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ınd hıs contemporarıes understood the interaction and Somewhere wıthın these dıverse Opt10ns Paul APDPCULS.
Although Ar t1mes Paul AYV ADPCAL o be completelv dıf-relatıonshıp between od aınd humans.

(Ine of the MOST dıfhcult problems :elated thıs ferent trom hıs contemporarıes (for example, ın hıs reıd-
tOPIC 15 definıng exactlvy what by dıvıne aınd Ing of the Jörah): ın other instances he emphasızes the
human ASCHC In hıs CSS'.\}' 08i aul ınd Epictetus, ß CODCCPYS (for example, the role of ATACC in ılo)
Engberg-Pederson AFSUCS that approaching the ISSsuUE of 3u] CAMNOT consıstentlv be set OV agalnst the VFeST ofhıs
dıyvıne aınd human ASCHCY from A theolog1ical perspective Jewısh contemporarı1es, but neıther 11 he be described
1S fundamentally post-ancıent ONe .11 /) Because in complete -.1greement wıth theır VIEWS.
he defines the 1ISsuEe solelv ın Terms of “Opposition Thıs volume contaıns DV CII insıghtful SUS-
(p.159), he MAaınNtkaıNs that neıither of these authors 1S gest1ONSs han thıs FEVIEW mentıon. Ihe volume
concerned wıth the subject. If the quest1on revolves only r presents well the Current STATfEC of scholarshıp ınd
ıround human AUTONOMV, then 10 ıncıent authors throughout IT the authors S: SO ISSUIES that need
W1 be excluded Nevertheless, Barclav explams 1n turther research. Whıle thıs work PICSUPPOSCS that the
the Introduction, ı: 15 NOT NCCCSSAL V CO imıt the tOPIC reader 15 ftamılıar wıth the debate, those NOT workıng
onlv human AUTONOMV. He three categorı1es 1n thıs Hheld 0)8 NECW-C:'!  Ln ıt ga the
explain the W God ınd humans ‚elate ‘competitıve’; VArl1OuUs Opt10ns being propose; DV scholars who have
‘kınship"; aınd *“non-contrastıve transcendence) produced much LLLOTC detaıled Argume HCS elsewhere.
Ihese categorıes provıde elpfu WUAY torward aınd 11 Scholars interested in early ewısh VIEWS of soter10102Y,
he1p 1VOo1d the modern emphasıs OM human Llllt0fl01]l}’ anthropology aınd theology PrOPCI wıll ind thıs volume
ınd conflict between GoOod ınd humans. helpful.

Ihe dıversıty oft carly Judaısm 15 brought the Ore- Jason Aston
front ın thıs volume. In the Hrst CSSAaV of the volume, Aberdeen, Scotland

Boccaccını LrAaCes the development of second temple
ewısh SECIS ınd how enach understood the relatıonshıp
between God ınd humanıty. Hıs CSSaY demonstrates the
wıde-range of perspect1iVves avaılable durıng thıs tiıme Panl, Moses, An the Hiıstory of Israel
per10d. PS Alexander, ın hıs CSSAaV ON Qumran, hıgh- T’he Letter/Spirit Contrast AMN| the Argument
lıghts the iımportance of predestination tor the COIMNN- Scripture 1n Corinthians
MUunıty's heology. In the Two-Spirıts SCTINON (1Q5S Paternoster Bıblical Monographs3.13-4.24), dıvıne Aıction COMNICS the forefront, whıle
the human AgC nt FeNANS ın the background. In CONTTFAST cott Hafemann

the Qumran COoMMUNItY the Rabbiıs, who empha- Mılton Keynes: Paternoster, 2005, 11 49 / PP-,S1ZC human ASCNCV aınd make “alyvatıon) contingent pb, ISBN 1R Z
0)81 human aıctiıon. Avemarıe concludes that tor the
Rabbiıs, °God and Israel depend ON Ga other mutually UMMARY

Phılo PI'CSCH['S shıghtly dıfferent optıon SINcCceE he In his reissued 1995 monograph, Hatemann, wiıth Eexten-
begıns wıth aıcti1on and, AL SONMNIC pOINtS, ADDCULS SIVE Knowledge of the secondary Iıterature and detailed
elımınate ALLV human actıon (Barclay). Nevertheless, the attention the primary 4 that the ljetter/Spirit
character of the human aAgC nt 1S ımportant. rast In COr chould NnOT he confused ıth |aw/

Ihree other factors that Arıse TOM the CSSUaVS revea]| Gospe! The Apostle does nOoT cspeek criticıse the
the dıfficulty of thıs tOPIC. Hırst, Westerholm provıdes | AW al al| and the IS hest understood In Aa
sıgnıfıcant evidence that ancıent ewısh authors thought tion-history” erms Further, while an y suggest C or IS
the human aAgC nt capable of keeping the OT: Panuıl: evidence f Paul  P  S christologica| hermeneutic, Hafemann
DV CONLrASL, doubts human abılıty because of hıs under- maıntaıns that Paul  *  S proceeds in dependence
standıng of S1IN. Second, developıng from thıs 1S how OC MN Fxod 37234 wiıthout altering the original Intention of the
understands the role of "supra-human powers’, such Pentateuchal [EXT These arguments necessitate nOotfewor-
Sın J: Martyn). S,} Gathercole shows, the role thy reinterpretation of the meanıng of Moses’ veil, and the
of SIN, whether viewed POWCTI OWV humans (Sın: Greek words katarge/w nd te/lov. The reVIEW ends ıth
Roman dısobedience (sın; Romans D: NUST be few critica|l reflections his earned work.
tactored nto the question sınce aul describes 1tSs place ZUSAMMENFASSUNG1ın the dıyıne CCONOLMN V, ınally, Watson draws (3UIT.

In dieser 1995 e  ( aufgelegten Monographie argumentiertattention how the early Jewısh authors interpreted
the Torah Paul introduces An antıthesıs that he inds ın Hafemann mit weitreichender enntTnAIS der Sekundärlite-
the Or rFECE1VES lıfe through obedience [O the ratur und detailliertem tudium der Frimärtexte, dass der

Wort/Gelist-Kontrast In KOor SA nicht mMmit dem Gesetz/Torah CM through dıyıne }  STACC, From DPaul’s perspect1ve,
4QMM I and Maccabees instruct theır readers obev Evangelium-Kontrast verwechseln SEeI DISE Apostel, S()

the law Ihe IsSsuUE of dıyıne and human ASCHCYV 15 local- Hafemann, SC keinestalls darauf dUs, das ( ‚esetz kKritisie-
ızed In Paul’s readıng of the or rern nd der Onftras! verstünde sıch hesten Im heilsge-
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schic Iichen Zusammenhang n  ©  e der verbreiteten of the suffering whıich SCC1I11. ıll hıs leg1itumacy
Ansicht Kor AG Beleg paulinisch Christologischer 11IO quest10n And 1 each CASE Paul’s ıthrmatıon of
Hermeneutik sehen hält Hafemann daran fest dass hıs suftfficıencv based UupPON the call of O 111 hıs ıfte
lie Argumentatıon des Paulus auf der B3asıs ON MOoOse However whıle DPaul CITS the sımalarıtv between

geführt wird ohne die ursprüngliche Intention des hıs call and the cal CO Moses 111 16b and 4f 111 the
Pentateuchtextes verändern | NIese Darstellung fordert letter/Spiırıt dıvısıon he explaıns something of the CSSCIN-

INe bemerkenswerte Neutnterpretation der Bedeutung t1a] dı EYE  A between hıs NISErV aınd that of Moses
O OSES chlieıer und len griechischen en atarge, f havıng done x Hafemann CF{iSs “Daul NUSEC 1L1LOW

und te/lov | ie Kezension schlielst aaı kritischen subst 1nNL1aALe ınd Clarıfy the letter/Spirıt CONTLFrAST ıtself 111

Reflexion dieser hochakademischen Arbeit order keep 1T from being eıther rejected OLT of hand

RESUME
mMmısunderstood’ P

Ihıs leads p art [WO IN whıch Hafem: ıddresses
(In A | un  D VeIMDrESSION A un monographie originel- the '.\pp‘.l['(’‚ nt contradıctorv Pauline VICW fMoses’ 111111-
lement ubliee 1995 Hafemann considere les (ExXTESs 1in Cor 3 hıs done bv mvesng—.mng D4aul’s
bibliques deandetaillee et Oossede un  D large COMNMNalsS- understandıng of Moses’ role ı111 the “second GIVINS of
N1ICeEe des [ravaux ublies leur DF DOS de mMonTrer the Iaw ftound 111 Exodus 5 ‘.'lpt€l'5 three
YUuE Opposıtıon entfre Ia lettre eTt Esprit Corinthiens ive analvse aul mterp retation of thıs OL SUOWUTCC wıth

doit HYdS confondre VEet un  M opposition entre a the of howıng that Paul derıved hıs ArZUMCNLTC O1-
10 el Evanglile. L apoOtre He aucunemMeENT Cruquer 1a CCTMNS& the aınd leg1t1macy of hıs M1Nıs
101 et opposition doit comprendre trom the Scriptures Hatemann Argume nt then

histoire du salut -n Outre alors JUE de nombreux determıne the of the letter/Spirıt CONTLFAST 111 lıght
speclalistes UE Corinthiens fournirait E of D4aul’s self- understandıng of hıs apostolıc NISErV 11

TEUVE de hermeneutique christologique de Paul Hafe- CONLFrAST wıth the M1N1S of Moses
It Hatemann credıt that he seeks understandManmmlıent JUE ’argumentation rocede hbien du

d Fxode 37 Sdi15 alterer intentıon originelle the M1N1S of Moses 111 ICS wıder canonıcal CONTLEXT, A
ette these nEeCESSITE Un reinterpretation ımportante de str-.1tegy less wıdelv accepted when the monograph W 4S
S signification du voille de MoiIse JUE du SC{115 des publıshed ı1 1995 Ihıs ea hım conclude that the
MOTS KatargeÖ telon a rEeCENSION termıne Har veıl ON Moses’ face e actuallyv provıded ı111 order STOP
quelques reflexions Critiques SUr travaı|l Grudit the Israelites lookıng in the glory ofd and suffering

death because of theır hard-heartedness chapter three)
In ch:‘.1pt€l’ four, ınd hıs study of Cor. : BI. he analv-

How SNOUL CM understand the letter/Spirıt CONTLFAST SCS the sıgnıfıcance of the veıil’ 111 Paul’sS ArZgUumMCNT nıle
1in Cor 5 6” Most scholarshıp has understood Law/ others have taken thıs evıdence that aul radıcallv
Gospel SC  aratıon ımplıcıt 11 thıs S aınd others the re mterprets the orıgınal of FExod Hafemann
kev Paul’s scrıptural hermeneut1c Hatemann 1 lıght that aul WAS being IruEe the INCAUMNS f hıs
of the CIMTENE paradızm shıft 111 Paulıne studıes (16) COI HArLGE Ihıs 31s0 11ICU1!| that 1It Moses MNANAST VY
ATYLICS 1in thıs reissued monograph (orıgın allı publıshe whıch C appropriately be Assoc1ated wıth Adeati . NOT
1 1995 bvV Mobhr Sıebeck) that LIME CDC tor A O11- the Ia w PEr SE In the qUESTONsıderation of thıs Dıvotal W  AS' ınd ICS CONTECXT. whether DPaul Sn ch:c}  —  S the FGXT DV SPCakıng of

Hafemann proceeds CO cvelop A1ll ;n'g'ument O11- the fadıng olory 0)8| Moses fıce Hatemann ArFQUCS that
CcEr the theologıc aınd hermeneut1ic 1] sıonNıNCcANCE of the rTece should be understood read “hbecause of the

Cor 3 that takes ser10usiv the COIMEXE especially that glory of hıs ACce: whıch WAS being vrendered mnoDErAtIVE'
Of Paul’s of Scripture 1 aul ADOS- (510) us, “Daul ı alreadv referring the fact that
tolıc defence Hatem ınn has argued 1 detaıl elsewhere the veıl fMoses rought the olorvV of God LO An end ı111
ınvolves ıAA portrayal of aul hımself the eschatologı- terms of that which IT would ccomplısh ıf 210 ze1led
cl COUNTE I'p‘.ll't [O the role of Moses A rhe med1ator DAr e the judgment aınd destruction of Israel’ S44 IThıs
excellence between aınd hıs people II  22 54) Ihe USCc of Fxwxodus thus mıidrash or pesher aul has PDIC-
substantıatiıon of thıs hypothesıs 111 relatıon Cor sented an INTE rpret;mon of the Scrıiptures whıich based
5 3A IS the CO  C of the Urst L[WO chapters ON theır orıgınal intentkfıiıon Ihese Oobservatıons

tied smoothlv CO hıs structural 1l ılvsısıfemann AFSUCS that zu] UlS! the ıllusıons ınd ıL-
eIs [O Moses cal 111 16b aınd 4--62 detend the Chapter ve CVC1O0PS the ArZument 111 relatıon
leg1t1macy of hıs OWN SIENV. thorough analvsıs of Cor 3 1 18 In these VGTSECS aul AFQLUICS that hıs 111111-
the “sufficiencv and call of Moses ıin second Temple ıf ISUFV mediıiates the Spirıt aınd SlOorV of God 111 such R
CrAaTı undert:aken wıth the of understandıng that brings lıtfe ınd wıth Moses the destruction
how kFxodus S- could be, and ındeed V  f understood that vould have been wrought had he WOTIN the ve1ıl
111 DPaull’s mMıheu (Chapter Oone) He then ıddress For thıs 1nterpretat10n Hatemann offers plausıble
the sufficıencv ınd call of DPaul 111 Cor “ 6 (Chapter of readıng the AOC 1 5 13 Given Paul’s faıthtfulness [O

the Fxwxodus nar  I VE Haıafemann Ar that the °1.0rd’tWO) “Daul’ Hafem WTITES, ASSCITS hıs sutficıencvV 111
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the Psalmıc tradıtıon xhıch describes those who havementioned ın 51 1S NOT christologıical, but rather
indıcates Further, DV turnıng the 1Lord the sought behold the glory of God wıthout ALLV fear of

death, but rather wıth CXPC  ©&  C  tatıon of delıght (Ef Ds 42:belıever, ın Hlfiılment of Jer S4  4  14 aınd E7zek 36:26f1.:
has hıs hard heart removed that he LU LOW behold 65) Fınally, ıt 1S dıffcult C[O be conhident Hatemann

15 in FETTTNS of the specıfic referent of the title KUPLOG ınthe glory ot the l1Lord Thıs 31sO that the treedom
of 3:17 15 NOLT freedom from the law, but rather treedom 16-18:; the Maftfer 15 1OTC complıcated than he SCCHNS

CO apprecıate.the La w. Cor y thus doesn’t contaın negatıve and
posıtıve mMentIoOons of the |aw. Rather. the dıfference Ihese pOo1lNts asıde, thıs 15 work of NASSIVE earn-
between the L[WO mMINISTIES of Au ınd Moses be Ing aınd brercing ıntellect that wıll] ICDAY o who
based uDON ıA “salvatıon-hıstory CONTrFrASTL Thıs OWS takes the NCCCSSULVY time work though hıs caretful aınd
Hafemann CO ASSCIT that DPaul has thoroughlvy pPOSItLVE detaıuled research.
VIEW ot the Iaw both wıthın the Ild ınd L1CW COVENANTS Chris Lillıng
Whıle the whole monograph has been 31 detaıled fOocus T übingen, GeErmany London, England
O11 Just ONC chapter iın aul, he APSLICS that Cor S be
treanted &R paradıgmatıc tor DPaul’s heology generally.

Not 311 eritical FCSPONSCS Hatemann’s Argume NS
have been faır. Marvın Date (ın The Reverse of the Laws of the Spirıtual wder
CursE, | Tübingen: Mobhr Sıebeck, 2000 1), for example, Innovatıon and Reconstruct:on ın the Soter1i0logy
has arguably NOT entirely understood Hatemann’s thesıs. of Thomas Erskıne of Linlathen
However, though Hatemann’s contrıibution 1$ Ctane Don Horrocks
creatıve aınd 11 times rıllıant, there rFeMaINs the
need for Judıc10Us reflectiOn. Fırst, Date has pomted Studıes In Evangelıcal Hıstory And Thought; Mılton

Keynes: Paternoster, 2004OUC, Vetter” 15 perhaps Detter understood indıcatıve of
the Ia w ıtself In thıs regard, Hatemann’s questionable 61 pb, ISBN 1ERLO / _ 1ODUy
appeal Rom frn ınd 1ın S\lpp0['t of hıs thesıs SUMMARYneeds [O be challenged. Hıs aArgu MENT 31so A1ISEeSs MIOTC |)on Horrocks’ study of the eology of Thomas FrskineSerl10Us ınd broader questiOons: ıf the Iaw 15 operatıve tor Of | inlathen gIves deep nsight into important iigurethe Chrıistian then whv does Paul teach that Chrıiıstians
ATC dead the |aw in Romans F e And ıf only par' T of Scottish heology. Frskine’s heology IS incarnational

ONEC, hecause for hım the (JUT redemption (d he ınder-of the |aw FeEMAINS bındıng ()1I1 Chrıistians, then wrhat of
Galatıans 5:3 ıIn whıch the I aw ADPCALS be portraved sStO0d only In the OntexT of Christ’s incarnatıon. He chows

God dASs universal Father and Holy | Oove Horrocks IntTro-
Al iındıvısıble unıty (Gef. Pate)? Second, NOT 11 W1 be

persuaded DV Hatemann’s interpretation of the G duces Frskine’s heology and DUtS hım In the context of hIs
time period. An iımportant Was the Scottish Fed-words KATAPYEW ınd TE AOC CVCN ıf the atter remMaıns

plausıble thıs author. As Date wriıtes: “Hafemann’s ral OdOXY, iımportant influence WAds$S the RKRoman-
tIC MmMOovemen This hbook IS rea|l help discover 19thinterpretation SCC1115 be born otf A desıire extr1-
cCentury theologian who has vVe MUC| [O >ı y uropeanCA4ATE Paul trom alterıng Fxodus 34:29-35 But ıf | Paul Christians oday.PeCAST Jerem1ah E f ınd Fzekıel by

elımınatıng the PICSCHCC of the la w 1ın the NC W COVENANT ZUSAMMENFASSUNG
In CArsti then n he reVISE Fxodus 4:29-35° |)on Horrocks‘ Studie der Theologie ONM Thomas FErkine
(426) Thırd, Hafemann AFrSUCS that the “value of the of | inlathen hietet eınen tiefen InDIlIC In Ine wichtigeXX 1S IMMNOST clearly... in Ccomparıson the Hebrew Gestalt der schottischen Theologie. Diese ISst inkarnato-
tracdıtion Its Vorlage’ (191: 53-48) Ihıs 15 then risch; denn für ihn Kkann UNSETE Erlösung iIımmer 1Ur ıIm
often reduced comparıson of the J9 wıth the M1, Kontext der Menschwerdung Christ! verstanden werden.
whıch ıntftorms hıs Argume NS At VArIOous pomMts. How- Er zeıgt NMSIUS als ıniversalen ater und als Heilige Liebe
s /W Ihıle It 15 convenıenNt BHS Horrocks ührt In Frskines Theologie eın und stellt hn In
startıng pomnt tor understandıng what undergırded the den Kontext seIiner el HIN bedeutender Gegner WAadrTrT die

translatıons, It 1S dangerous, dıshonest and WTITONS schottische (öderaltheologische Orthodoxie, eın wichtiger
ASSUIMNEC that Lenumgradensı1s 19A M1) lay before FEinfluss die Romantik. | )ieses Buch ISt Ine echte ilfe

the pre-Chrıistian translators’ (Ef. Melvın Peters, eınen Theologen des Jahrhunderts entdecken,
“Septuagint, ” ın The Anchor Dictuonary. Vol der auch den europdischen rısten ONM heute je] >Sd| London: Doubleday, 19921 1100 Further, rhere EeXISt kann.
partıcularly noteworthv ınomalıes between the D and

RESUMEthe precısely kev SEA 1ın Hatemann’s ArZUMEC NL.,
For example, the eXISUNG Greek Versions of Jeremı1ah |)on Horrocks Eexamıne 1a theologie de Thomas Frskine de
ınd zekıel 6:23-38 W probably based upON dıffer- | inthalten ET |ıvre alnsı Un  D VISION claire et profonde
C117 Hebrew TEAXTS than represented by the Fourth, de 1a pensee d’une gure iımportante de Ia theologıe ACOS-
O1lNC wonders why Hafemann has engaged wıth sSalse a theologie dA’Erskine est centree SUr |’incarnatıion,
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