
call for SOINE cCompromise the part of (Grand Rapıds: Baker, 1993)44-59, CSPC-
the entiles 1n fellowshıp but nOoL clally 1:  O
Jewısh wıthdrawal IF the Antioch incıdent 19 Thomas Schreiner, ‘Is Perfect edience

LO the Law Possıible? Re-Examıiınatıon of15 DOosSt cts 15 however, Peter’s wıthdrawa
a]] the 19910)48°% perplexing. retaın Galat]ıans 3:10- JETS D4 (1984)264

tines and uggest the incıdent occurred The eviıdence for thıs assertion 1S INarTr-

before cts 15 halled 1n Covenant an Creatıon,
Hupestellen W1  TEW by degrees by eology of Old Testament Covenants,
tealth Exeter aternoster, (1984),180.
Tarazı, (ialatıans 21 See (’ovenant man (Creatıon Kxeter

Paternoster, 179-180 and the XLS.J.D Dunn, The Enıstle LO Fhe (ialatıans
ere C1LEeBlack’s New Testament Commentarıes;

Peabody: Mass: Hendrickson, 1929 del Caneday, ‘Redeeme from the Curse
Longenecker, T’he Epistle LO the of the Law The Use of eut,: 1n

Gralatıans Wor: 1D11Ca. ommentary 41; Gal 51537 Trined 10 194 comment-
Waco: Word o0ks, 1990 )/4 ng uponN the analogous phrase 1n Gal 3:10

notes, as Man y AT of the works of theJewett, Agıtators and the alatıan
ongregatıon N’T'S V (1970-7 204-206 law' does nOoT. emphasıze doing but rela-

10 The fact that he Ca  w allege thıs tıonshıp of iıdentihication ıth the Mosaıc
LO poın tO agreement ıth ‚Jerusalem Covenan and cıtes the eviıdence .AGD 95

the substance of the gospel (: .J.D 'The equıvalent phrase deeds of the law al
Dunn, (ialatıans KD Qumran 1Q 20-24, 6:18 4,@Flor 1:1-741)

11 Tarazı, alatıans 1sS sed LO deser1be the oblıgatıons laıd
J.D Dunn, (ialatıans 133 the member of the communıty.
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Hong, The Law ın Galatıans, JSNTSup Tear 0OwWn Commentary the 0OR of
81 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 129 See Jeremıiıanh 1-25, International Theological
also .J.D Dunn “ÖOnce More‘. PISTIS Commentary (Grand Rapıds: Eerdmans,
CH  TOU’S 1991 Semıiınar Papers (ed 16,24
Eugene Loverıng Jr; Atlanta cholars, Clampa, (Jalatıans AaAn D 205

730-744 The meanıng of parabates 1S wıder than
Dunn, “Üncıden al Antioch’ that of the NOrmMally assumed covenant
My forthcomıing artıcle (sal 3:10 eals breach of law and refers LO transgress10n
ıth the dılemma ın hıch the Judaizıng of SOTINE moral standard expectatıon
Christians of the per10 found themselves (Cliampa, Galatıans and Z‚x
After completing S artıcle discovered 1ampa (Jalatıans Z 208-209 NOTLEes
Roy Clampa’s valuable work Galatj]ans that the CONCePTtS of death/resurrection,

and Z T’he Presence an Function of tearıng OWN and buildıng exıle and
Scripture ın Galatıans an D WUN!I restoratıon aAare NO  < expressed Dy Paul In

(Tubingen:Mohr Sıiebeck point- terms of LWwO WaYS of see1ıng thıngs.
Ing LO the undertones of Jeremıi1ah imagery lampa. (ialatıans Z 210 notes that
1n 2:18 and conformıing but expandıng only Lext, where DIstLS and aAaTe 1ın
OW. VIECEW of Gal 2:18 On the partıcular close relationship 1s Hab Kxcept for Gal
sıgnıfıcance of the ‚JJeremı1ah ackgroun 220 when ese LWO TrTee terms aAapPCaAr
for thıs passage Clampa, 203-207 refers 1n close syntactıc relatıonshıp they AT cıta-
LO alter Brueggemann TO C Up, 'ToO tiıons of Hab See also above.

'T wo Important Symposıa
tOo One Hope Perspectives on the ıfe to Come

Editor: John Colwell
Academıics and lay people alıke ask the questıon, ‘What wıll happen when die? The Drew lectures ımmortalıty

WEeTe gel. LO ENCOUTALEC theologıcal experts LO research and wrıte thıs and other .  end time themes.
'hıs collection brings together the VE best of these lectures, founded desire LO expound the Christian

eschatological hope. Seventeen PapeIs, sphit into biblical, hıstorıcal, an doctrinal and phılosophıcal sect1ons,
wıde an varıed fıeld of subjects. Papers include Howard Marshall universalism, James Dunn Christ’s return,

Tom Wright the NEW creatıon, Thomas Orrance ımmortalıty, aul Fıddes apocalyptic 1n novels, Rıchard
Bauckham the mıllennıum, and olın (Gunton the eschatology of church membership. The dıversıty of authors
and subjects sıngle theme produces fascınatıng an deeply rich volume, whiıich ll leave Man y keen readers

re-thıinkıng an! re-evaluatıng the centrality of theır Chriıstian hope.
Eidıtor: John Colwell teaches systematıc theology ql Spurgeon’s College, London, and has publıshed the

eschatology of S  T/ arth
1-85078-409-4 229 mm p/b DPp
Where ra and ercy Meet

Editor: avı Peterson
The of Jesus 1s central LO evangelıcal Chrıistianity. Yet the theology of atonement 1S under attack, not only  N TOom

those outside the evangelıcal fold, but also TOomM those wıthın who challenge the doctrine of penal substitution.
In thıs collection of DPAaPpCISs, delıvered al the Oak Hıll College Annual School of Theology 2000, OuUur members of the
faculty defend strong artıculatıon of penal substitution In the aCce of contemporary challenges. avıd Peterson

SUrVeVS the atonement, both Old an New JTestaments; (Garry Wıllams eXxamMıNes the nature of punıshment at the
heart of penal doctrine; Mıichael Ovey expounds how S1N 15 the ‘de-creation'’ of -0d’s world; and aul Weston reflects

‚JJohn’s Gospel an the lessons ıt provıdes proclaımıng the todayı. T’he collection 1S then completed ıth
appendix Justificatıon by faıth by former vice-princıpal of Oak Hıll, Alan Stibbe.

Davıd Peterson 15 the Princıpal of Oak Hıll College and has wrıtten amongst other volumes “Possessed by G0d’
"Chank God that SOTNEONE 1S5 prepared LO cut through all the therapeutic wrıtten about thıs 1ssue and

present solıd, bıbhlıcal ase for atonement hıch places penal and substitutionary categorıes al ıts Ve. heart.
arl Trueman, Sen10r Lecturer In Church Hıstory, Universıty of Aberdeen.

1-84227/-079-6 2929 x145mm p/b 180pp
Paternoster Press, Box 300, Carlisle, Cumbria CA3 0QS,
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