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ABSTRACT

Recent scholarship on Second Temple Judaism aridh®amaintained that both
held “salvation” to be through God’s grace not harmaedience. This study challenges
this claim. Based on Josephus’ portrayal of thesleschools, the Second Temple period
appears more diverse than recent scholarship aesed. One of the key distinguishing
factors, according to Josephus, is the relationseipreen divine and human action. This
diversity is revealed in Sirach, thevdayot and Paul’s claims in Romans 7.7-8.13. Ben
Sira argues that the divine-human relationship Ik@garound human obedience to the
law. He utilises the two-ways tradition to develop view. He describes God as re-acting
to human obedience in judgment. THedayot by contrast, emphasise God’s initiative
and his saving actions. Humans are immeasurablygiocreatures, but God, through his
Spirit, predestines some, gives knowledge to theerd,purifies them. These divine acts
lead to human obedience. The study of Paul’'s viewligine and human agency is
extremely complex. Romans 7.7-8.13 is used as #yanto Paul's thought. In Romans
7.7-25, Paul portrays the speaker as the human afjgre two-ways tradition. He
argues that this view fails to explain the problein®in. In Romans 8.1-13, he contends
that obedience becomes possible because God leasimttis Son to condemn Sin.
Through the Spirit, God empowers believers to [ftife righteous requirement of the
law. This study challenges the idea that all ofaisih can be explained under a single
view of salvation. Recognising the diversity alloaree to situate Paul firmly within a

Jewish context without distorting either the Jewstts or Paul.
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INTRODUCTION

1. Divine and Human Agency in Recent Discussion

With the publication oPaul and Palestinian Judaism 1977, Sanders began what
has been described as a “Copernican revolutidtrior to this work, NT scholars
generally portrayed Judaism as crass legalism. Baohidual attempted to meticulously
keep the law, and each lived in perpetual feaaltihy short at the Judgment by a mere
one evil deed. Those who did manage to keep therlare often than not boasted
egotistically before God. They demanded that Gawbhothem, for they had successfully
kept the law. Rejecting this Judaism as a falsgiogl, NT scholars found in Paul true
religion, and they read Paul as an opponent ofvliision of Judaism. The apostle of
Christ came triumphantly to man’s rescue with m@cfamation of righteousness by faith
alone. He showed that salvation was wholly the vartéod. Here the apostle and his
former religion are set in the sharpest contrast,the dividing issue is the divine-human
relationship. On whom does salvation depend—Gadan? This version of Judaism and
Paul is what Sanders found in the scholarship poidiis volumé.

Against this view of Judaism and the apostle’sti@tship to it, Sanders argued that
Judaism was not “works-righteous legalism.” He jmsgd instead “covenantal nomism”
as the pattern of religion for Judai§rBalvation was by God’s grace, not human deeds.
God graciously chose Israel as his people, gatieetm the covenant, and this act
determined that “all Israelites have a share intbdd to come” §anh 10.1 [Danbyy]).
Obedience became, then, not the way into salvabinthe means to maintaining
salvation. It was the response of any faithful ceare member. Obedience to the law

belongs within the covenant relationship and waentar from God'’s grace. In Sanders’

! Hagner, “Paul and Judaism,” 75.

2 SsandersPaul and Palestinian Judais83-59. Parenthetical references in the follovérgto
SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism

% In addition to Sander#aul and Palestinian Judaisreee also his “Covenant” adddaism 262-78.
Sanders’ view of Judaism was not new, as he n&@sl @nd Palestinian Judaism-7) with reference to
Montefiore Judaism and St. PauylSchechterAspects of Rabbinic TheolggiWoore Judaism and Davies
(Paul and Rabbinic JudaigmAside from Davies, these scholars did not shmwelevance of their
analysis of Judaism for Pauline studies. Sandensght the two together; whether or not he did so
successfully is a matter of debate.



own words, “[Clovenantal nomism is the view thae@place in God’s plan is
established on the basis of the covenant andhbatdvenant requires as the proper
response of man his obedience to its commandmehiig providing means of
atonement for transgression” (75; cf. 236; 422).

With this drastically different perspective on Sedd emple Judaism, Sanders
attempted a different reading of Paul. The oppasibetween grace/faith and works that
so many earlier generations of scholars found ul Bienply could not be there. Instead,
Paul’s problem with the law was not that it reqdid®ing, but because it was not Christ.
Paul held that salvation was by Christ alone, &mlrheant that salvation could not be

through the law. Sanders argued,

Sincesalvation is only in Christhereforeall other ways toward salvation are wrong,
and attempting to follow them has results whichtheereverse of what is desired.
What is wrong with following the law is not the efft itself, but the fact that the
observer of the law is not seeking the righteousmdsch is given by God through
the coming of Christ (Rom. 10.2—4). Effort itsedfriot the sin; the sin is aiming
towardsany goal but being found ‘in Christ’ (Phil. 3.9). (482mphasis original)

While agreeing with other Jews about the goal, mamghteousness, Paul claims that the
only true “righteousness” is that found by faithGhrist. He, therefore, rejects the
righteousness of the law not because it requiresliebce, but because “such a means
leads to the wrong end (righteousness based dawhgeand the end itself is wrong, since
it is not salvation in Christ” (551). Paul also denthe salvific value of the Jewish
covenant and claims instead that those who hatreifaChrist are Abraham’s
descendants. In his rejection of the covenant baeliection and grace implied by it, “it
is thus not first of all against tireeansof being properly religious which are appropriate
to Judaism that Paul polemicizes (‘by works oflth&’), but against the prior
fundamentals of Judaism” (551; emphasis origirf&jhat Paul founds wrong in
Judaisny’” Sanders famously claimed is thatis not Christianity (552; emphasis
original).

In his later workPaul, Judaism and the Law®anders maintained this contrast
between Christ and the Torah as fundamental td$Pduglology and rejection of the law.

He also brought in an emphasis on the relationsbigveen Jews and Gentiles. Sanders
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argues that especially in Galatians, but also im&us Paul does not oppose faith or
works themselves but the refusal to accept Gerdjtest from law observanéelhe issue
is about membership into the people of God. Thithis actual subject of the dispute”
between Paul and the Christian missionaries intaalaot “the theological issue of grace
and merit.® The theological content is not dismissed entirklis rather interpreted as a
contrast between Christ and the law, and the sogicdl argument is elevated to equal
status.

Despite setting the law in opposition to Christn&rs maintained that the pattern of
religion was fundamentally the same: salvationyigiface and one remains in the sphere
of salvation through obedience. The point at wmany find Paul and Judaism to
diverge irreconcilably, namely grace and works,dgas claimed instead that “Paul is in
agreement with Palestinian JudaismRa(l and Palestinian Judaisrb42). He continues,
“There are two aspects of the relationship betwgrane and worksalvation is by grace
but judgment is according to works; works are tbadition of remaining ‘in’, but they
do not earn salvation(543; emphasis original). Although Paul and Jegashared this
similar view, Sanders held that Paul’'s thought $thowot be described as “covenantal
nomism.” Paul’s thought revolved around participgtoategories, and covenantal
nomism could not capture these ideas (512&spite Paul thinking in fundamentally
different categories, the relationship betweentfggtn” and “staying in” was basically
the same. No substantial differences can be detétthe patterns.

Sanders’ two volumes, especialihaul and Palestinian Judaisrhave decisively
altered the direction of Pauline research. Witlrfyears, Dunn had dubbed the
possibilities opened by Sanders’ work the “New Pecsive on Paul”In this lecture of
the same title, Dunn began to develop an understgrd Paul built firmly on Sanders’

picture of Judaism. Dunn was unimpressed by Sahidéggpretation of Paul, though, so

* Sandersl.aw, 18-20, 47, 155.

® Sandersl.aw, 19.

® He discusses Paul’s participation ideaBamul and Palestinian Judaism53—-72, 502—08.

" Dunn, “New Perspective.” This article was origlgajiven as a lecture in 1981 and published in
1982. Page references are to the repriithi@ New Perspective on Paul
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he sought to understand Paul within Sanders’ JodfaBunn thus agreed with Sanders
that Judaism did not think salvation was by woRscognising the importance of Paul’s
antithesis between “faith in Christ” and “workstbé law,” Dunn argued that the latter
phrase should not be generalised to any human tteedather a contextually specific
phrase referring to the key distinguishing marksrthe Jewish people: circumcision,
food laws, and Sabbath regulations, or covenami@ism when bound too close to
Israel’s national identity.While Dunn’s subsequent works have clarified h@wv h
understands this phrase, he argues consistentlthéhghrase has nothing to do with
legalistic works-righteousne$$It cannot mean this simply because Judaism believe
that salvation was by grace not works.

Whereas Sanders set Christ and the Torah in opposit one another as the
distinction between Paul and Judaism, Dunn fourgddbntrast in Paul’s claim that
Gentiles can be among God'’s people without Jevdshtity markers and the exclusivity
of Judaisnt! Paul's gospel opened the way for Gentiles to bedsapart from
observance of the Jewish Torah. They could configittoin Christ as Gentiles. The
antithesis between justification by faith or wod€éghe law encapsulates Paul’'s attempt to
establish that salvation is possible outside thdiges of Jewish exclusivene¥swhile
the antithesis might have something to say abauintthividual's standing before God, it

is primarily about the ecclesiological relationshgtween Jews and Gentiles as the one

8 Dunn, “New Perspective,” 93—-95. Commenting on ®asidPaul, Dunn writes, “But this
presentation of Paul is only a little better thiae bne rejected. There remains something veryméaul’'s
attitude to his ancestral faith. The Lutheran Fead been replaced by an idiosyncratic Paul whohitrary
and irrational manner turns his face against theygind greatness of Judaism’s covenant theolody an
abandons Judaism simply because it is not Christia(®3).

° Dunn, “New Perspective,” 101; idem, “Works of thew,” 117.

19 Dunn writes, “[W]orks of the law’ characterizeethwvhole mind set of ‘covenantal nomism'—this
is, the conviction that status within the coven@antighteousness) is maintained by doing what &ée |
requires (‘works of the law’). Circumcision and tbtaws in particular come into play simply (!) basa
they provided the key test cases for most Jewsof £time” (“Yet Once More,” 208). See also idem,
Theology of Payl358; “New Perspective on Paul: Whence, Whithed, ldow,” 22—26.

™ Dunn, “New Perspective,” 104; idem, “Noch einmal 1.

125ee Dunn’s interpretation of Galatians 2.15—-16isrGalatians 132—41. Cf. Wright, “Paul of
History,” 71: “[W]e must see justification by faitks a polemical doctrine, whose target is not twal
Lutheran one of ‘nomism’ oiMenschenwerkegbut the Pauline one of Jewish national pride.”



people of God? Paul’s problem with his fellow Jews, then, is tiit they prioritise
human action over divine action, but that theytithe scope of salvation.

In contrast to those who found Paul’'s soteriolagie radically different from
Judaism, Dunn contends that one finds in Paul’'sghbthe same basic relationship
between grace and obedience that one finds inslad&igainst Sanders Dunn argues that
covenantal nomism is an accurate description of $soteriology. He agrees with
Hooker, who writes, “In many ways, the pattern wh&anders insists is the basis of
Palestinian Judaism fits exactly the Pauline patbéiChristian experience: God’s saving
grace evokes man’s answering obedierié&Vhat Paul objects to is not “covenantal
nomism” itself, but a form of covenantal nomismttties the covenant and the law too
closely to Israel’s ethnic and national identtyDnce removed from this nationalistic
context, Paul is quite comfortable with the pattern

While some scholars opposed Sanders’ interpretafidndaisnt® for the most part
Sanders’ view was warmly embraced and would conteteimply taken for granted by
much of subsequent scholarship. Studies by Gadimghd Yinger sought to support
Sanders’ interpretation of the Jewish texts. Ggttin explores the relationship between
faith and obedience in the “apocryphal” teXt$ie contends that the two are not in
opposition, but expressions of one another. Thasheperson did not obey in order to
attain salvation since this was already given lacgithrough the covenant and election.
Obedience has the precise function that Sandamedafor it, namely, as the response of
the covenant member to God’s grace. Based on higsas of the uses of the phrase
“jJudgment by deeds” in the Jewish texts, Yingeraodes that obedience did not earn
salvation. Rather it was the evidence of one’faihess to God® Both studies maintain

that salvation according to the Jewish texts dsediss by God’s grace.

13 See Dunn, “Justice of God;” idem, “Paul and Jigsttfon by Faith,” 365-69.

4 Hooker, “Paul and ‘Covenantal Nomism’,” 157. CitaglDunn,Theology of Payl632n.29.
5 Dunn, “Theology of Galatians.”

16 See Carsorivine Sovereignty86—95; Seifrid,Justification by Faith

" Garlington,‘Obedience of Faith’

18 Yinger, Judgment285-86.
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Although giving broad support to Sanders’ interatieh of Judaism, many scholars
have rejected his interpretation of Paul, and tiexe busied themselves with the task of
making sense of Paul against the backdrop of degpualistic Judaism. The two works
just noted fall squarely in this category. Bothkseedemonstrate the continuity between
Paul and Judaism on the relationship between obegli@nd salvation. Yinger argues that
there is no conflict between justification by fagthd judgment according to works in Paul
because faith and works are simply not in oppasiti@arlington and Yinger explicitly
maintain that Paul’s pattern of religion is ideatito covenantal nomisii.Although the
taxonomy “covenantal nomism” itself may not be esiyi accurate, Yinger maintains that
“the fundamental structure of grace and works,tela@and obedience, salvation and
judgment, remains the same” even though “the rbteeSpirit in enabling obedience,
while not absent in Judaism, is certainly heightiesignificantly in Paul.” He continues,
“Salvation . . . is given by God’s graamdit is contingent upon continuance in the faith
and obedience which are required by that relatiqpnsfi

The important work by Engberg-Pedersen begins ttepremise that Sanders is
correct about Judaism and that the “New Perspédtwaccurate about the basic problem
that Paul had with other JesThe details of Engberg-Pedersen’s study needetatrd
us, for the primary reason to note him here igdfgsal to discuss Paul’s statements
about divine acts. This refusal stems from hisnetaabout what constitutes “real options”
for the post-Enlightenment person. Paul’s ethissyall as those of the Stoics, are still
valid options, but theological claims, while impant for Paul, must be bracketed out and
ultimately ignored? Engberg-Pedersen does not deny that Paul makemstats about

divine action nor that these claims may have begortant for Paul himself. For

9 Garlington,‘Obedience of Faith’264-65; YingerJudgment288—90.

2 Yinger,Judgment289 (emphasis original).

2L Engberg-PederseRaul and the Stoic44-16.

224 T]he present work cannot at all get off the gndwnless one takes the historical-critical,
‘naturalistic’ perspective wholly seriously. One shibbracket completely, at least initially, any dhegical’
interest one may have in aligning oneself with Baonlvn perspective, which is definitely a ‘theologf
one that begins, logically, ‘from above’ in idedmat God and his acts. One must part company veth P
and give up reading him merely from within. Insteade must read the whole of Paul—including his
‘theological’ ideas—coolly from the outside” (EnghePederserRaul and the Stoi¢R).
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example, while noting Paul’s “participation” ideagpressed in Romans 8.1-13, they are
quickly set aside because they do not help the madeerpreter to understand why the
Christ event can result in sinless livifigStatements about divine action (that is, the
Christ event) are passed over in favour of statésnepout how the believer perceives
himself or herself.

The outcome of Engberg-Pedersen’s hermeneutidaigla that one can talk
seriously only about Paul’s statements about humnaierstanding? In his interpretation
of Paul’s ethics and anthropology, the issue oingivand human agency stands out not
because he explicitly discusses the issue, butiseaaf the dismissal of the problem. He
has attempted to clarify his understanding of ahamd human agency in subsequent
studies, but in both one finds an emphasis on tinggm agent and one senses in fact
hesitancy toward the subject its&f.

Two decades after Sanders’ volume, Marshall desdribe “New Perspective on
Paul” as “the new orthodoxy” Scholars in general have been content with Sanders
picture of Jewish soteriology, and while disagrgeanth his interpretation of Paul, they
have often claimed that the basic pattern thatfioils in Judaism is also found in Paul.
This brief survey has highlighted the general t&pecby recent scholars of the Pauline
contrast between faith and works of the law ascatihg fundamentally different means
to salvation, an interpretation of Paul's antitsebiat earlier scholars simply took for
granted. Against this “traditional” reading of Pawdntithesis, these scholars have
claimed that everyone agreed that salvation wagége not works. To put this claim in

the language of this study: salvation is accomplistihrough divine action not human

% Engberg-PederseRaul and the Stoic48-52.

24 Engberg-Pedersen denies that one must choosedreReail's apocalyptic statements about God
and his philosophical statements about humanitgg¢fi®nse,” 106), but the only “real option for us”
remains his statements about human understanding.

% Engberg-Pedersen, “Self-Sufficiency and Powerehig “Material Spirit.” In the latter article on
Romans 8.1-13, he interprets freeumanot as the divine Spirit, but as a constituent pathe human
being. Where others have found divine action, leexplained it away.

% Marshall, “Salvation, Grace and Works,” 340. Maayrolars have been stressing the diversity of
the “New Perspective,” and it is mistaken to thafkt as a “school.” There are nevertheless keyisaihat
hold a group of scholars together under the unbtélew Perspective.” These would include (an
uncritical) following of Sanders’ view of Judaismcdagenerally an opposition to a “Lutheran” intetpt®n
of Paul and justification by faith. See WesterhdRarspectives250-57.
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action. The outcome of Sanders’ portrayal of Judaad the development of the New
Perspective on Paul is a general claim that Pailladaism agreed on the relationship
between divine and human action. While the relatgm between certain aspects of a
“soteriological” pattern or a “pattern of religidrsuch as justification by faith and
judgment by works, remains unclear, these itemsadandicate alternative means to
salvation. This is so because faith and works wexer in conflict. This claim, which is
based on Sanders’ portrayal of Judaism and theit@tinterpretation of Paul’s
antithesis, has become the trump card againsttsgmiat to find in Paul’'s debate with
Judaism different understandings of how God andamsinteract. This is nowhere
clearer than in the works of Engberg-Pedersen.

In his review of Watson'®aul and the Hermeneutics of Faitingberg-Pedersen
claims that Sanders and the New Perspective onfRRael demonstrated that Paul’'s
antithesis between faith and works of the law is*hetween unconditionality (divine
agency or saving action) and conditionality (hurisatvific’ action)” but “is
fundamentally an ethnic oné”Watson argues that Paul’s antithesis derives fism
interpretation of the soteriological patterns foimthe Toratf® One view arises from
Leviticus 18.5 and makes life contingent on lawestsance. The other view originates
from Genesis 15.6 (and Hab 2.4), which describesititonditional nature of God’s
promise. Whereas other Jews highlighted Abrahatmésli@nce to God’s will as the
reason he is declared righteous, Paul centredahea God’s unilateral promise. This
interpretative claim, according to Watson, is Paahtithesis, and at the heart of this
antithesis are two alternative means to salvaiibe.one is based on human obedience to
the Torah, and the other is oriented toward what Gas done in Christ. Paul’'s antithesis,
according to Watson, is primarily about the waysvhich the divine and human agents
interact, and in this sense, it is set over agdirestethnic” interpretation advocated by

Dunn, Wright, and otherS.Watson seeks to reintroduce into the interpratatioPaul’s

2 Engberg-Pedersen, “Lutheran Paul?” 457.
2 \Watson,Paul and the Hermeneutics of Fai89, 76; idem, “Constructing an Antithesis,” 102-0
2 WatsonPaul and the Hermeneutics of Faii8.
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antithesis a “vertical” aspect and to read thetlaesis as less directly about the Jew-
Gentile problem. Paul’s claims about the unconddlalivine saving act have
consequences for how Jews and Gentiles relatenattiiei church, but the antithesis is not
fundamentally about this issd®.

In Watson’s view, the contrast between the uncemtid nature of God’s saving act
and human obedience set forth in Paul's antitHestween faith in Christ and works of
the law is not the sum total of Paul's view on dezand human agency. Abraham is not
simply a passive recipient of divine grace. Ratttez,divine saving act calls for a
response in faith and obedieri¢&he two phrases “faith in Christ” and “works oéth
law,” Watson argues, refer to communal ways offivand, therefore, human agenty.
Each way, however, has a different focus sincddimaer is directed toward what God
did in Christ and the latter is oriented toward wimamans dd? In Paul’s view, Watson
contends, divine and human agency are not setgasujon, but in comparison with
some of his fellow Jews, Paul does indeed prieritizine actior??

Watson’s argument that the Pauline antithesisasiathe divine-human relationship
runs against the grain of recent studies that bkaimed the antithesis is solely or
fundamentally about how Gentiles can be considegel members of the one people of
God. Additionally, his argument that Paul’s theglqyioritised divine action in a manner
not seen in some other Jewish texts directly oppolsems that Paul and Judaism agreed
on the relationship between works and grace. Thles®s about Paul’s view of the
divine-human relationship are what Engberg-Pedenbgtts to when he asserts that
Paul's antithesis is “fundamentally an ethnic ordis critique of Watson assumes that

the arguments made in favour of the New Perspeotree the last three decades are

30 Watson shows how the antithesis functions witireeclesiological setting in his revisBdul,
Judaism, and the Gentilede argues that the antithesis has the sociatibtmof limiting the scope of
salvation to the “Christian” community, which igfeed of both Jews and Gentiles, rather than the
“Jewish” community (121-21; 212).

3 WatsonPaul and the Hermeneutics of Faitt92, 218.

32 WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentifed21-25, 129.

33 WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentifed 25-27, 129.

3 WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentifed5-19.
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accurate and beyond questi3iMoreover, the “ethnic” interpretation is set agaiany
explicit “theological” reading of the grace/worksntrast® All Paul’s talk about grace,
faith, and works of the law amounts simply to aerapt to get Gentiles into the people
of God. The language means nothing more thanAlsishe title to Engberg-Pedersen’s
review implies, “Once More a Lutheran Paul?”, amgripretation that resembles the old
perspective and thus raises even the slightesitplagghat Paul has something to say
about how God and humans, both Jews and Gentllese in the salvation process, is to
be rejected outright. The New Perspective has taugthis, at least in Engberg-
Pedersen’s view.

Engberg-Pedersen advances a second reason thaboatkdivine and human agency
in Paul is invalid: it introduces an “either/dichotomy between divine and human
action that no one in the ancient world matieere along with Watson'’s work, Martyn’s
interpretation of Paul is subjected to criticismamyn contends that at the heart of Paul's
gospel is a claim about God’s apocalyptic act inigho liberate humanity from the
grasp of Sin and the FledhHere God himself has invaded the human realmswive
the human dilemma created by Sin and the Fleshin8gtihe power of the Flesh, God
sends his Spirit. The Christian community is sweptnto this cosmic battle between the
Flesh and the Spirit as each battles the othagh#loyalty of the community. Believers
are not passive agents, unable to act in accordaitit@ne power or the other. Rather,

they are “soldiers® Even in points of exhortation, according to Martire focus

% Engberg-Pedersen does briefly discuss Romansa4.$8pport for the ethnic interpretation
(“Lutheran Paul?” 457-58). His conclusion that Papbint is only that faith makes salvation avaiéato
all never actually addresses the issue that Patdsaabout divine initiative and human response Th
relationship between these two aspects is simpigried.

% Here the charge that the New Perspective amoamtsociological study does have some validity.
See Matlock, “Almost Cultural Studies;” Byrne, “émpreting Romans Theologically,” 230-32.

3" While Engberg-Pedersen claims that Watson is wtonmioritise divine action, Hays criticises
Watson for underemphasising divine action in hisripretation ofriotic Xpiotod as “faith in Christ”
(“Paul’'s Hermeneutics,” 129-30).

3 Engberg-Pedersen, “Response,” 109.

39 Martyn, Galatians 97—105, 349.

0 Martyn, Galatians 529-32; cf. idemTheological Issue51-66.
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remains on God’s acts of deliverance through his &al in the Spirit. Paul’s gospel
prioritises divine actiofi!

In Engberg-Pedersen’s view, the emphasis placetivime action by Martyn and
Watson fundamentally misconstrues Paul becaus&dduces a mode of thinking that
has its origins in post-ancient debates. He wrif@$he idea of a clear and radical
contrast between a way to salvation that is ‘ungandl’, in the sense that it is
exclusively an expression of divine agency, andag that is ‘conditional’ in the sense
that it also involves human agency” is a contraat thas no footing at all in the ancient
texts themselves*® The proposed distinction that Watson, Martyn, atfitbrs identify is
simply the creation of modern minds. “There justa$ such a distinction to be found
anywhere, neither phenomenologically nor in thdemdexts themselves. It is a later,
distinctly theological construct, made in ordectmtrast the one true ‘faith’ from all
other types of (ir)religion, which are so many fsrof humanly based idolatry*Here
the creation of the distinction is given a polerhibaust since the contrast arose as an
attempt in modern times to defend “the one trughfa(presumably he means
Christianity) from all pretenders. As he contendamother essay, “It is possible,
therefore, that the question of specifically divared human agency understood in this
theological sense is a fundamentally post-ancieat Berhaps the distinction will turn
out not to have any real grip in an ancient analgéiaction but rather to have served as a
weapon in a more recent battle between ‘religiod daumanism’, Christianity and
philosophy.** The very question of divine and human agency kas buled beyond the
pale by Engberg-Pedersen because it belongs féeeedt time and a different debate.
Thus, not only is it not found in Paul’s lettershase he is concerned with ethnic issues
(as the New Perspective has demonstrated), butlandd not even expect it to be there

because he simply could not have thought abosirit€ no one in the ancient world did).

“1 Martyn, Galatians 271.

2 Engberg-Pedersen, “Lutheran Paul?” 452.

3 Engberg-Pedersen, “Lutheran Paul?” 456.

4 Engberg-Pedersen, “Self-sufficiency and Powerg; f. 127.
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This final quote comes from Engberg-Pedersen’sritartion to the volumd®ivine
and Human Agency in Paul and His Cultural Environtredited by Barclay and
Gathercole. This claim sits awkwardly in a volunexated to the very subject of divine
and human agency in the ancient world. While re=agg the difficulty of speaking
about this subject, the essayists in this volureegganerally quite comfortable exploring
how various sources explained the interaction betw&od and humanity. No thought is
given to the possibility that the very issue, egbcin this either/or format, is invalid.
They find in the Jewish texts a variety of attentptexplain the relationship between
divine and human actions. Engberg-Pedersen’s ctaenefore, sits uneasily in a volume
that finds the issue in the ancient teXtt. presses the question of whether the entire
project was misguided from the outset.

Engberg-Pedersen’s claims appear to be signifdaaitenges to those
interpretations that have sought to find in Palgitgers contrasting salvific patterns based
on either divine initiative or human obedience. digheless, the assumption that the New
Perspective interpretation is right must be teagminst the sources themselves rather
than assumed. Here Josephus’ description of thssleehools is very informative.
Josephus’ texts indicate that the claim that Judamaintained that salvation was always
by grace (divine action) not obedience (human agi®not entirely accurate. Also, the
assertion that no one discussed the issue of dandehuman agency is contradicted by

Josephus.

2. The Jewish Schools, Human Action, and Fate
Josephus often mentions men who belong to therigaliwish groups of the Second
Temple Period, but only on three occasions doesekeribe the theological positions of
the groupsJ.W.2.119-166Ant. 13.171-173; 18.11-25). While in two of the acceum

lists several differences between the three grabpsonly issue that appears in all three

> Indeed, his discussion of Epictetus and Paul pnestthat ancient thinkers did discuss and attempt
to work out how divine and human agency relatedneler relates this to his claim that the topia is
modern one, though.
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accounts is the relationship between fate and hdreadom, the issue of divine and
human agency. Although Josephus considered hisiplésic in War 2.119-166 to be the
definitive statement (cfAnt. 13.173; 18.11), it is more useful for our purposekegin
with Antiquities13.171-173.

Although following the narrative of 1 Maccabeeghis section oAntiquities

Josephus interjects this comment about the Jewrsbnts?*®

Now at this time were three schools among the Jewigh thought differently about
human actionsrkpl tov avBpwtiver Tpaypatwy Siadopwc]; the first of these were
called Pharisees, the second Sadducees, andrith&#sienes. The Pharisees, for
their part, say that certain events, but not adl,the work of fatecjuapuévng]; with
others it depends on ourselves/: & ¢’ xvtoic vmapyerv] whether they shall take
place or not. The sect of the Essenes, howevelgrésdate the mistress of all things
[Tavtor Ty elpappévnr kuplav] and says that nothing befalls men unless it be in
accordance with her decree. But the Sadducees ayp \aith fate, believing that it is
nothing and that human actions are not achievedeordance with her decree, but
that all things lie within our poweiifavta 6¢ éd’ Tuiv adtoic kelobet], SO that we
ourselves are responsible for our well-being, wiwéesuffer misfortune through our
own thoughtlessneseq kel tdv dyabdv altiovg MUES YLVOUEVOUG Kal TU XELpw
Topd THY Muetépay aBfoviiav Aaupavovteg]. (Ant. 13.171-73 [Marcus, LCL])

The main topic of this comment is how the Jewidtosts {ipéocic) understand the issue
of “human actions,” and particularly how each ustimds the relationship between
human actions and divine sovereignty (“fate”). Altigh aware of other differences
between the schools, Josephus here distinguisaeslihsed solely on their views of fate
and responsibility. Boccaccini rightly commentd]t‘[s important to see how the major
ancient historian of Jewish thought took exactly pnoblem of the relationship between
human and divine agency as the criterion for idgini the Jewish ‘schools of thought’
of his time, more than any halakhic controversye €mphasis on theological and
philosophical issues is not (only) a modern obsessf Christian scholars'”

Josephus’ language is drawn from philosophical tbsha@and his presentation of the
Jewish schools mirrors other summary statementstatitberent views taken by the

Greek philosophical schodf8In general, he has portrayed the Jewish schodiisen

with the major Greek schools, which gives his orajjireaders an easy point of

“® The reason Josephus puts this passage here tedleBae Sievers who argues that the passage was
introduced secondarily into the text (“Josephusst@laccabees, Sparta, The Three Haireseis”).

*" Boccaccini, “Inner-Jewish Debate,” 15. Cf. Mootadaism 1:456.

8 See Masorklavius Josephysl32-52; idem, “Josephus’ Pharisees.”
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comparisorf? For the purposes here, the complex issues crégtddsephus’
accommodation to his readers do not need to bévesst! One should note, though, that
Josephus assumes his readers will be familiar thé@lphilosophical debates and the
manner in which one can briefly relay those posgidOne need not be a philosopher to
have an interest in this subject.

Josephus plots the three schools along a singleTime Essenes and Sadducees
correspond to the extremes, with the Phariseegsepting something of a compromise.
The Essenes, according to Josephus, attributetbiragyto fate. They view God’s
sovereignty as absolute and uncompromising. Thertesson this view eliminate the
human agent entirely by making him or her a passivagacter acted upon by fate but
never acting with or against it. The position iedlogical determinism in its fullest
expression. The Sadducees, on the other end, Hemgdlity of fate and attribute every
action to the human agent alone. They do not demgxistence of God—such a notion
would make little sense in an ancient Jewish (@cG+Roman) context (c3.W.2.165
[see below]). They reject rather the notion thatl@othe ultimate cause behind what a
human does. The prospect of blessing belongs setiwbho do good, while misfortune is
the outcome for those who are careless. Apparahtty, deny fate because they wish to
maintain human accountability. The Sadducean viewes close to human autonomy.
The Pharisees hold the middle ground between tinsextremes. They deny neither
human nor divine agency, and neither do they atloe more control. In their view,
according to Josephus, they attribute some actofete, but others to humans. Despite
recognising both agents, they do not fall outsid@osephus’ single trajectory. They do
not view God and humans working together. Instéaa limit each to certain tasks. God

does this; humans do that.

9 See Winstonwisdom of Solomod6-58, for a survey of Jewish and Greco-Romaspeetives on
freedom and determinism.

0 These issues include his useipipuérn (is it being used in a philosophical or popularss? how
does it relate to God and Jewish ideas about peoee?), the intent behind identifying the “schoals”
“philosophies,” and the historical accuracy of téscription. On the first issue, see Moore, “Faig Bree
Will;” Martin, “Josephus’ Use oHeimarmeng Mason,Flavius Josephysl32—42, 38398. On the second
see SaldariniPharisees123-27; Masorklavius Josephysl25-28. On the third see Maiégier Wille.
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In this account of the Jewish schools, Josephusdiasted only one issue by which
to introduce them: the relationship between fatkfaman freedom. He presents the
schools similarly to the Hellenistic philosophisghools of which his readers would
probably have been aware. By plotting the schdolsgaa single line, Josephus depicts
the divine-human relationship in antithetical terifise two agents do not cooperate, but
when one acts the other does not. This antithdtiaalework appears in the other two
school passages also, although Josephus doeg thet@ossibility that there are other
frameworks in which to relate the two agents.

The school passageWar 2.119-166 is the longest because of Josephughigng
description of the Essenes (88119-161). When ladlyffinomes to the Pharisees and
Sadducees (88162-166), he very quickly lays outltfierences between them regarding
the issues of fate, immortality of the soul, aneitmannerisms toward “members” and
outsiders. Due to this last comment, the Phariaezpresented in a good light, although
they are still overshadowed by the glowing reviduhe Essenes. This alerts the
interpreter to be aware that Josephus has a rb@tpurpose in view as he writes. He is
not striving for historical objectivism, althougke s describing the schools’ views in a
manner that he considers accurate.

He writes:

Of the two-first named schools, the Pharisees, arkaconsidered the most accurate
interpreters of the laws, and hold the positiothefleading sect, attribute everything
to Fate and to Godijuxpuévn te kol 6e Tpooattovol Tavta]; they hold that to act
rightly or otherwise rests, indeed, for the most path men, but that in each action
Fate co-operategdl 10 pev mpattely T Sikole kel uf Katd TO TAELOTOV €mL TOlg
avBpwmoLg keloBul Pondelv 8¢ el ékaotov kal thy elpapuévny]. . . . The Sadducees,
the second of the orders, do away with Fate alb@gdtny pev elpappévny

TovtameoLy avetpodoy], and remove God beyond, not merely the commis&ian
the very sight, of evil. They maintain that man Hasfree choice of good or evil,
and that it rests with each man’s will whether biofvs the one or the othepdoiv

8 ém aBpWTWY EKAOYR TO T€ KaAOV Kal TO KakOV TPOKeLoBul Kol KTl YVWuny
€KaOTOL TOUTWV €kaTépy Tpootévat]. (J.W.2.162-165 [Thackeray, LCL])

Josephus uses some of the same language here tisghalso iAntiquities13.171—

173. He places the issue of fate at the beginnirgscaccount thereby bringing the focus
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of the reader onto this topit He had not mentioned the Essene position on fidtési
review of them, which further highlights the impante of this topic for his contrast
between the Pharisees and Sadducees.

Concerning the Pharisees, Josephus explains #nahtid both fate and human
freedom. On the one hand, the Pharisees are c@abferscribing to God and fate an
absolute sovereignty. “Everythingfdvta) has its origin in God and fate. On the other,
they maintain that humans are ultimately respoadin their deeds. Humans possess
within themselves the capacity to choose betweed god evil. The Sadducees represent
the contrasting position. They not only claim tGatd neither sees nor does any evil, they
also cast out the very idea of fafe.

The account of the Sadducean position here isaliytidentical to the one in
Antiquities13.173. Josephus makes clear that they approatdf ‘dnd God differently.
They deny the existence of the former, while omtyiting the purview of the latter. By
rejecting fate, “they deny the ‘executive’ aspeicod’s nature, his involvement in the
world.”>® This distinction between fate and God confirmsaksumption made in the
interpretation ofAntiquities13.173 that the Sadducees are only rejectingdheept of
fate not God himself. Their disavowal of fate lesve¢hical behaviour solely in the hands
of humans. Again, Josephus presents their viewtithatical terms, and it is a form of
human autonomy.

The description of the Pharisees, though, contaim®e complexity. IrAntiquities
13.172-173, the Pharisees hold the middle poditeaween the other two schodfdn
War 2.162-165, Josephus only works with two schoolsespresents the Pharisees as the

opposite perspective of the Sadducees. Whereastiguities13.172 only some things

*1 The two participlesokodvtec andandyovtec, according to Mason, “are strictly preliminarytte
main issue in 2:162ff., which now comes clearlpiniew, namely: the Pharisee’s position épeppévn
and voluntary action.” He continues, “By isolatithgg main verbrpooartouvot), we have also found the
central issue in the comparisary . . .5¢) between Pharisees and Sadducees in §8162—-165wvdhe
schools differ about whether ‘fate’ is a factohumman life” Flavius Josephysl32).

2 Baumbach draws a false distinction between “thestjon of predestination and free will” and “a
Jewish problem of a soteriological sort” (“SaddwgeeJosephus,” 175).

%3 Mason,Flavius Josephysl37n.62.

** For discussion see Masdflavius Josephy03-07. His conclusion is that the differencenste
from Josephus’ vagueness when discussing the divingan relationship (p.205).
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(twa kel o0 mavte) are attributed to fate and somevf) to human action, iWar 2.162
everything favta) originates from fate. The change in the Phariggw is due to
rhetorical pressures. Josephus needs the Phatoseastrast the Sadducees/far
2.162-163, and iAntiquities13.172—-173, that role can be filled by the EsseBased
on this alteration in the accounts, Mason conteéhasit “shows how little he wishes to
be seen as the pedantic sort of philosopher. Bstralles, changeable as needed for
presentational reasons, suffica.”

This apparent change, however, relies too heavilgingle words and downplays the
consistency that does appear in both texts. Masosetf rightly notes that Josephus’
language in both passages is vague and impr&cisel this should caution the interpreter
against overemphasising the exact language uséakctii‘everything” favte) in War
2.162 is immediately modified by the point that Biearisees think the act of doing good
or evil arises from the human agent. By overplayhegpotential difference between “all”
and “some,” Mason has actually missed the one r@emt that may affect substantially
how one defines the Pharisaic position. The newtpsithat fate “cooperate3ofn6eiv)
with the human in what he or she does. This mayntieat the Pharisees viewed fate as
the original cause of everything that a human ddesortunately, Josephus has not
developed this idea here or anywhere else, biedeast it suggests that divine and
human agency are not viewed by the Pharisees,dingdo Josephus, as always in
opposition. The two agents can work together towlaedsame goal. If this is something
of what Josephus intended, then it also indicdtasosephus can work with different
models of the divine-human relationship. As diseddselow, the oppositional model,
which is what Josephus presentedmtiquities13.171-173, is not the sole method by
which to explain the interaction between God anché&ws. Josephus’ more precise,
although not extremely helpful statement aboutRharisees iWar2.162-163,

introduces another possible way to relate the tyents.

%> Mason, “Josephus’ Pharisees,” 59; cf. id&ayius Josephy05.
%% Mason,Flavius Josephys05.
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In summary, according t/ar 2.162—-165 a fundamental dividing issue between the
philosophical schools (cf. 88119; 166) is theipextive understandings of the interaction
between fate and humanity. The Pharisees are the gquposites of the Sadducees not
because they ascribe “everything” to fate and tdd8cees ascribe nothing, but because
the former believe in fate and the latter den¥lite issue that divides these two schools is
whether the divine agent acts at all. The positeswsibed to the two schools in both
Antiquities13.171-173 anWar 2.162-165 are basically the same, although Josedms.
opened up the possibility that the oppositionaspective taken intiquities13.171—

173 is not the only model of which he is awarebdth passages, though, the Pharisees
find room for both fate and human volition, but ®@&dducees have space only for the
human.

It is clear from these two passages that Josepinsdered the issue of divine and
human agency to be a clear dividing line betweerthiee leading Jewish philosophical
schools. In the third school passaget(18.11-25), Josephus states the position taken by
the Pharisees, hints at the view of the Essendgganres the Sadducean
understanding’ The text of this school passage is difficult arshytextual variants
have been introduced The precise meaning does not need to be resdirext the
overall idea can be determined and it has muclerimneon with the description of the
Pharisees iWar 2.162-163.

Josephus does not attempt to place the schoolsimgla line as he had done in
Antiquities13.171-173, and no direct comparison betweendheadds on the issue of
divine and human agency is intended. The Pharidessphus records, attribute
everything to fate, while at the same time notriglaway human volition. This
relationship between fate and ability is tracedktacGod himself who saw fit that the
two should cooperate in the doing of virtue or (i8at. 18.13). The statement does not

add much more to one’s understanding than the ataoMvar 2.162—-163. This

" He also mentions a fourth philosophy, lead by duta Galilean (§§23-24), which holds the same
theological positions as the Pharisees but diffethe issue of freedom.
%8 See Thackeray, “On Josephus’ Statement;” MaBtavjus Josephy294-97.
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statement irAntiquities18.13 may be an attempt to fill out more preciselw the
Pharisees, in Josephus’ understanding of them, tathe conclusion that “in each
action Fate cooperatg®f6eiv),” but any clarification has not been attainedg&éing
the Essenes, Josephus remarks that they ascribéeng to God (818). If this statement
is intended as a reference to their view of fat @imine sovereignty, then it is no
different from what is related about the Esseneésnitquities13.172.

In conclusion to this discussion of Josephus’ pg#l of the Jewish schools, the
following points should be noted. First, these pgss reveal that the issue of divine and
human agency was being discussed in the ancied widre topic, even in the
antithetical framework, is not a modern issue ittied solely to justify one faith
position over others. Moreover, it is not simplyissue hidden away from the public and
dealt with only in philosophical debates. Josepsssimes that his readers, who were
probably not all trained philosophers, will be féariwith the topic and that they will
wonder how the Jewish schools view the subject.ithadally, Josephus reveals that he
himself took a position on the mattédm{. 16.398). All this indicates that the topic was
important even in the ancient world.

Second, unless one regards the school passagestaai$, they reveal a scope of
opinions about divine and human agency among andems>®’ The Judaism with which
Josephus was familiar was not monolithic in itawan this subject. To be certain, the
groups did unite around certain concepts, suchatemple and the authority of the
Mosaic Torah. Nevertheless, the agreement that titerms were foundational to Jewish
identity does not mean that each group held theesgpmion about them. What made one
Jewish in the Second Temple Period was not thattkkl a certain “orthodox” or
“‘common” view about the Torah, the Temple, or I§raat that they believed these items

were fundamental to their identit).Josephus witnesses to this diversity, and he siwes

%9 See Masorklavius Josephys384-98, for a discussion of the secondary liteeatlealing with the
historical accuracy of the school passages. Sek, Beaephus’ Description of the Esseng$-130, for the
parallels between Josephus’ account and the Dea&&ells.

60 Cf. Dunn,Partings of the Way4.8-36; WrightNew Testamen215-338. Neither Dunn nor
Wright, however, takes full account of the diveraif Judaism. On diversity, see Boccaccini, “Higtof
Judaism.”
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regarding the topic of divine and human agency. &Netryone viewed halakhic the same,
and we should not expect everyone to view the diinman relationship the same.

Finally, Josephus has constructed the school pessagl inserted them into his
narratives at a certain point to serve his rheddgoals. In bottWar 2.119-66 and
Antiquities18.11-25, he sets forth the schools of the Ess@masisees, and Sadducees
as alternatives to the “fourth philosophy,” whishcredited with being the cause of the
revolution against the RomaffsThese schools are portrayed as “ancieftit(18.11).

The role of the account ilantiquities13.171-173 is not entirely clear. Taking note of
Josephus’ own rhetorical aims in constructing arseiting these passages does not mean
that he has simply concocted the descriptions.&atthmakes the reader aware that
Josephus may not have related the intricate deth#ay group’s view. Josephus has
adopted in each case standard methods of relatitmspphical discussion. This method

is given to sharp contrasts in order to help tlaelee see clearly the differences between
the schools. Almost inevitably, the reproductioriref schools’ views will be given to
simplicity and reductionism, along with the facatlthe author formulates the schools’
views in his own way. The possibility must be kepén that the views taken are more
refined than Josephus indicates.

A word about terminology is necessary at this pdimgberg-Pedersen’s objection
that the issue of divine-human agency is a modeenavises in part from how he
construes the issue. He portrays the issue sadedy @&ither/or dichotomy: to speak of one
agent necessitates that the other reside intoabtlegbound. This formulation can be seen
at work in several theological debates throughbetcenturie§? Engberg-Pedersen is

right to react against this formulation, but hesloet offer any other models in which to

®1 See Weissenberger, “Die judischen ,Philosophemsshiei Josephus,” for the differences between
J.W.2.117-66 andnt. 18.1-25.

%2 For example, the debate between Erasmus and Loxketthe freedom of the will operates with this
oppositional framework. More recently Open Theisegihs from the assumption that humans possess free
will and this necessitates that God cannot knowfuhge. If he did, then there would be no fred.v@ee
Pinnock et al.Openness of God
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relate divine and human action. Fortunately, Bar@lés this gap when he articulates
three different frameworks in which to understane telationship®

1) Competitive The divine and human agents are individual actord their actions
are mutually exclusive. The identity of the humagerat is attained at the expense
of the divine. Divine sovereignty negates any humetion, rendering the human
a puppet. Even when the divine and human seekctngdish the same task, their
actions are independent of one anoffiébivine sovereignty and human freedom
are thus mutually exclusive; human freedom musirigierstood as freedom from
God” (6). This pattern can be represented by agitréine with God at one end
and the human at the other. The more emphasislaoespon God'’s actions, the
further one moves from the human and vice versa.

2) Kinship. Rather than being contrastive, divine and huntgmey are bound up
together in this model. The human agent particgatalivine action because
humanity operates within the same sphere as Gad agtension of God. While
some differences between the two agents can be, wheéa observing them
acting no distinctions can be drawn. “[HJuman bsipgrticipate in the nature of
God, and might even be described as ‘fragmentSaxf: what makes them most
effective as human agents is what they share watth’ G7). This model is similar
to pantheism.

3) Non-contrastive transcendendgere both divine sovereignty and human freedom
are affirmed but not as contrastive principles aiathe expense of each agent’s
own identity. Divine sovereignty distinguishes Goaim humans and indicates
that God operates outside the realm of the humantaglumans are real agents
who act from their own freedom. Yet, human agesayrounded in divine

sovereignty rather than constrained by it. “The dgencies thus stand in direct,

8 Barclay, “Introduction,” 6-7. Parenthetical refeces in the following are to Barclay,
“Introduction.”

% Barclay writes, “Even where God is regarded astiginator of the causal chain, the human
respondents act from their own self-initiated wiisxce the integrity of that will can be maintairenly if
it is in some respects or at some points indepedrafehe direct creative will of God” (“Introductip” 6).
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and not inverse proportion: the more the humantageaperative, the more (not
the less) may be attributed to God” (7).

These three models provide a way forward in theudision that avoids both the
claim that no one in the ancient world was disagsiivine and human agency as well as
the modern tendency toward playing divine and huagancy off against one another.
The models should remain viable possibilities facretext of the ancient world,
including the possibility that an author conceieéshe divine-human relationship in
contrastive terms. At the same time, one shouldaroe an author into any of these
models. Some authors introduce other agents, fuBel&l or the power of Sin,
alongside the divine and human, and this third grafuagents will invariably change the
relationship between the divine and human agentseMer, it is possible that an author
works with one model at a particular point anddome reason switches to another model
at a different point.

A philosophical issue should also be briefly nofElde axiom that “ought” implies
“can” serves as the basis for much of current thoagout human ability. It is assumed
true in the study, for example, of VanLandingh&r&xhortations made by Paul or other
authors are addressed to agents who possess thkampacity to keep the
commandments. Anything less cheapens human agéficle such an assumption
contributes to the current obsession with humaaraary, it was not universally held to
be true in the ancient worfd.The point here is only to suggest that one musp kepen
the possibility that an author does not work fréra $ame starting points that
contemporary ethical theory does.

Josephus’ description of the Jewish schools aslidiyiover the issue of divine and
human agency indicates that it was a prevailingctopconcern for that time. When
studying the Jewish sources of the Second Tempiedyeherefore, one should expect to
find something about divine and human agency. Qishonot every text will deal with

the subject, but neither should one be quick tdaex@mway potential statements on the

% vanLandinghamJudgment and Justification13-14.
% It will be argued below that Ben Sira does hoig tixiom, but thédodayotand Paul reject it.
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topic. Additionally, diversity should be allowedskphus himself indicates that Judaism
was not monolithic. There is no reason to forcetéixés to hold the same position, and

reductionism must be avoided. If two Jewish teststadict each other, then that should
be allowed. If the Josephus material is taken gslyo then the possibility is opened that
scholars can investigate the topic of divine anch&i agency in the ancient Jewish (and

Greco-Roman) texts. This is what this thesis prepads do.

3. The Argument of This Study

Josephus’ spectrum will be mirrored in the coningspositions set forth in Sirach
and theHodayot The argument in this study is not that Josephas istorically accurate
(or inaccurate) in his statements about the thrtheals®’ Ben Sira has often been
considered as a forerunner to the Sadducees, aktbttayotmay descend from the
Essenes if one accepts the traditional view tretead Sea Scrolls were the collection
of the Essenes or a splinter group of the Essétather theory is necessary for the
argument here. What is observed by comparing Benadid théHodayotis that
Josephus’ claim that Jewish groups held differéaws of the divine-human relationship
is valid.

Ben Sira represents Josephus’ Sadducean positich wsinesses the human agent.
The issue of divine and human agency is broughbgseveral debate passages. In these
passages, Ben Sira engages views that demotaeron&ie the human agent by either
claiming that God has determined whether a humagsbr disobeys or denying the
judgment and thereby making obedience irrelevaah 8ira seeks throughout his
teaching to establish the human agent as a validbeewithin the divine-human
relationship. Even more than that, he argues ®ptimacy of the human agent.

Ben Sira constructs his understanding of the diinan relationship on the two-
ways model, which he finds in Deuteronomy 30.1520s tradition, as developed by

Ben Sira, indicates that law observance bringsalifé that humans have the moral

7 See Maierfreir Wille, for a defence of Josephus based on Ben Sir&g@tiducean position), the
Psalms of Solomofthe Pharisaical position), and 1QS 3-4 (the Ess@w).



24

capacity to obey. This pattern centres on the huagamt. The divine agent is not
eliminated, but he is assigned a particular pl&oe Ben Sira the divine agent appears at
creation when he empowers the human to obey athe &tme of judgment, which is
when he acknowledges the human’s actions and gitlesr “life” or “death.” According

to the two-ways tradition as Ben Sira developth#,divine and human agents operate
independently and at very specific points. Neitdgent acts at the same time. The human
does not need God'’s assistance to be obedieng tawth Law observance is
straightforward because the human knows the differdetween good and evil. With
this well structured scheme, Ben Sira confrontshigmgs that he considers deceptive and
fundamentally wrong because they emphasise theedagent and misunderstand the
crucial role played by the human agent.

In sharp contrast to this perspective, Holayotstresses the role played by the
divine agent. Thélodayotcomes very close to Josephus’ Essenes who a#dilalit
things to God or fate. It constantly highlights thdividual's sinfulness and frailty, and
what emerges from the overwhelmingly depressivierapblogy is a critique of the
human as a creature. This pessimistic anthropakoggually matched by statements
about the marvellous grace and mercy of God. Thgements highlight the act of
predestination, the giving of knowledge, and thefmation of the sinner. Each is
attributed to God and especially to his Spirittesmeans through which God resolves the
human’s problem. Salvation itself rests solelyna hands of God.

Yet the human agent is not merely the passivevecer these great deeds. The
hymnist portrays the divine acts as empowering. Véhgerges from thelodayotis not a
denial of human agency, but a restored human agepowered and continuously
sustained by a gracious divine agent. Through piré sf knowledge, the human is
enabled to observe God’'s commandments and avolekesguse he possesses the spirit of
holiness. Obedience becomes a possibility and thdeaeality precisely because God is
always at work in the human.

The stress placed on the divine agent inHbdayot therefore, contrasts sharply

with Ben Sira’s emphasis on the human agent. Tloepigitions stand opposed to one
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another. Taking account of this diversity that jbses claimed existed and tHedayot
and Ben Sira reveal, the possibility becomes se&ptitat Paul can fit within the Jewish
diversity. Josephus’ statements also suggest tieasloould expect Paul to have an
opinion on the matter. It would be rather odd ircié® Paul, the former Pharisee (Phil
3.5), to ignore completely the topic. A startingrgdor an analysis of Paul’s view could
be the antithesis between justificationtbytic Xpiotod or works of the law, but as will
be shown the debate over this phrase is at a sitderh way forward, and one that
allows for more than a superficial summary of Raiiexts and ideas, is through a
careful study of a single text. Suitable for thisgmose is Romans 7.7-8.13. Here Paul
engages Jewish positions on the possibility for ragmkssity of obedience.

In Romans 7.7-25, it will be argued, Paul portridngsgy) as the human agent of the
two-ways tradition. The law, which is unto life,gszen to the human who thinks that he
possesses the moral capacity to obey. Againsvigwng, Paul introduces another agent—
the power of Sin—who enslaves the human and cduisesr her to produce evil, the
very thing he or she tried to avoid. Having expostdt Paul thought to be the serious
flaw in the two-ways pattern, he turns in Romaris-83 to describe how obedience
becomes a possibility. God delivers the human f8ns grasp through the death of his
own Son, and he imparts his Spirit as the empowexgent. Paul’'s own approach
resembles thelodayot Both prioritise divine action and set forth thair8 as the means
through which humans obey. The Spirit enables avedi, which brings about, according
to Paul, the fulfilment of the righteous requiremehthe law.

Pauline scholarship for the last three decadedéas driven by Sanders’ portrayal
of the role of grace and obedience in Second Teduaaism and the implications of this
for Paul’s interaction with Jewish traditions. Tlaet decade has seen a serious attempt to
reconsider the grounds of Sanders’ argument almu&nant, grace, and obedience in

Judaisnt® This study participates in this discussion. Bem @ihd théHodayotplayed

% See DasPaul, the LawGathercoleWhere is Boasting2Watson,Paul and the Hermeneutics of
Faith; VanLandinghamJudgment and Justificatipand SprinkleLife and Law Volume 1 of]Justification
and Variegated Nomisedited by Carson et al. is a thorough revaluatiothie Jewish texts, but reaction to
it has been mixed.
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crucial roles in Sanders’ argument, but no fullgégnstudy of either text has been made
since Sanders’ study. While each has been called warious points, this has been in the
service of asking other questions, such as the imgan judgment by works or the
relationship between faith and obedience. Thisystilid that gap by asking the broader
and more fundamental question about how each autiaerstands the issue of divine
and human agency. This study also attempts todfipldce for Paul within the Jewish
spectrum. Paul’'s understanding is not radicallyosepl to all forms of Judaism. Rather, it
will be made clear that Paul is firmly at home ideavish debate. He engages with his
fellow Jews, subjecting every idea to his undeditamof God's act in Christ.

This study will begin with Ben Sira before turnitggtheHodayot With the spectrum
firmly established, Paul’'s view as it emerges fl@omans 7—-8 will be set into this

spectrum.



CHAPTER 1

Obedience and the Law of Life in Sirach

The Sadducean position according to Josephusudtdleverything to the human
agent, and this position is found in Sirach. Wnitegound the beginning of the second
century BCE, Ben Sira seeks to amalgamate the wisttal Torah traditions. He
presents himself as a sage and an interpreteradl’ls sacred writings. As a sage, his
primary interest lies in teaching others how te lim a manner that honours God. The
twin themes that hold his teaching together amxefiore, fear the Lord and obey the
commandments.

This chapter explores how Ben Sira develops higrgtdnding of the divine-human
relationship throughout his work. The problem ofigke and human agency is forced on
him by some alternative theologies that deny afg/tamthe human agent. Against these
views, Ben Sira adopts the two-ways tradition asitasic paradigm for the interaction
between the divine and human agents. This schenteeseon the human agent, who
possesses the moral capacity to obey the commarsiniérese commandments are
found in the Mosaic Torah, which was given by Gedle means to life. The divine
agent’s role is limited particularly to the actjofigment, which is a time when God gives
“life” or “death” based on one’s obedience or disdience. Even in this act, the focus of

Ben Sira’s thought remains on the human agent.

1. Identifying the Alternative Theologies
In a series of passages built around an Ancient Bastern debate formula, Ben Sira
encapsulates the opinions of others. In this defioateula, authors use direct speech to
introduce the views they oppos&he formula, as Ben Sira has it, is “relativekefi”

according to Crenshaw: “(1) the prohibition-formid&to’mar, (2) the direct quotation,

! As other Ancient Near Eastern examples, Crensli@s Ani (ANET, 420), Amen-em-opeANET,
413), and ‘Onchsheshonqy (“Problem of Theodicy*4%9).

27
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and (3) the refutation introduced kiy’? The expression is infrequent in previous Israelite
wisdom texts (Prov 20.22; 24.29; Qoh 7.10, 3By contrast, according to Crenshaw,

Ben Sira employs the formula nine tinfes.

Do not depend on your wealth,
And do not say“It is in my power.®
Do not walk after your heart and eyes
To go after treasures of evil.
Do not say“Who can comprehend my power?”
For YHWH seeks the persecuted.
Do not say“l have sinned and what has happened to me: mptti all.”
For God himself is slow to ang®r.
They will not be forgiven;
Do not be so confident to add sin upon sin.
And you say“His mercy is great.
He will forgive the multitude of my sins.”
For mercy and wrath are from him
Upon sinners rests his wrath. (5.1-6)

Do not say“What is my need,
And what good is now from this for me?”
Do not say“l am sufficient.
And what evil will now come from this?”
For it is easy before the Lord in the day of death
To repay man according to his ways. (11.23—24Gz6ek]y

Do not say“From God (comes) my sin.”
For that which he hates, he does not do.
Do not say“He caused me to stumble.”
For he has no need of violent men. (15.11, 12)

Do not say“l am hidden from the Lord.
And in the high place, who will remember me?
Among all the people, | am not known;
And what is my soul in the totality of the spirdkthe sons of Adam?” (16.17)

2«Problem of Theodicy,” 51. The corresponding Gréemlk) €{mmc andydp.

® The reason Crenshaw includes Qoh 7.13 is undieee the complete formula is provided in v.10.
Crenshaw notes that Prov 20.22; 24.29 “both diffem the usual debate-formula in that they do not
employ the particl&” (“Problem of Theodicy,” 49n.5).

* The phrase is identified with italics. The versifiion of Sirach is problematic. The numbering
follows Ziegler'sSapientia lesu Filii Sirachunless discussion is of the Hebrew text in witiabe the
numbering follows Beentje8ook of Ben Sira

® The Hebrew phrase is >xb v, which is an idiom that appears only twice in @€, Gen 31.29 and
Mic 2.1. The Greek readstapkn pot éotiv (“I am sufficient”), which is the same phrase fdun 11.24.
These two texts (5.1-6; 11.23-24) are linked thdoith wording and themes.

® After this line the Hebrew addsDb not say ‘YHWH is merciful, and all my sins will be wiped
out.™

"The Hebrew of 11.21-22 is damagetnxn 5% 5 ar nny M osen NLRY S ... ... 1. onRn 5
Sy L. IR LS.
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When supplemented with other statements using afieddorm of the formula or direct
speech found throughout Sirach (e.g. 7.9; 11.18239,6-17; 39.12-35), a coherent
picture of these alternative views begins to emerge

In these passages, Ben Sira depicts alternativersitachdings of the activity of God
in this world and the implications these theolodiase for ethics. Ben Sira addresses two
different views of God. The first view maintainatiGod is remote from the world and
will neither judge humans for their sins nor rewtrem for obedience (5.1-8; 7.8-9;
11.17-19; 16.17-22; 20.16; 23.17-21). The secoaw presents an overbearing God
who determines every action, including sin, inweld (15.11-20). In each case, these
rival understandings of God are used to avoid atgethe divine will as revealed in the
Mosaic Law. For the first perspective, God’s disemmeans one can sin because he will
not respond. The second outlook maintains that hsmage not responsible for their
moral failures because they do not control thein @etions.

The first theological position builds its ethiceand its view of a distant God. Sirach
16.17-22 develops at length the theology and etitisis view. These people begin with
the assumption that God pays no attention to tAdmay are lowly creatures, “hidden
from God,” and insignificant in comparison to theltiiude of other people (v.17). The
speaker next draws out the implications of thisddgr ethics® The people think that
God does not concern himself with their actionpeeglly the sins committed in secret
(vv.20-21)? So long as they are not caught in their sin, thepot need to fear
punishment. As a vivid picture of this logic, BemaSdescribes the adulterer who
confidently relies on the darkness to shield hi$usiact from others and God (23.18).
They further reason that God is unaware of just @éid8.22). Obedience is pointless then
because God does not know when one does good WoFkeir thinking is similar to that

of the fool who thinks he never receives a rewarchfs good works (20.16). Even if God

8 Verses 18-19 are a parenthetical comment madeshySBa (cf. Di Lella in Skehan/Di Lella,
Wisdom of Ben Sir®75; Gilbert, “God, Sin and Mercy,” 123-24; canfrgall, 1 Enoch and SiragH231).

° This interpretation follows the Hebrew text. Thee€k text, which picks up some hints from Ben
Sira’s parenthetical comment, discusses the exemnhich humans can know about God’s actions.

19 Skehan/Di Lellawisdom of Ben Sira275.
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is made aware of these acts or their sins, thahgly,have no reason to fear because his
“decree” gr), his judgment of human action, lies somewherténdistant future

(16.22)™ Their thinking might even suggest that they dauptdgment on human action
by God.

The opponents are clearly confident in their wedlthice Ben Sira describes them
boastfully claiming, “I am sufficient” (5.1; 11.4&reek]). They have no needs and can
gain nothing from obedience to God (11.23). Thesaith encourages them to presume
nothing evil can happen to them (11.24; cf. 11H6 17]). Relying on their wealth and
power (5.1, 3), they boldly declare their sin ame kack of action on God’s part (v.4).
Because of the inactivity of God, they see no redasatop sinning. Even if God decides
to act, these people are certain that he will f@dhem. Their God is merciful and full of
forgiveness. He will certainly overlook their sifvs6). As extra protection, they rely on
the multitude of their sacrifices (7.9). If God aksxd to judge, he would ignore their sins
because their sacrifices will appease his angexsd@people think that sacrifice will
overcome their lack of obedience. The great mef&yaal and their meagre obedience
evidenced by sacrificing will account for their kaof righteousnes¥

The second theological position advocated a detestid view of God’s actions in
the world. The proponents of this position maintaiat God actively directs the events of
the world and of each human. In two similar statetsiehey blame God for their moral
failures: “From God (comes) my sin,” and “He causselto stumble” (15.11a, 12a). God
controlled their actions and caused them to sieyTdo not deny that their deeds are
immoral, but they refuse to take responsibilitytteem?® In fact, one cannot accuse them
of disobedience, for ultimately the responsibiligs with God. They are not agents, but
puppets on a string moved about as God wills. Bexafithis view of God, these people

escape responsibility for their actions and neddear punishment from God.

1 schnabellL.aw and Wisdon36.

12.cf. Crenshaw’s summary: “In essence they argueGbd’s boundless mercy bestows upon his
devotees license to sin, that his blessings in niahtgealth give security, that his power robs noéthe
freedom to act decisively to avoid sinful condaatd that his blindness makes evil profitable, eigfigc
when the perfidious deed can be concealed from hwayas as well” (“Problem of Theodicy,” 47).

13 Gilbert, “God, Sin and Mercy,” 119.
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Although promoting different views of God, thesetpositions agree that obedience
is unnecessary. They openly acknowledge that #uotions are sinful, but they see no
reason to change their current actions. Althougt ade wisdom available and he
revealed his will in the Torah, these previous agt§sod do not compel them to respond
with obedience. Further, the prospect that Godmeiltard or punish them does not
motivate them to be obedient. Actually, they amgate that God will not reward or
punish them. They find no benefit in obedience.

Using these direct speech statements as guidetines;an begin to see the
theological tendencies against which Ben Sira sesélf. Based on his analysis of the
“do not say” statements, Crenshaw concludes tleatitidlerlying problem is “theodicy”
The focus, then, is on the divine agent and hisagpr failure to judge. Crenshaw writes,
“Sirach enlists the debate-form to refute antagemso used the delay in retribution as
an excuse to multiply transgressionsBased on the fact that God has not acted, these
adversaries find little reason to think that Godascerned with their obedience, and
since disobedience has proven profitable, theypuitsue that route.

Crenshaw is certainly correct that Ben Sira oppasgsotion that humans should
act disobediently because of God’s (apparent) ddickvolvement in the affairs of
humanity. However, it is doubtful that the issudradsed in these passages is the
problem of theodicy. Theodicy, at least in its mo®thmon usage, is an attempt to defend
God’s goodness and justice in spite of the progpefithe wicked and the suffering of
the righteous?® The problem of theodicy is fundamentally a probleith God. While
Ben Sira attacks the opponents’ understandingaf Ge does this because their views

result in a massive misunderstanding of the humhis. is particularly clear in 15.11-20.

14 Crenshaw, “Problem of Theodicy,” 51.

15 Crenshaw, “Problem of Theodicy,” 51.

16 Crenshaw defines theodicy as “the attempt to dbfvine justice in the face of aberrant
phenomena that appear to indicate the deity’sfidince or hostility toward virtuous people” (AB¥.s
“Theodicy” [6:444]). Examples of “theodicy” includes 10 [LXX 9] and Habakkuk. Crenshaw uses the
term “theodicy” too freely, however. For examplegk response in the garden is theodicy (Gen 3&k3),
well as Jonah’s questions about God'’s justice wieaoffers forgiveness to Nineveh (4.1-11). Theodicy
comes to apply to “the problem of evil” regardle$she connections with divine justice or the stiffg of
the righteous. To be useful, a more refined appdinaof the term “theodicy” is required.
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Beginning with the problem of God, Ben Sira turostdefence of human freedom. This
is certainly not the issue of theodiyCrenshaw’s conclusion draws attention to the
wrong agent, for the issue in the “do not say” pgses is not how and when God will act,
but that these other positions have eliminatedhtihrean agent. The human agent has
become negotiable because there is no fear of jadgrthey have declared obedience
meaningless, and Ben Sira will not stand for thigen in the “do not say” passages that
describe the delay in retribution (5.1-8), the pgmis not to defend God’s patience but
to challenge the conclusion that obedience isauatt in light of God’s patience and
mercy.

The issue in these passages is precisely the pnatfieivine and human agency.
These alternative views use their understandingoaf to eliminate the human agent,
and Ben Sira seeks to establish the human ageotdén to accomplish this task, Ben
Sira employs the two-ways paradigm. In this panadigs is explained below, law
observance is the means to life and blessing. As3®& develops this pattern, the human

agent becomes the focal point of the divine-hunedationship.

2. The Establishment of the Human Agent

In contrast to the alternative theological posiioBen Sira seeks to establish the
human as the crucial element within the discusdianfinds in the two-ways paradigm
the teaching that human action is the means toelibiessing. According to this
paradigm, which, for Jewish authors, is rooted @ut@ronomy 30.15-20, God sets before
the human agent “life and death” as the two posssbnkcomes of law observance. The
human possesses the moral capacity to obey, aoddie must choose which path to
follow. Obedience brings covenantal blessing, wHisobedience results in death. The
two-ways scheme provides a well-structured pafiecnsed on the human agent. Each of

the two agents, God and the human, act at the ppate time and in a specific ordgr.

17 Cf. Leisen/Full of Praisg 236n.127.

18 On the origins and use of this paradigm, see Nsbkeg,Resurrection144—65; Kraft, “Early
Developments.” These discussions revolve primaritund later texts, and surprisingly little is salmbut
Deuteronomy 30.25820 or Sirach 15.1417.
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In Ben Sira’s work, this paradigm is most cleadidlout in 15.11-2& In this text,
he directly engages the other theological posit{@msl1-12), and he states clearly in
vv.14-20 his position, which is developed in otpkrces throughout the book (cf.
especially 16.17-17.24).

God created (the) man from the beginrifhgnd he gave him into the hand of his
inclination pas» =2 smnm; kal apfiker adtov év xelpl Suafouiiov adrtod]. If you
chooseg{larm ox], you may keep the commandment, and you will ustderd to do
his will.”~ Poured out before you are fire and water: for Wwaier you choosegrn],
stretch out your hand. Before a man are life arattdeand whichever he chooses
[y=r] will be given to him. The wisdom of the Lord 1s abundance. He is strong in
power and sees all. The eyes of God see his wok&i@ observes all of man’s
actions. He does not command a man to sin nor caaseof falsehood to dream.
(15.14-20)

He describes the creation of the human agent thrthgglens of Deuteronomy 30.15-20
in order to establish that the individual, not faseresponsible for his or her destiny.

“Life and death” are placed before the individuall7a), and he or she can choose which
path to take (vv.15-17). God does not interferéwhe human’s decision (v.14), but at
some point in the future, he will judge the indivad based on his or her deeds. In this
passage, Ben Sira presents the classic Jewish angdion human freedom in the form of
the two-ways tradition.

Two key points should be noted about Ben Sira’safigkis paradigm. First, the law
is directly connected with life, and the way to aicopg this life offered by the law is
through obedience. In 15.11-20 law observance leatde.” Ben Sira takes the pair
“life and death” (v.17) from Moses’ exhortationlgvael in Deuteronomy 30.15-20.
Moses declares that he has set before the Issa8lifeeand death,” and if they so choose,
they can live (vv.15, 19). Life and death represesat alternative outcomes for human
existence, and they are defined in this-worldiynerLife entails receiving the covenantal
blessings of a long life and enjoyment within therRised Land (vv.19-20; cf. 28.1-14).

Death by contrast is physical death and exile @Ol 28.15-68). The means to either

¥ These verses have been significantly altereddrirdnsmission process. See Liesar| of Praise
236-38, who argues that the expansions introduesemtological aspect. Reiterer contends for Helre
as original at points (“Immateriellen Ebenen denédung,” 111-16)

2 Hebrew A adds: “and he put him into the hand efahe who would snatch him.”

2L Hebrew A adds: “If you trust in him, you will evéise.” Cf. the Greek: “and to act faithfully is a
matter of choiceriotiv moifioal ebdoking].”
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destiny is determined solely by the human’s respaashe commandments. Moses tells
Israel that if they will “obey the commandments then you will live, multiply, and
YHWH your God will bless you in the land” (30.1@)they disobey, then they “will
certainly perish” and will not live long in the ldrfvv.17-18). In this passage from
Deuteronomy, which functions as a summary of the#eehook, Moses clearly outlines
two paths for Israel’s future, and these two pattesmarked by how one responds to the
law. Ben Sira picks up this two-way imagery and@dat as his basic understanding of
the divine-human relationship. When he lists theipg of “life and death” in Sirach
15.17, he is recalling Moses’ exhortation to thepe, and he, like Moses, makes the
human’s destiny dependent on law observance.

The second key point of Ben Sira’s conception efdlvine-human relationship is
that humans have the moral capacity to observedirenandments. Foundational to the
sapiential and legal traditions that Ben Sira felas the assumption that a human can
obey the commandmerfsThe “ought” of God’s will implies a “can” on thaiman’s
part. The human capacity to know the differencevbenh good and evil (cf. 17.7)
indicates for Ben Sira that humans have the alitityo good. In 15.14-17 he argues
strongly for the individual's freedom to determinie or her own destiny through
obedience to the Torah. Against the view that Gothtes what humans will do (vv.11—
12), Ben Sira claims that after creating the hurgent God “has given him into the hand
of his inclination” (1x* =2 1rwm) (v.14). The nounx- first appears in the biblical
narrative in the flood account (Gen 6.5; 8.21Jhere it has a negative connotation and
refers to humanity’s preference for evil over theeys/of God. Ben Sira transforms the
meaning of this term, though, by removing it frdme flood narrative and placing it
within the context of creatioff.God gives the inclination, and therefore it cartvot

predisposed toward evil. The inclination must betra otherwise he concedes to his

%2 The wisdom text 4Q418 126.1-10, however, streGseks sovereignty over human beings (see
Harrington, “Wisdom at Qumran,” 149-51).

2| am following here LevisorPortraits of Adam34—35.

% He may have been motivated by the use of the werin Genesis 2.7, 8, 19. See Aitken, “Divine
Will,” 289-90, for the connections with creation.
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opponents that God is responsible for their mdralteomings. Thex: is for Ben Sira “a
neutral capacity which enables people to choosaligdr® Within this debate context,
this divinely imparted ability highlights “man’s smomy and power of decisioR®”

Ben Sira also accentuates human ability througlvéeysr. If one desires, he or
she can keep the commandments (15.15) or selecebdet'fire and water” (v.16) or “life
and death” (v.17). The point of repeating this vierto emphasise that God has created
humans with the moral capacity to choose their destiny?’ Verse 15 is significant
because it clearly states that humans can obdeevaw. Verse 17 indicates that the
human’s destiny is ultimately at stakaWhether the individual decides to obey or
disobey the law determines whether he or she resdife or death. The failure to be
obedient lies with the human who actively choose®fect the commandments and the
life offered by them. Nothing prevents the indivadlfrom observing the commandment
except one’s own decision to disobey.

Ben Sira also conveys his optimistic view of huragency by claiming that God
does not interfere in the human’s autonomous deti®en Sira writes that God “has
given (the) man into the hand of his inclinatiod5(14). The idea is that God has set the
human before the two paths—Ilife and death—andrtieidual can determine for
himself or herself from his or her own will becalmeor she possesses the necessary
competence which path to take. God will not intexrfdhe human is autonomous. Martyn
captures the idea well when he describes the actaken by the divine and human
agents as separate steps. God acts first by qggagrhuman, and then he removes
himself from the scene. The human act is a distirsetparate, independent step in the

process. God’s action, Martyn argues, is limitethinitial, creative moment, and he

% Levison,Portraits of Adam35.

% Murphy, “Yeser in the Qumran Literature,” 337.

27«Ben Sira employs the verb “to choose,” Heb[rdy} three times in as many verses, thus
emphasizing that human beings enjoy personal freedaleciding whether or not to observe the Law (v
15) and in choosing life or death (v 17)” (Skehari/Blla, Wisdom of Ben Sit&72).

% Ben Sira has no eschatological connotations, it 4nd “death” refer to this-worldly destinies.
Life includes wealth, peace, long life, peacefudttie and honour after one’s death by the contiptaibe
of one’s name. Death is the opposite and culminatasviolent death. The person is either forgotien
remembered as a fool. See Collins, “Root of Imniyta
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“neither interfere[s] in the human agent’s subsetjaetonomous choice nor tak[es]
measures to improve that agent’s formatithGod'’s self-limiting action protects him
from the charge that he is responsible for sin,iaatso ensures that the human agent is
responsible for his or her own decision. This daiimiting presents a unique situation in
that the human stands alone before the two aligenpaiths. The decision for life or death
ultimately belongs to the human.

These two points arise directly from the two-wagstgrn. An additional point for
Ben Sira’s understanding of the divine-human refeghip that is not clearly stated in
15.11-20 is the idea that God will eventually judge husancording to their deeds.
Although leaving the human to his or her own dewj¢&od carefully observes all that
each human does (vv.18-19). At the appropriate, timage-enters the scene in order to
reward or punish the individual. In this paradigéad re-acts to what each individual
does. Although judgment is not mentioned direatlyt5.11-20, it is vitally important to
Ben Sira. It is mentioned in almost all the othebate passages and appears throughout
the work.

These three aspects (life attained through lawrgbgsee; human moral capacity;
divine judgment) form Ben Sira’s view of the divihaman relationship. This
relationship revolves around the human agent’sstatiwhether to obey or disobey.
Although God begins the process by giving humaesdom and the covenant, these
actions are intended to bring about human obedieiaglarly, divine judgment focuses
on what the human has done. God'’s actions are tantanot because of what they reveal
about his nature, but because of how they affestamuobedience. This chapter explores
how Ben Sira develops these three aspects in todsmtablish the human agent as the

central figure in the divine-human relationship.

A. Life through Torah Observance

Numerous statements can be found in Sirach whiggest a relationship between

obedience and life, disobedience and death. Iexpssition on honouring one’s parents,

2 Martyn, “Epilogue,” 176.
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he repeatedly claims that honour, glory, or longsdaill be the outcome of one’s
obedience (3.1-16). The obedient person is assifir@geaceful death (2.3). Ben Sira
instructs his students that if they will care floe orphan and widow then they “will be
like a son of the Most High and he will love youmadhan your mother” (4.10). Those
who remain steadfast will not be abandoned, asdrifeone trusts in God, he will give
assistance (2.2-3, 6). The person who remainddaithll not lose his or her reward
(v.8). Those who devote themselves to studyingrtrah and acquiring wisdom will
serve kings (8.8; 39.4), and future generationsrethember their names and teachings
(39.9-11; cf. 41.11-13). A prime example of thithis “Praise of the Fathers” (44-50).
The representatives are not chosen at randomyr&be Sira mentions those who are
worthy of remembrance because of their obedien&ottis will, particularly the Torah.
For example, Enoch walked with God and avoidedtdést.16; cf. Gen 5.24f,and
because he stood against the rebellious peopleb@abiven strength to capture a hill
(Sir 46.7-10). Their names live on perpetually liseaof their obedience, and now they
serve as motivation to Ben Sira’s students to lezl@nt.

Wisdom'’s blessings are acquired through discipdine testing (4.17-18). If a person
goes astray, though, Wisdom rejects him or hergaves the person over to destruction
(v.19). Obedience to the commandments is the altimto corruption and death (28.6).
Indeed, the sinner will suffer greatly (7.17; 9,14nd a violent death awaits him or her as
the punishment of God (7.31). Those who committadylwill be humiliated in public
and punished for their sin (23.21-27).

Ben Sira’s ultimate goal in writing is to instrdas students in how to acquire
wisdom (24.34; 50.27-29; cf. Prologue). The wawisdom, he maintains, is through

obedience, particularly observance of the Torale fiflst imperative of the book is to

30 Skehan disputes the authenticity of the Enochngpiisdom of Ben Sirat99; cf. MackWisdom
and the Hebrew Epjd99-200). The textual evidence is evenly splg Brand Greek have it; Masada and
Syriac do not), but Skehan’s argument that theestant should be excluded because Enoch became
popular in Jewish traditions is weak. If the linasnnserted by a supporter of Enoch, then suréy th
person would have embellished the statement mard. Fiands, the verse comes straight from the
scriptural account. Moreover, if Ben Sira is debgtn “Enochic” group, as many scholars claim, tten
mentioning Enoch first he claims Enoch as a sugpafthis movement.
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keep the commandments: “If you desire wisdom, kBegcommandments, and the Lord
will provide it to you” (1.26)** This statement sets forth straightforwardly the
fundamental role of obedience. The human must dielaw in order to attain wisdom,
and the keeping of the law is observed by God wikm@wledges the obedience by
imparting wisdom.

The precise relationship between obedience angibgshowever, is unclear from
these statements. These statements need to bd plaki a broader context in order to
understand the relationship. It will be arguedhiis section that the divine-human
relationship is modelled after the Creator-creat&lationship. This relationship is based
on God’s commands. God gives orders, and creabegs As part of this analysis, Ben
Sira’s understanding of “covenant” will be addresseresponse to Sanders’ argument
that the establishment of the covenant was anfaptice. After establishing the link
between Torah observance and blessing, the argarieitthe divine-human relationship
is built around “fear of God” or “faith” will be etuated, as well as the claim that the
possibility of atonement means that God’s merdhésultimate determining factor in the

relationship.

i. Wisdom and Torah in Sirach

Before describing how Ben Sira related divine actmhuman action, it is necessary
to clarify the role of the Torah in his thinkingf e scriptures, Ben Sira’s writing style
is closest to Proverbs, and most scholars situatdilmly within the wisdom tradition.
Many scholars consider him to be influenced byakwt Qoheleth, perhaps even directly
responding to the lattéf. Torah traditions have also greatly influenced Bé&a’s
thinking, and his attention to Israel’s historycmnsidered by some scholars to be a new

element in the wisdom traditiofi The issue that needs to be resolved, for our arge

30n w.11-30 see Di Lella, “Fear of the Lord as &¢is..” He points out the influence of
Deuteronomy on Ben Sira’s thoughts.

3250 HengelJudaism and Hellenisp:141, 143.

3 So Murphy,Tree of Life 76—78; Jacob, “Wisdom and Religion,” 255. Seaydwer, Whybray,
“Ben Sira and History,” who questions this claim.
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whether his ethical exhortations are derived prilp&om the wisdom tradition or if the
Torah’s commandments are foundational to his ethics

While some scholars maintain that Ben Sira’s etaresoverwhelmingly dominated
by the outlook of the sapiential tradition not Tarah, the division between these two
sources downplays Ben Sira’s attempt to wed the Invbis account of Wisdom’s decent,
he concludes boldly, “This is the book of the cauetrof the Most High God, the law
which Moses commanded us as an inheritance fagdtieering of Jacob” (24.23).
Wisdom traditions are undeniably joined with thedhg and it is probably even
appropriate to speak of “identificatioi”He encourages his students not only to fear the
Lord, which is the most fundamental expressioniefypn the wisdom tradition (see
Prov 1.7; Qoh 12.13), but also to “keep the commaars” (Sir 1.26). Wisdom is
identified as the fear of the Lord and the doinghef law (19.20).

The link between wisdom, life, and Torah also cothesugh the concept of
“instruction, discipline” fom/maLdele). “Instruction” belongs to the world of wisdom,dan
it is from here that Ben Sira develops his initintlerstanding of it. However, as is typical
of most of his thinking, he connects it with therdlo. The relationship between the three
concepts (discipline, Torah, and wisdom) is evider#4.25—-29. Following the
identification of pre-temporal Wisdom with the Thrév.23), Ben Sira describes the
Torah as a bountiful river that provides nourishtriéThe Torah overflows with
“‘wisdom” (v.25) and “knowledge” (v.26), and “instition” flows freely from its banks
(v.27). These three terms all belong to the wisdi@dition, but Ben Sira uses them to
describe the contents of the Torah. The abrupthvaaick to wisdom in vv.28-29 shows
the connection between Wisdom and Torah for Bea. $ie can shift easily and

effortlessly between the two categories.

34 SchnabellLaw and Wisdomb9-79, 96-91. Boccaccini argues that wisdom and the Toramare
identical because wisdom is eternal while the Tasdtistorical Middle Judaism81, 89). While this is
correct, after the giving of the Torah wisdom isntified as the Torah.

% The six mentioned rivers (Pishon, Tigris, Euptsaf®rdan, Nile, and Gihon) were important
throughout Israel’s history. See Sheppaktisdom 69-71.
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In several statements, the Torah provides the fasBen Sira’s exhortation.
Obedience to the commandments is the alternatigertoption and death (28.6). The
Torah also governs one’s interaction with his arrieghbours (28.7; cf. 19.17). One
should give to the poor because of the command(@8®; cf. vv.1, 11). The greatest sin
is not disobedience to the sages’ instructionsréjetting the Torah (41.8; cf. 19.24).
3.1-16 is an extended reflection on the commandhodmbnour one’s parents (cf. Ex
20.12; Deut 5.163' The answer to Ben Sira’s request for help cornimlhis tongue and
thoughts mixes wisdom and Torah motifs as the solySir 22.27-23.6). He calls his
students to listen to his instruction:(5¢i«), which sets the tone for a discussion of
wisdom ideas (23.7f In the middle of the section, Ben Sira commentshenperson
who utters the divine name while swearing fals3.9—10). Although using different
terminology, the instruction arises from the thesmmmandment (Ex 20.7; Deut 5.11), and
a person familiar with the Torah would not miss ¢benection. Similarly, in his
comments on adultery (23.16-27), which replieh®pgroblem of one’s thoughts (vv.2—
6), he focuses on disobedience to the Torah. Thikemdss is guilty first of all because
she disobeyed the law of the Most High (v.23). B&a does not accuse the adulteress of
failing to obey a maxim from the sag€¢-urther, the woman'’s disobedience to the law
functions as a teaching moment. As Ben Sira explaithe conclusion to the section, the
woman'’s children will realise that nothing is geathan fearing God and keeping his
commandments (v.27). This statement forms an irclugh v.23, which began the
discussion of the woman'’s punishment, and highdighé importance of obedience to the

law.

% Schnabell.aw and Wisdom6-9. He discusses 19.17; 21.11; 23.23; 28.63-8; 32.14-33.6;
35.1-7; 37.715; and 41.5.

37 Contra Sanders, “Sacred Canopies,” 123-24, wharégnv.6 when he says that Ben Sira does not
mention the promise of long life.

% The Greek has the title “Instructions on the TaigliTo18eia oTduaTOC) prior to 23.7. This title
fits well the content of this section even if itpgars in the middle of the pericope (contra Skebiarélla,
Wisdom of Ben Sira8822).

% Collins argues that Ben Sira’s primary intereshis tradition against adultery not the specific
details of the law because he does not follow theniction to put the adulterers to death (cf. LEvVID;
Deut 22.22-24)Jewish Wisdomi70). Di Lella appeals to later Rabbinic tradittonexplain why Ben Sira
does not impose the death penalty (Skehan/Di L&liladom of Ben Sir825). The Rabbinic evidence,
however, is too late to provide the reason for Bea’s position.
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Collins contends that Ben Sira’s ethical instrugsi@ome primarily from the
sapiential tradition, while Nickelsburg points dliat the form is derived from this
tradition not a legal on®.Identifying exact sources for Ben Sira’s teachimgyever, is
difficult since the content of Proverbs and othesdem sources matches the instructions
found in the Mosaic Torah. Both address the babica& actions of life and often with
the same language. Ben Sira’s historical positioduidea prior to the conflict with
Hellenism explains the lack of references to theated Jewish identity markers
(circumcision, Sabbath, and food la¥s)n addition, his interest in the cult shows an
awareness of traditions that cannot be assignsdgential traditions (7.29-31; 35.1-12).
Ben Sira’s own search for wisdom began in the ten(fpl.14). His wedding of the two
traditions cautions one from attempting to idensipecific backgrounds when the two
traditions are themselves so similar. The issUerof is not important since it does not
indicate from where one derives authority for tlaetigular instructions in a book.

Burkes claims that the Torah was not vital to Bea’'$ ethics because he tells his
students to gain wisdom through the teaching o&ttiers (6.32—35; cf. 8.8—-%) She
fails to note, though, that the content of the edddiscussions is the Torah itself (6.37;
37.12; cf. 9.15 [Greek]¥ The sages, then, do not represent authority imské/es, but
their authority comes through the source of theicussions. The instruction to seek
wisdom through the sages’ reflections on the Te@hmarises the very task that Ben
Sira has set for himself, as his grandson recodr{Rslogue 7-14).

Ben Sira’s appropriation of the wisdom and Toraditrons is complex. The strict

distinction between wisdom and law proposed by ssohelars, however, does not

0 Collins, Jewish Wisdon62; Nickelsburg, “Torah and the Deuteronomic $oég 230.

“L |t is perplexing when Collins claims that Ben Signores certain sections of the Law, particularly
the cultic and dietary laws of Leviticuslgwish Wisdont7). Ben Sira is well versed in the cultic prees
(see Perdua)isdom and Cultl88-260), and his praise of Simon the High Priegtals his respect for
Israel’s cultic practices (51.1-12). In severakpk he encourages his students to sacrifice3g.¢-11).
The charge that Ben Sira ignored the dietary lawesjually unfounded (contra Gammie, “Sage in Sjtach
360-61). Sirach 31.16 refers to table etiquette, apdatidience in 32.1 (“they”) is not necessarily Gest
(Mattila, “Ben Sira and the Stoics,” 491n.74).

2 Burkes, “Wisdom and Law,” 259.

3 Collins suggests that Ben Sira presents two diffesources for wisdom in 6.34—3J&ish
Wisdom 56). The two options are not presented as aligasain these verses, though, and this solution
conveniently ignores the verses which state thatttlers discuss the Torah.
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adequately explain Ben Sira’s practice. He seeksake clear that the two sacred
traditions speak with a unified voice. The manmewhich Ben Sira brings the law and
wisdom together makes it appropriate to speak efaitaining life through law

observance.

ii. The Creator, His Commandments, and Human Olbedie

According to Sanders, Ben Sira’s exhortations tafi@bservance must be
understood within the covenant context. He enfistach as one of his examples of
covenantal nomism. He begins his analysis of Sikgchrguing that Ben Sira held a
traditional (that is, Rabbinical) view of Israeétection?* Israel’s place of prominence is
noted in 17.1-14. Ben Sira appears at first teefleating on all of humanity, but part
way through the poem he turns to Israel and hevwerter with God at Mt. Sinai (vv.11—
14; cf. Ex. 19.16-19)> Among all the nations, God has chosen Israel ifosélf (Sir
17.17), which, developing from Deuteronomy 32.8s% clear statement of Israel’s
election?® In 24.1-23 Ben Sira highlights Israel’s speciak&ibn by describing
Wisdom’s decision to make her dwelling place irméf’ Wisdom is specifically

identified as “the book of the covenant of the Mdgih God, the law which Moses

4 SandersPaul and Palestinian Judais829—-33. Parenthetical references in the follovérgto
SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism

> Wischmeyer identifies v.12 as “[e]ine klassisclerfulierung des Bundesnomismus” (“Theologie
und Anthropologie,” 23).

*® Cf. Hos 2.19-20Jub. 15.31.

“"The claim that Israel alone possesses the wistanthe world sought is often read as a polemic
against Hellenism (see Hengélidaism and Hellenisnd.138-39, 160—62; Skehan/Di Lellthe Wisdom
of Ben Sira77; Crenshaw, “Sirach,” 625-26). Ben Sira’s oppas to Hellenism was the standard position
for most of the 20 century. Tcherikover classically claimed, “BenaSiought against the spirit of Greek
civilization all his life, for he understood therdger threatening Judaism from Hellenisrile{lenistic
Civilization, 144; cf. Siebeneck, “May Their Bones Return tel’i411; Tennant, “Teaching of
Ecclesiasticus and Wisdom,” 208; Di Lella, “Consgive and Progressive Theology,” 141; Garlington,
‘Obedience of Faith’15-19; Blenkinsopp¥isdom and Law in the Old Testamet@3; deSilva “The
Wisdom of Ben Sira,” 435-38). This proposed bacligrbhas been challenged. There is little evidehat t
Hellenism was perceived as a threat to Jewishtioadind lifestyle before the Maccabean era (Geldst
“Jewish Acceptance and Rejection of Hellenism;kAit, “Biblical Interpretation”). In the space ofeaw
years, the situation changed, and some Jews begatatk certain aspects of the Hellenistic lifesty
Other parts of Hellenism were openly embraced nbt im Alexandria, but also in Jerusalem itself
(Collins, Jewish Wisdon32—33 [with reference to Ben Sira]; Perd8ejord and the Stylu259-65). More
scholars are arguing that Ben Sira’s oppositiamotsHellenism but apocalyptic strands of Second dlem
Judaism (see Boccaccihliddle Judaism77-81; Wright, “Fear the Lord and Honor the Priest;amin,
“Ben Sira,” Prockter, “Torah as a Fence;” ArgdllEnoch and Siragh
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commanded us as an inheritance for the gatheridgadb” (v.23). The equation of
wisdom and the Torah, Sanders notes, serves ga afdisrael’s election, and this
connection between wisdom and the Torah is therféieof the book (332; emphasis
removed).

Sanders is undoubtedly correct that the connetistween wisdom and the Torah is
crucial for Ben Sira, even if he overstates it biligg it the “theme.” The election of
Israel also is assumed throughout and stated atspdiut it is questionable how
significant election and the covenant (as undedstpoSanders) are for Ben Sira’s
conception of the divine-human relationship. Sasdémself seems to recognise this
problem when he writes, “What Ben Sirach has toadaut the fate of the individual is
not thematically connected with his traditionaltpre of the salvation of Israel at the time
of the Lord’s coming” (332). Because Ben Sira’shegological hopes only apply to
Israel as a nation and not the individual (36/332);-“the question of the election has no
soteriological consequences” (333)The connection between election, the covenant, and
salvation that Sanders finds in the rabbinicafditere, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and other
texts and is fundamental to covenantal nomismdeadly broken in Ben Sira.
Concerning the relationship between obedience @aubddience and the covenant in the

rabbinic literature and Qumran, Sanders argues,

The distribution of reward and punishment does inatabbinic literature, become
the basis of salvation; rather, the covenant isrihen factor in salvation, while a

man is punished or rewarded for his deeds withencttwvenant. Similarly in Qumran,
one is punished for transgressions of the ordirmntée covenant and rewarded for
adherence, but saved by being in the covenant. i{2617)

Individual salvation in Ben Sira’s this-worldly m@ective, however, is not dependent on

election but is determined by whether one is antbagighteous or wicked, which is

8 The authenticity of this prayer for deliverancerfrthe nations has been questioned by Collins
because it does not fit Ben Sira’s historical timefe and the eschatological fervour is unparallgle¢te
rest of the workJewish Wisdoml10-11). However, Ben Sira may well have beepndeable to Seleucid
rule over against other rulers but still desiredifvael to govern itself. He chooses the beshefavailable
options, while pleading with God to remove any fgnerulers. Also, Ben Sira’s plea for an eschatimlal
future is for the nation not the individual. Heetbfore, is in complete agreement with the propivbis
spoke of Israel’s future as a nation but withouéct concern for the individual in the future (Ekzek 37.1—
14). There is no contradiction between longingl$oael as a nation to have a glorious future, lotit n
thinking that all individuals of Israel will parijgate in that future.
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determined by “whether or not he more or less featigrily keeps the commandments of
the covenant” (333; cf. 346). Individual salvatisnSanders concludes, ultimately
determined by obedience. The difference between®®@nand the Rabbis and Qumran is
stark. To be certain, the relationship between mmeg and blessing should not be
construed as “works-righteous legalism in the @#jee sense, in which a man arrogantly
thinks that his good deeds establish a claim on’ Gtb). Nevertheless, it remains the
case, as Sanders notes, that the individual’'s bbpkessing rests on his or her obedience
to the commandments.

Having separated the covenant and election fronmeliblessing, the structure of
covenantal nomism collapses. The individual, whécBen Sira’s primary focus, no
longer relates to God based on some prior divih@fagrace. Now he or she relates based
on whether or not the law is obeyed. One could@rgguppose, that because God gave
the covenant to Israel as an act of grace theinhahV Israelite’s obedient response is not
the means to acquire life and blessing. Obedighea, would have the same function as
it has in the rabbinic literature, namely, the neeemremaining within the covenant. The
pattern of covenantal nomism would remain inta@t, Yiot only does Sanders seem to
acknowledge that this account of the function acfaibnce is problematic when applied
to Ben Sira, it also presumes that Ben Sira thoaghtt the concept of a “covenant” in
the same manner that the term is employed in Saindiescription of covenantal nomism.

In Sanders’ understanding, the covenant signifireach of divine electing grace. The
establishment of the covenant relationship is adyayor to the demand for obedience, as
the very phrase “covenantal nomism” indicates. Wthle covenant cannot be divorced
from the commandments and expectation for obedjghedocus remains on the divine
agent who acts prior to any human acfioBanders identified several statements in the
rabbinic literature that recounted God establishirggcovenant prior to giving the
commandments and Israel accepting and obeying twmeeandment?’ Ben Sira’s

story of Wisdom'’s descent and identification witie fforah even lends itself to this

9 See WatsorRaul and the Hermeneutics of Fai-13.
*0 SandersPaul and Palestinian Judais85-87, citing, e.gm. Bek2:2; Mekilta Batodesh 5; 6.



45

interpretation (24.1-23). Here in no uncertain tetsnael is declared to possess the
wisdom that the world sought, and this is givemmasct of divine grac.Yet, this single
account of Israel’s election in 24.1-23 must bensttin the broader context of Ben
Sira’s concept of the covenant relationship. Suabritising of the divine agent in giving
the covenant (1) does not represent Ben Sira’sigésn of how one enters into a
covenant relationship with God, and (2) it hides fidct that, in the case of the Mosaic
covenant, the covenant relationship consists ofiieg and obeying of commandments.

When not overlaid with supposed rabbinical undexditags of how one comes to be
in a covenantal relationship with God (by gracenibira’s own perspective about how
one enters into a covenantal relationship with &gogears differently. He gives priority
to the human act of obedience. Regardless of nieegéhe point of the “Praise to the
Fathers” is clear: those obedient to God are regdhfdr their actiond? Ben Sira first
identifies Noah as a righteous and blameless mha,emdured during a period of wrath
and is responsible for the continuation of the hamaee (44.17). He received an eternal
“sign” (mx) or “covenants” §uabfkaL) to signify that God would not wipe out humanity
(v.18). While Ben Sira does not state that Noah etesen to be the survivor of the
human race because of his righteousness, withioadh&xt he probably intends one to
draw that conclusior?®

Ben Sira is more explicit when he describes Abrahamane who

kept the commandments:y») of the Most High, and entered into a covenant)
with him. In his flesh, he cut a statuge), and when he was tested, he was found
faithful. Therefore, he gave an oath to hifito bless the nations by his seed, to
multiply him as the dust of the earthto raise high his seed like the stars, to give
them an inheritance from sea to sea and from therRo the ends of the earth.
(44.20-21)

1 4[B]en Sira’s myth of Wisdom is the story of howo@&s freely given, innervating, vivifying
goodness has been made present in the Toratihét sory of grace told from the perspective ofretg’
(Nickelsburg,Jewish Literature58).

2 Brown, “God and Men in Israel’s History.”

%3 Cf. VanLandinghamjudgment and JustificatioB6.

* This line is translated from the Greek. The Hebiedamaged at the centre of the line, but appears
to convey the same ide#&: opr ny[ . .Jwa 15 Sv.

% This line and the next have dropped out of thereleblf the line began with‘a (as both v.21b, d),
then it is, most likely, a case of homoioarcton.
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In v.20b Ben Sira clearly has in mind Genesis 1hictvis where the term “covenant”
appears for the first time in the Abraham narratt¥enesis 17 records God’s
establishment of the covenant with Abraham andatémemand to circumcise. The
opening verses summarise the remainder of the eh@pt 1-2). Further, they highlight
the close connection between covenant and obedi¥ecses 3—-14 outline the covenant
obligations for the two parties beginning with Gad4e will make Abraham’s
descendants into a mighty, numerous nation andonalide them with a dwelling place
(vv.3-8). Abraham, for his part, will be obedientGod’s commands, especially the
command to circumcise. His descendents will obstmgestatute perpetually as a sign of
the covenant (vv.9-14). The order in which the ocawe is described as well as the
obligations placed on Abraham and his descendéontsssthat the author of Genesis does
not think the covenant is given based on Abraharbh&lience.

Ben Sira moves away from Genesis 17 in his nextncent on the testing of
Abraham (Sir 44.20d). Here he draws on a commduy dawish theme found initially in
Genesis 22. The most well known example is probaibbylees which divides
Abraham’s life into ten (actually nine) tests (172.19.8)>° Ben Sira likely only has in
mind the sacrifice of Isaac (Gen 22.1-19), whictihesonly point in Abraham'’s life that
Genesis calls a test (v.).

Ben Sira continues in Sirach 44.21 by recallingAbeahamic blessing found
initially in Genesis 12.1-3 (cf. 15.1-21). Gen&sismay provide the example for how
Ben Sira orders his recounting of the events. Alted tested Abraham, he blesses
Abraham and his descendants becau$dé did not withhold Isaac (22.16). Similarly,
Ben Sira follows the order of Genesis: Abraham teated, he remained faithful, and
God blessed him for it. The blessing given to Alarahs the outcome of his obedience to

the test.

*® The author says that Sarah’s death was the tesitl{19.8), but he only lists seven in 17.17. The
sacrifice of Isaac is the eighth. For a discussibtiis motif inJubilees see WatsorRaul and the
Hermeneutics of Faitl222-36.

" The singulareomay (telpaopd) in Sir 44.20 probably refers to one event.
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Despite the formal similarities between Sirach esdource in Genesis, Ben Sira
makes several interpretative moves in this shatestent that shift the focus from God’s
establishment of the covenant to Abraham'’s obeéi@sche reason for the covenant.
First, he focuses on Abraham’s obedience to Godls’®WThe opening line sets the tone
for the rest of the section. Ben Sira describesasAlm as obedient to the
“‘commandment,” which is probably a reference toNtasaic Torah (Sir 44.20). While
he probably does not envision Abraham possesstogw of the law, he nevertheless
thinks that Abraham was obedient t6°iAbraham’s obedience is also highlighted when
Ben Sira makes him the subject of the verbs in.\P20ticularly interesting is the claim
that Abraham entereds) into a covenant with God (v.20b). In Genesis 4£3,115.1-17,
and 17.1-14, God is the one who approaches Abralbanit entering into a covenant
relationship. Ben Sira could be making the simfisepvation that Abraham was in a
covenant relationship with God, but in light of fagus on Abraham’s actions in Sirach
44.20, he could intend more. Abraham’s obedientbddaw led to the establishment of
the covenant relationship, and one could thenlsatythe covenant was initiated by
Abraham not Go&’

Second, in 44.20d Ben Sira combines Genesis 22.(ted#ing) and 15.6
(faithfulness)>* Joining these two texts is not unique since otfagly Jewish authors did
so also (cf. 1 Macc 2.52), but the implications tlegult from the combination are
significant. By combining the two, Ben Sira idergd Abraham'’s obedience to the

command to sacrifice Isaac as faithfulness. In Gierks.6, however, Abraham'’s faith is

in response to God’s promise, and there is no et any obedience. In fact, the

8 de Roo, “God’s Covenant with the Fathers,” 195.

%9 Ben Sira never clarifies how Abraham could be @drdo the Torah, which he normally describes
as the book of the law given to Moses. Perhaphih&s that Abraham was obedient to the Torah becaus
of the connection between wisdom and the Toral2@&fl—-23) or because of the connection between the
Torah and creation (cf. 17.1-14).

0 Some later traditions provide more specific reasfonwhy God chooses Abrahaspoc. Abr.8.1—

6: because he rejected idolattyA.B.6.11: Abraham refuses to help build the tower ab& (for
discussion of these and others, see Evans, “Abraméne Dead Sea Scrolls,” 149-58; VanLandingham,
Judgment and Justificatip@3—35).

® Genesis 15.6: “And he [Abram] believedym) God, and it was credited to him as righteoushess.

22.1: “And after these things, God testegt Abraham.”
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covenant ceremony described in vv.9-21 is unilat8tgulations are placed on God, but
nothing is said about Abraham’s actions. Ben Sitarprets “faith” so that it means
obedience to God’s commands rather than trust si<Gmomise.

Ben Sira’s third significant hermeneutical move @ams his understanding of the
point at which God makes his oath. Ben Sira pléte®stablishment of the covenant and
the testing of Abraham prior to his explanatiorihaf “oath.” He is most likely following
Genesis 22 as noted previously. In adopting theepaodf Genesis 22, though, he
overlooks the promises made previously to Abrahad?i1-3 and 15.1-21. By placing
the promises prior to any obedience on Abrahanrt fhee author of Genesis draws to
one’s attention the action of God. By ignoring #héso texts, though, Ben Sira
highlights Abraham’s actions as the reason foshicial relationship with God. If in
Sirach 44.21 Ben Sira is not simply following thel@r of Genesis 22 but has in mind
Genesis 12.1-6 and 15.1-6, the contrast betweeaactiosns of Abraham and God
becomes even sharper. By rearranging these eBarisSira places the emphasis on
Abraham’s actions rather than God’s. Regardlesshi¢h texts Ben Sira intends to
summarise in Sirach 44.21, the conjunctmhy (5w tobto) suggests a logical
relationship in which the following statement (mst case the blessings) is dependent on
the preceding statement (here, the obedience)blBlssing is the outcome of Abraham’s
obedience rather than God’s grace.

By focusing exclusively on Abraham’s obedience, B&a makes a theological
claim about the relationship between obediencetlamdovenant? The structure of
covenantal nomism, in fact, is reversed. The ficdtis taken by the human, and God'’s
action is secondary and a response to the humahd@aes not enter into a covenantal
relationship with Abraham on the basis of his graather, the covenant relationship is

God’s acknowledgement of Abraham’s obedience.

%2.0n the similarities betweetubileesand Ben Sira, Garlington states, “There is, taegeneral
agreement between this book and Ben Sira thagtifecation of the ‘covenant in his flesh’ was sahaent
to a prior obedience"@bedience of Faith’39). This order of events, however, does notedis to
guestion the assumption that the covenant waslestat) by grace without any reference to obedience.
Contrast VanLandingham'’s discussionJabileesin Judgment and Justificatip23—-26.
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Ben Sira’s praise of Phinehas for his zealous aambehalf of the people when
they rebelled follows a similar pattern as the o#t@amples mentioned (44.23-24; cf.
Num 25.6-13; Ps 106.28-31). In response to whdichéne was awarded a “covenant of
peace” (Sir 45.245 The conjunctions5 (5w tobto) in v.24 signifies that the covenant
was established in response to Phinehas’ actiom3#a simply follows the description
of events in Numbers 25.6-13 and even uses the lsameage. Nevertheless, Phinehas
receives the covenant because of his act to pisn&el.

Another example is Ben Sira’s comments on Davidbelgins by recounting David’s
magnificent works during his childhood and his lestivith the Philistines (47.1-7). He
commends David for his musical talent and the ohgeintroduced to Israel’s worship
(vv.8-10). Finally, he notes that the Lord overledlDavid’s sin and gave him a
covenant (v.11). One could argue that the estahksit of the covenant is based on
divine initiative and is not given in response tavidi’'s obedience. Two points should be
noted, however. First, Ben Sira stresses Davidtegtxonal obedience. His transgression
is mentioned only in passing. Second, David’s siesdnot affect Ben Sira’s
understanding of him or his childréhHe does not attribute the split in the kingdom to
David’s transgression but to the foolishness ob8an, Rehoboam, and Jeroboam
(v.19-25). In fact, David’s love for God assureatthis line will never be destroyed
despite the actions of his children (v.22). The timenof David’s transgression is not
intended to indicate that the covenant was estadi®y God’s grace. Ben Sira is simply
retelling the key points of David’s life. Even tagample of David, therefore, continues
the pattern observed throughout the rest of thenpobedience leads to divine blessing,

and the concept of the covenant for Ben Sira doébegin with God’s gracious election.

83 oibw Amma pn becomes$iabrikn eipivne. Schwemer comments, “Hier vereinfacht der Enkel zu
dLabnkn eiprivng, weil Stadrikn fUr ihn beidesprn undra, ausdriickt” (“Zum Verhéltnis von Diatheke und
Nomos,” 78). Skehan offers an alternative in hamstation: “Therefore on him again God conferresl th
right, in a covenant of friendship, to provide the sanctuary”\Wisdom of Ben Siréb08). The grandson
may have reduced the two words because he wasdamith Num 25.12, which has ondy>u *na
(SLedrikny elprivmg).

% Contrast 2 Samuel 12.13-14.
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The situation with the Mosaic covenant is more clexbut ultimately Ben Sira’s
understanding of this covenant emphasises the haetasf obedience not a divine act of
grace. Unlike his accounts of Abraham, Phinehas Cavid, Ben Sira does not state that
Israel received the covenant because of their ebedi Rather, the giving of the
covenant is portrayed as a gracious event in w@iot elects Israel as his people (24.1—
23)%° When actually reflecting on this covenant, howe®en Sira’s interest is not in
why Israel received it, but the content of it, n&ntee commandments, and the
expectation that comes with it. Ben Sira centreglmughts around the Mosaic covenant,
because it, unlike any of the other covenantss gefperson how to relate to God. At the
climax of the tale of Wisdom, wisdom is identifiadt solely as the covenant, but as “the
book of the covenant of the Most High God, the that Moses commanded us” (v.23).
The Mosaic covenant is the commandméfits.

In the first creation hymn (16.26-17.32), the Mosanvenant is clearly identified as
the commandments. Recounting how God as Creats over all creation, Ben Sira
comes to the creation of Israel. He does not begim Abraham’s election or the
deliverance from Egypt. His view of the beginnirfdsrael coincides with the moment
the people stand at the base of Mt. Sinai (17.1)Ll-Hédre Israel is created by God and
selected as his people (v.17). In this event, lsakers into a covenantal relationship
with God when he gives them “the law of life” (1Zh). This law is further identified as
an “eternal covenant,” and when giving this covertaod “revealed his decrees” (v.12).
The giving of the Torah is the creation of a r@aship that can be described as a
covenant. This text clearly indicates that the Tiasafoundational to Israel’s relationship
with God, and defined as “the law of life,” the &éris the source of life for any who

obey its commandments. There is no two-stage itl&od establishing a covenant

% Nickelsburg misses the point of Sirach 24 whesdyes that Ben Sira is not concerned with Moses
receiving the Torah as an historical event, buhlhit “ahistorical interpretation that sees the &oJ orah
as the repository of heavenly wisdom, which is tagpounded by the sage#r(cient Judaism and
Christian Origins 39; cf. Nickelsburg with Kraft, “Introduction,”1.

% Note the parallelism between “commandments” ahd tiovenant of the Most High” in 28.7. There
is no difference for the covenant is the commandmen
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relationship with Israel and then giving the comuahraents and the expectation for

obedience. Watson argues correctly,

What is significant, however, is not the usagenheftermdiatheke but the assumption
that the giving and observing of commandmentsnsifimental to God’s relationship
to Israel. This giving and observing of commandreesninot here [|n 17.11-14] set
within aprior “covenant” characterized by pure divine electingog®’

When describing God as allotting the law or esshlitig the covenant, the purpose is not
to declare that this act is done out of divine meRather, by crediting God with the
giving of the Torah, Ben Sira underscores the @wngin of the commandments. The
commandments must be obeyed because God himseltigam.

Ben Sira’s emphasis on the obligation found inNfesaic covenant is not a case of
misunderstanding the covenant. The covenant steiidgelf highlights the requirement
for obediencé® Moses’ plea for the people to obey in Deuteron@®yL5—20, for Ben
Sira, functions as the hermeneutical guide for bmawest of the Torah should be read.
Those places that link blessing and obedienceisiréading strategy stand out. Indeed,
the previous covenants between God and an indivateaead through this
understanding of the Mosaic covenant. Whereas &guks that the covenant with
Abraham was initiated and sustained by divine g{&=¢ 3; Rom 4), Ben Sira finds
Abraham’s obedience to God’'s commandments as #sanefor the covenant. The
different readings of Ben Sira and Paul stem frbeirthermeneutical starting poirfts.
Finding in Habakkuk 2.4 the principle that rightsnass comes through faith (Gal 3.11;
Rom 1.17), Paul confirms this in the Abraham narea{Gen 15.6; Gal 3; Rom 4) and
therefore rejects the reading strategy found in Bea and other Second Temple texts.
Because Paul will not discard the Torah as divewvelation, he is forced to remarkable
interpretations of those parts that seem to oppssimterpretation (cf. Rom 10.5-8; Deut
30.11-14). Ben Sira, by contrast, employs Deutargn®80.15-20 as his guide to reading

the Torah, and this leads him to focus on the efcébraham rather than God. The

7 Watson,Paul and the Hermeneutics of Fai-10 (emphasis original).

% Freedman and Miano compare the Mosaic covenahttiét Hittite suzerainty treaties. In these
treaties, “[tjhe covenantal relationship is depenidm the behavior of the vassal and can only be
maintained if the vassal complies with the termthefarrangement” (“People of the New Covenant8)7—

% See especially WatsoRaul and the Hermeneutics of Faith
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significant acts of divine intervention, such as BExodus, mentioned at the beginning of
Deuteronomy (4.20) are ignored by Ben Sira. Issdgleéssings, for Ben Sira, are the
outcome of their faithfulness to the commandmeamisthe result of God’s invading
mercy nor his fulfilment of the promises to therRaichs (cf. Deut 1.8; 9.27). In Ben
Sira’s view, each individual must reconfirm the enant, and God’s goodness to
previous generations is the result of their obeskeamd does not carry over to later
generations. Both authors exploit the text of Deartemy and the Torah based on their
hermeneutical starting points, and the differeattstg points explain the radical
outcomes of their readings.

The failure by much of contemporary scholarshipstmgnise the different
hermeneutical starting points results in a systemgreading of Paul and Second Temple
Judaism. The two are conflated with the result bodh are distorted. This failure to
acknowledge the different starting points evena#feeadings of Deuteronomy. Many
scholars attempt to read Deuteronomy through Pguiaphetic?) lens without
acknowledging that they have begun with this herenénal presuppositioff. Yet, Paul's
reading strategy results in a drastic rewritingait of Deuteronomy and an explicit
rejection of other parts of the Torah (see Lev 18.6al 3.12; Rom 10.5). No less,
adopting Ben Sira’s pattern requires one to ighkeseelements of the Torah. An
objective reading of Deuteronomy is not possiblég,recognising these fundamentally
different hermeneutical starting points will, aé tleast, force one to acknowledge those
points in Deuteronomy or the Torah as a whole dioatot actually fit one’s perspective.
This is exactly what Paul and Ben Sira do.

Whereas Sanders argued that the divine-humanaesdiip was grounded in God’s
electing grace, Ben Sira maintains that the divinean relationship revolves around the
giving and observing of the commandments. Ben Spatspective, in fact, gives more
attention to the actions of the human agent thaselof God. A covenantal relationship,

as Ben Sira formulates it, is often depicted as'&adknowledgement of human

® Take, for example, Block, “Grace of Torah;” Bark@race in Deuteronomy
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obedience. All this indicates that covenantal nomis not the correct framework in
which to interpret Ben Sira’s statements that dateeobedience and blessing and
disobedience and cursing. The proper context nucstuant for the central point that God
is one who gives commandments and the human agentiwho should obey them. In
Sirach this context is the Creator-creation refegiop. In several passages, Ben Sira
reflects on the works of God and how they constbterbey his command. The divine-
human relationship, or more specifically the Ist@eld relationship, is a subset of the
created order, and the giving of the covenant #stcommandments is the specific form
of how the Creator relates to those who are endawgdhis image. While there are
significant differences between humans and theafesteation, they relate to God in the
same manner as all of creation: through obediembéstcommandments.

The pattern of God giving commandments and histeresa obeying them can be
observed in the relationship between God and Wisdenfirst of his creations. Wisdom
roamed freely throughout the heavens, and she soagkarth a people among whom she
could reside (Sir 24.3-7). God chose Israel for &ed at his command, she took up
residence within Israel: “Then the Creator of hihys commanded me and the Creator
caused me to rest in my tent. He said, ‘In Jacabwidl settle and in Israel you will
obtain an inheritance” (v.8). Despite her etemmaure, she finds her resting place in
Israel’s cult where she serves the Lord (vv.9—Wikdom interacts with her Maker by
observing his commandments. God is portrayed asvhiegives commandments. From
the outset, then, God’s interaction with his ci@ais portrayed as the giving and
observing of commandments.

Similar to his depiction of Wisdom'’s interactionttviGod, Ben Sira reflects on
creation’s obedience to God’s commands in the tbreation hymns. In the third creation
hymn (42.15-43.33), Ben Sira describes how diffiepants of creation obey their
Maker’s instructions. He opens the hymn with tlaeshent “By his word are the works

of the Lord, and the creatures do his will” (42.1B)e second half of this statement

L On the function and meaning of creation theolag@irach, see Perdud/isdom and Creatign
248-90.
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summarises the content of the latter part of tharh{43.1-26). The sun continues on its
path because of the Lord’s word (43.5). The stegsaasigned their positions in the sky
by the word of the Lord, and they give light to tiight sky without tiring (v.10). The
snow, wind, and other astronomical occurrences doome his commands (vv.13-22). In
the second creation hymn (39.12-35), Ben Sira deschow God uses various aspects
of creation as a means of divine judgment on treked or redemption for the righteous.
Referring to the crossing of the Red Sea (Ex 18Q)1-Ben Sira says that the waters
parted because God commanded them (Sir 39.17) s@higic event occurred at the
“word” of the Lord, the very command issued “froms Imouth.” Based on this event, Ben
Sira concludes that the purpose of the Lord is ydweccomplished, and no one can limit
his saving power (v.18). Some winds, along with,fimail, famine, and other pestilences,
are forms of divine judgment, and they were cre&dezhlm the wrath of their Maker
(39.28-29). Even some animals were created teiflinishment on ungodly people
(v.30). These various means of punishment eagalyfar and then accomplish the
Lord’s commands. They never fail to complete tlassigned task (v.31). The first
creation hymn also reflects on God’s control over ¢elestial beings. He placed them in
the sky according to his will, and they do not walvem their assigned tasks (16.26-27).
“They never disobey his word” (v.28), Ben Sira plai These three hymns reference
God's control over creation as a reason to praise Tihe celestial beings and weather
events diligently serve their Creator and accorhgl® tasks for which they were
created. Their relationship is formed around the@mands given by God.

The theme of creation’s obedience to God is comm@&@econd Temple Judaist.
God is worthy of praise because he controls cregfss. Sol18.10-12; 1QR20.4-11),
and this characteristic of his power distinguishies from idols (Bar 3.33-35; Let Jer
60—65). Baruch appeals to God’s control over atireition as the reason for him to

sustain human life2(Bar. 24.4-9) and ultimately to bring an end to wickesingr.19).

2 Most of the examples provided by Garlingtd@ledience of Faith’59n.259) describe the
consistency of the created order (i.e., the akiditgalculate the number of days in a year becafife
regular movement of the sun and moon) but do metty connect this with God’s command over these
phenomena.
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The consistent obedience of creation contrasts théhnconsistency of humankind, who
is not today what it will be tomorrow (vv.15-18)In several instances, other authors use
the idea to contrast the obedience of the non-hwreation with the disobedience of
some humans and the obedience of others. In theSpwrds Treatise, God’s control over
creation is paralleled to his act of placing withumans two spirits and ultimately his
decision concerning who will be in the lot of thenee of Lights and the Angel of
Darkness (1QS 3.15-21). The closest parallel toBmais use of this motif i& Enochb.
Enoch utilises the consistent obedience of creataastise the disobedient for their
neglect of the commandments and to encourage #ierit that God will bless them.
The difference between the non-human part of @eatnd the human part is the
possibility that humans can revolt against theik®BtaThis is precisely the same link that
Ben Sira establishes between the heavenly beirgh@mnans in Sirach 16.26-17.14.

The first creation hymn brings this pattern of @reator-creation relationship into
direct contact with the divine-human relationsligving briefly claimed that God
established the boundaries for all the heavenlygseand that they always serve him
(16.26-28), Ben Sira proceeds to explain the pphteimanity within the broader created
order. He reflects directly on the creation acceuntGenesis (17.1-10), while offering
his own distinctive interpretations of key aspeéishough being in the image of God
(Sir 17.3; cf. Gen 1.27-28), humanity is a subg#tinwthe created order, and the divine-
human relationship is simply an expression of theaf®r-creation relationship.
Consistent throughout the discussion on each cateje@reation is the claim that each
part relates to God through obedience to the cordmba gives. Humanity differs from
the rest of the created order because it posskseededge of good and evil, is endowed
with freedom, and thus the possibility exists thdividuals might rebel against God.

In the description of humanity, the key charactessof the two-ways paradigm can
be detected. First, Ben Sira identifies the Tosttlze law of life” (17.11b) and the

“eternal covenant” (v.12a). The parallelism betw&mvenant” and “law” indicates that

3 Cf. 2 Bar.48.1-24; 54.3.
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obedience to the law is not simply the means taareimg within a previously established
covenantal relationship. Torah observance is thensiéo life. Even if a covenant of
grace was established prior to any human actios tite case, for Ben Sira, that one’s
enjoyment of life is contingent solely on one’s dieaice. This emerges, in this poem, at
the conclusion when Ben Sira describes how Godreesell human action. He sees
both those who do evil (v.20) and those who do godeR). What matters at the time of
judgment is not ethnicity, but obedience: “Afterdig&od] will rise up and repay them.
He will give back their recompense upon their hed23). The divine act is a response
to the human’s obedience or disobedience to ther@mdments found in the Torah (cf.
v.14).

Second, in 17.1-14 Ben Sira focuses particularlgod revealing to humans what is
expected of therfi Along with giving to humans “discretion and tonqred eyes, ears
and a mind for thinking” (v.6), God also “filledem with knowledge and understanding
and showed to them good and evil” (v/7Ben Sira differs significantly from Genesis in
explaining how humans came to know the differeret&vben good and evil. According
to Genesis 2-3, Adam and Eve learned the differbateeen good and evil only after
they ate from “the tree of the knowledge of good awil” (2.17; 3.1-13). This slight, but
significant interpretative move brings Ben Siralsw in line with Moses’ claim that by
giving the people the law he had set before theatlgmd evil (Deut 30.15f Again,
Deuteronomy functions as the hermeneutical keptErpreting the rest of the Torah. As
the poem in Sirach 17.1-14 continues, Ben Siranddhat “knowledge” and the “law of
life” are revealed (vv.11-12). He summarises tivingi demand as “beware of all evil.
He gave commandment to each of them concerningenighbour” (v.14; cf. 27.30-28.7).
For Ben Sira it is fundamental that God himself entttk moral categories of good and

evil known and not that humans learned them becaiuge serpent’s deception (cf. Gen

" Sheppard notes that in vv.6—-10 especially Ben“Sirerounds the statement in phrase upon phrase
of free and copious embellishment in celebratiomahkind’s intellectual capacity¥Wisdom as a
Hermeneutical Construc?9).

> Cf. the fragmentary 4Q504 8.4-5, which described & giving Adam “intelligence and
knowledge” when he was created. Much of this fraginmeirrors Sirach 17.1-10.

6 Cf. Schokel, “The Vision of Man,” 239.
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3.13). By revealing good and evil, humans havesarainderstanding of what is expected
from them. The failure to do good cannot be atteduo a lack of understanding.
Moreover, in Ben Sira’s view possession of knowkdgplies that one can keep the
commandment§’. Obedience is possible because humans know whapécted of

them/®

Third, the divine decision to leave the human ®driher own will is not as apparent
in 17.1-24 as it is in 15.14, but the poem doesriles God’s judgment of human action.
Contrary to those who deny the judgment (16.17-28) Sira holds that God sees
everything done by each person (17.15-22). Onlefathe human obeys or transgresses
the commandments (17.20, 22), does God responterigdird [icta tadte] he will rise
up and repay them. He will give back their reconggempon their heads” (v.23). The
divine act of judgment is a re-action to what husda from their own free will.

In 17.1-14 Ben Sira places Israel’s special retastiop with God within the broader
context of humanity’s and the rest of creationlatienship with God. In claiming that
Israel relates to God in the same manner as af ¢tlimans, he has not eliminated the
unique relationship that Israel possesses witlGueat. Israel’s legal, covenantal traditions
rather have been placed into the wider contextaréation theology. Creation theology
typifies wisdom theology? and by combining the Torah with creation, Ben §iraes
creation theology a specific focus on Israel. Bea Berceives no tension between these
two traditional types of theolody.A reason that there is no fundamental tension is
because both have the same pattern for the divineah relationship: God gives
commandments and creation follows them.

Although created in the image of God and given ch@mce over other creatures,

humans belong to the same created order as Widtemstars, and the animals. The

" Kaiser, “Der Mensch als Geschopf Gottes,” 10-12.

8 On the basis of 17.1-4, Levison remarks that “huiyeings are ephemeral and sinful, in contrast to
the celestial creaturePprtraits of Adam in Early Judaism87). Nothing indicates that humans are “sinful,”
but the gift of knowledge does indicate that theggess the ability to be sinful unlike the celést@ngs.

9 Zimmerli, “Place and Limit of the Wisdom.” Cf. Heisson, “Observations on the Creation
Theology in Wisdom.”

8 wischmeyer, “Theologie und Anthropologie,” 23-24.
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divine-human relationship is a subcategory of thea@r-creation relationship, and the
former takes its structure from the latter. Humdiks, the rest of creation, are to obey
God. God has given to humans knowledge of gooceait@dnd revealed specifically to
Israel the covenant that contains the law that lesenmanded to them (17.11-14;
24.23; 45.5). This covenant pattern forms the baisike relationship. Ben Sira
undoubtedly thinks of God as loving, merciful, goas, but whenever he sets out to
describe how any aspect of creation interacts @i, he argues that the interaction is
based on the commandments given by God. The easmos exemplifies an ordered
harmony centred on God as the one who issues codments.

The Creator-creation relationship revolves around Giving commandments and
creation obeying them. The divine-human relationsas a subset of the Creator-creation
relationship, likewise is built around God givingneamandments and the human
observing them. This correlation between the dihoean relationship and the Creator-
creation has significant implications for how omalarstands the relationship between
obedience and blessing, disobedience and cursatgvtis observed at the beginning of
this section. It is not the case that obediencearely the response of the faithful human
to God’s prior grace. Nor is it the case that obede is simply the means to maintaining
a life already possessed. Rather, obedience iméams to attaining life and blessing. Ben
Sira exhorts his students to observe the law bedaeshinks that this is the only means
to life. His nomism has not collapsed into pervéegglism in which one arrogantly
demands blessing from God, as Sanders rightly nbtedt remains the case that Ben
Sira contends that life comes through keepingdlae This is, in Ben Sira’s view, God’s
ordained method by which one should acquire thesbigs of life®

Against his opposition, Ben Sira argued that Gddifgeand death before the human
agent in the form of the Torah (15.17; 17.11). Tbenan’s obedience to the

commandments is the means to possessing life asdibys. This was the first point in

81 Alexander (“Torah and Salvation in Tannaitic Litere,” 271-72) and WatsoR4ul and the
Hermeneutics of FaithLl2—13) question Sanders’ assumption that a oelstiip based on grace is superior
to one based on Torah observance.
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the two-ways pattern, and it has been seen in pms of Sirach. Numerous statements
indicate a connection between law observance &adlit it is the broader context of the
Creator-creation relationship that defines how adaezk relates to life. In this
relationship, God is portrayed as one who givesmmanmdments and creation obeys them.
For Ben Sira, the divine-human relationship is nlledeafter the Creator-creation
relationship, and the roles of God and humans mnetha same. God gives
commandments, and humans should obey them. Thelttmebeys will be given life and

blessing, while those who disobey will be punished.

iii. Obedience, Fear of God, and Faith

In the discussion of covenant and Sanders’ claahBen Sira employs covenantal
nomism, it was observed that this focus on a dieicteof grace is misplaced. The giving
of the covenant does not establish a relationsémpred on divine acts of mercy. Rather
than looking to the divine agent as the primarpgdden Sira points to the human agent
and his or her obedience to the commandments. ©beglis, as argued above, the means
to life and blessing. Whereas Sanders sought émotihe divine-human relationship
around God'’s acts of mercy, others have attemptséver the link between obedience
and life by arguing that the relationship is foutd®r the human’s part, on a prior,
internal basis. As important as law observanci cgmes in second place behind the
inner dispositions and attitudes that form the traart of the relationship and the basis
for life.®? Obedience to the law is the visual evidence ofwbelief in God and, in some
views, as the means to maintaining life in the cawe. Either way, life is acquired
through another means than obedience to the lamecknt scholarship, two
characteristics in particular have been highlighfedr of the Lord and faitff

Schnabel maintains that one’s obedience to theal&ags from an inner dependence

on God, which is expressed by the phrase “fean@tLbrd.” The close relationship

8 These human actions are usually thought to bespanse to something God already did to establish
the relationship (e.g., the covenant).

8 One could add “hope,” “love,” or “humility” (thesbt stressed by SandePgul and Palestinian
Judaism 345), but these receive less attention from Bes Slonetheless, the comments made about “fear
of God” and “faith” would apply also to these attles.
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between the two concepts is revealed in severakgenhere they appear in parallel lines.

For example:

Consider diligently in the fear of the Most Highdain his commandments and
meditate continually. (6.37)

The one who fears YHWH will do this, and the oneovginasps the Torah will
understand her [wisdom]. (15.1)

The fear of YHWH is all wisdom, and in all wisdothere is the doing of the law.
Better is the fearful who lacks intelligence, tliaa one abounding in intelligence
who also transgresses the law. (19.20, 24)

The one who observes the law prevails over hisghtsy and fulfilment of the fear
of the Lord is wisdom. (21.11)

The order of the parallelism, which is determingdh® context, clarifies the relationship
between fearing the Lord and keeping the commantinénhe context focuses on “a
fundamental or ‘inner’ viewpoint,” then fear of therd appears first, and the mention of
the law “appears to be a concretization” (6.371183.27; 37.12; 39.1). When the Torah
appears first, the emphasis is on accomplishinigiceactions, and the thought process
moves from the “concrete to the more comprehensakn” (1.26-27; 9.15-16; 21.11;
32.14-16; 32.24-33.1). Based on this scheme, Sehnabcludes that the fear of the
Lord is the foundation for obedience to the lawe Téct that fearing God is not lost in
keeping the commandments, he further notes, “msiesthat the keeping of the law is
not a routine performance or accomplishment besalt of one’s personal commitment
and confidence in God who makes the obediencesttahi possible (cf. 15,135
According to this perspective, then, fear of thed_efers to the disposition or character
of a person, while obedience to the law defines bowlives. Further, fear of the Lord
establishes a personal relationship with God sbahe’'s obedience flows from that prior
relationship.

Garlington focuses on the role of “faith” in thevitie-human relationship.
Employing Sanders’ distinction between gettingmd ataying in, he argues that one

responds to God’s gracious election by believingim. Just as grace is the divine action

84 SchnabellLaw and Wisdom45. Cf. von Rad who thinks that Ben Sira neetheddw to define and
elucidate the meaning of fearing Galisdom in Isragl244-45).
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on which the relationship with Israel is foundeaittf is the human action that serves as
the basis for the relationship. One’s faith man#etself in obedience to the Torah; that
is, obedience is the outward expression of ongisrifaith in God. Two quotes will make
clear his position. First, commenting on the relaship between faith and fear of God in
1.14, he states, “[F]aith, which is the gift of Gaglboth temporally and logically prior to
obedience.” Second, commenting in 2.6, he wrifBse accent is on human activity: one
must do as well as believe. This is the obediernuewproceeds from faith and
complements faith® Although obedience functions as the means for iinin the
covenant, it is not abstracted from faith. At tintles linear relationship resides into the
background, so that faith becomes obedience (4&e-46). These instances, according to
Garlington, highlight the active nature of faffhGenerally speaking, however, Ben Sira
views obedience as the evidence of one’s faith.

Despite these claims, several points show thatsoslgedience does not arise from
one of these internal perspectives and that theyotiform the foundation of the divine-
human relationship. Three comments will be madeiafsar of the Lord followed by
some observations about faith.

First, although Schnabel’'s analysis does clarigrélationship in some of the texts
(e.g., 1.26-27; 2.15-16), it does not adequatghje@x all of them. The priority of the
fear of the Lord is not found in some of the tekts9.15-16 the statements imply no
dependent relationship. There is no conceptuatdiffce between conversing about the
law and making one’s glory the fear of the Lordafieg God is only a “more
comprehensive realm” (Schnabel’s phrase) if oneosap a distinction between the two
expressions. In 15.1 no movement from a prior riakattitude to physical manifestation
of that perspective is evident. The previous vedsgsct one’s actions (14.20-27), and
15.1b continues describing one’s actions. FeanelLord can only be an internal
disposition if one ignores the focus on obediencié section and has decided

previously that obedience to the law is an exteemakession of a prior commitment.

8 Garlington, Obedience of Faith’20, 23 (respectively).
8 Garlington, Obedience of Faith'27.
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Likewise, in 23.27, Ben Sira does not distinguishween the two ideas nor does he
suggest that fearing God is more important thampikegthe law?’ The context actually
implies that the two concepts are the same. Thiaadufails to fear God (v.19), and the
adulteress neglects the Torah (v.23). Further, edi€ludes Ben Sira’s reflections on the
outcome of adultery, which arise from his prayerdeliverance from sexual temptation
(23.2-6). The prayer may contain hints that a adtarahange is needed toward sin, but
the answer focuses on actual obedience not a cludrotp@racter or disposition toward
God. One final text worth noting is 32.24—33.3 £85-36.4 Greek), where Ben Sira

describes what will happen to the one who obsehe@sommandments.

The one who obeys the Torah watches his soul,l@drte who trusts in YHWH

will not be ashamed. Evil will not befall the ondevfears YHWH, for when tested
he will turn and be saved. The one who hates tlahlwill not be wise, and is
tossed about like a boat in a stdfih man who is insightful understands the word,
and the Torah is for him as trustworthy as the Ufim

The main subject is clearly one’s attitude towdwel law, which is mentioned three times.
Six descriptions are given of the nature of the whe follows the law. The one who
fears YHWH is the same as the wise person, thefthibne, and the intelligent person.
These descriptions are synonymous expressiongiedeto encompass the entire being.
Priority is not placed on one action over the atliiere is no conceptual difference
between the character traits.

Second, claiming that the fear of the Lord provitlesbasis for obedience overlooks
Ben Sira’s statements that define the fear of thw&l las an action to be accomplished. In

an exposition on the fear of the Lord in 1.11-38nira claims,

You who desire wisdom keep the commandments, antddrd will supply her to
you. The fear of the Lord is wisdom and discipliaed his desire is fidelity and
meekness. Do not disobey the fear of the Lord,deamdot come to him with a double
heart. (vv.26-28)

87«And those who remain will know that nothing is ragrominent than fear of the Lord and nothing
sweeter than to devote oneself to the commandnoétite Lord.”

8 This line is Skehan’s translation based on theelGend Hebrew texta\(isdom of Ben Sir&893,
395).

8 The last line is based on the Greek text becaeseev ms B (33.3b) is damaged (f.



63

Fear of God is identified as wisdom, and the méardtaining wisdom is through
obedience to the commandments. It is, in factfeéhe of the Lord that one disobeys.
Boccaccini succinctly states, “Being pious, loviagd, and fearing God represent one
thing: obeying the law™ In his last biographical statement, Ben Sira ctaihat those
who follow his instructions will be wise and equalall “because-}] the fear of the
YHWH is life” or, according to the Greek, “his pait»0.29). Those who fear God avoid
sin (15.13; contrast 23.19), and when they dotbey repent (21.6) and offer sacrifices to
God (7.31). The fear of the Lord is not merely antakassessment or disposition; rather,
it is obedience to the will of God.

Finally, one should observe how the fear of thedLamd the law are related by the
authors of Deuteronomy and Proverbs, the two teats which Ben Sira primarily draws
his understanding of the fear of the Lord. Neithiethese texts makes the fear of the Lord
the basis for obedience. In Deuteronomy the fe#ine@t ord is a covenantal concept
linked with obedience to the Torah, which is foum@ written text. Moses instructs the
future leaders of Israel to read the law publiclgry seventh year “so that [the people]
may hear and learn in order that they may fear YHiWir God and obey by doing
(miwy5) all the words of this Torah” and so that theildten, who were not present when
Moses gave the law, will also learn to fear thed_@eut 31.12—13). When a new king
comes to power, a copy of the law is to be writeerd he shall study it all his life “in
order that he may learn to fear YHWH his God ankletep all the words of this Torah
and its decrees to do them” (17.18-19). A progratitnssatement of the Deuteronomic

perspective is 10.12-13:

Now, Israel, what does YHWH your God require froauy Except to fear YHWH
your God, to walk in all his ways, to love him,gerve YHWH your God with all
your heart and with all your soul (and) to obey¢bexmandments of YHWH and his
decrees which | am commanding you today for yo

This text brings together key ethical phrases faimndughout Deuteronomy in order to

underscore the necessity for obedience to thegawicularly the law Moses is currently

% BoccacciniMiddle Judaism84.
%1 See also 4.10; 5.29; 6.2, 24; 8.6; 13.4.



64

delivering to the people just before they enterRh@mised Land. There is no movement
from an inward attitude to an outer expressiorhase phrases. Moses’ comment is
intended to motivate the Israelites to obey theaioAside from one mention of fearing
God, it is always connected with obedience to thefi?? Fear of the Lord does not
establish one’s relationship nor refer to a persmationship with God that then
provides the basis for one’s obedience.

The sages responsible for Proverbs often stregw#latical side of the fear of the
Lord. The one who fears the Lord obeys his comm@Rdss 23.17; 24.21 LXX), which
means avoiding evil (3.7; 8.13; 16.6) and livingugumight life (14.2). Those who desire
knowledge choose to fear the Lord (1.29). The saggdight the obedience aspect of the
fear of the Lord by placing it in parallelism wiarious terms for wisdom (cf. 1.7; 9.10;
15.33), which is a practical concept. Wisdom issiotply the acquiring of book
knowledge, but rather it is living in conformity tiee teaching of the sages. The sages’
instructions are even equal to the fear of YHWH{pare 13.14 with 14.27). The
postscript to Qoheleth equates fear of God andiebee to the commandment as the
single 1) duty of a human (12.13). Even if fear of the Lag@n internal attitude that is
expressed through obedience, the sages neverloegas forming the foundation of
one’s relationship with God. For these sages, ¢he ¢f the Lord refers to obedience to
the “divine will.”®*

The relationship between faith and obedience pmgoy Garlington is simply not
evident in the text. First, faith is never sai#a gift from God. It is a human action that
is generated by one’s own desire for God. Secored,Bra does not establish a linear
relationship between faith and obedience. In 2ustt (riotcvoov) is one of nine
imperatives found in vv.1-6. Nothing in these versaggests that faith precedes any of

the other commands or serves as the grounds favatiog one to be obedient. Third,

92 Amalek attacked the stragglers because “he dideaotGod” (25.18; cf. Ex 17.8—17). This is the
only occurrence of fearing God in Deuteronomy thas not have the covenantal name YHWH.

% Vvon Rad,Wisdom in Israel66, 243-45. By defining the “divine will” as theaching of the sages
(244), von Rad detects a difference between Bema&id his predecessors, since for Ben Sira thaealivi
will is found in the Torah (245).
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faith is not based on some prior divine actionheatone trusts that God will help in the
future: “Believe in him, and he will help you” (3.6Throughout chapter 2 faith in God is
forward looking (vv.8, 10, 13), and in other pla&sn Sira encourages one to trust God
because he will act on one’s behalf (11.21; cf28* Faith in God looks to what he will
do for a person not backwards to what he might foaves.

Rather than being the basis for one’s obedienee,dieGod and faith are ways of
obeying the law. One final point is worth notingpabboth of these perspectives. They
maintain that a relationship with God founded omhua obedience is inappropriate,
fundamentally wrong, and a weaker form of religiédfithout one of these inner
dispositions as the foundation of the relationspgrsonal obedience can become simply
routine or, worse, one’s perspective can slip theomindset that “salvation” is achieved
by obedience rather than through divine grace.urterlying assumption is that these
attitudes are the correct and proper human respdaseod. Ben Sira’s exhortations to
obedience, then, must be put in a linear relatignshthe attitudes that truly form the
divine-human relationship. Elevating faith or tlearf of the Lord above the other
commands, however, is an attempt—either consciarsiynconsciously—to conform
Ben Sira to a (traditional) Pauline perspectiven B@a’'s own emphasis on obedience to
the law is lost. Rather than imposing a paradignBen Sira, one must first allow him to
define his view of how the divine-human relatiomstvorks without judging its value.

In summary: Fear of the Lord and faith do not faha basis of the divine-human
relationship. Further, obedience is not the outveeqoression of these inner attitudes. The
relationship is the opposite: obedience to theitagxpressed through fearing God and

believing in him.

iv. Atonement and Sin

Whereas some have sought to distance the conndetareen obedience and

blessing by focusing on prior, internal human atlés that reveal themselves in

% On the secular level, Ben Sira encourages omaigoin his neighbour when he is poor so that when
the neighbour becomes wealthy they might rejoigetiver (22.23).
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obedience, others have sought to lessen the inmpertaf obedience by pointing to the
need for forgiveness. Human sinfulness and theilpbgsfor repentance and atonement
signal, for Gowan, that Ben Sira did not “operatéhna strictly merit-based theology™
Sanders argues that atonement points away fromuiman agent and to the divine. It is
ultimately not the human’s imperfect obedience tiratgs life but God’s undeserving
mercy, which is offered despite the human’s sim Bea is acutely aware of the moral
shortcomings of humanity (8.5; 19.16). Unlike thed®e forsake God’s law (41.8), the
occasional sinner is not hopelessly condemnedffersan excruciating death or to come
under the curses of God. Avoidance of sin is ideat, when one sins, atonement and
forgiveness are available. The possibility for feegmess suggests, then, that the divine-
human relationship is founded on God’s mercy wisativen in spite of the human’s sin.
Ultimately, life and blessing are acquired not &y lobservance, but by God’s grace.

Certainly, there is an appeal to God to have mdargjve, and forget the sinner’s
transgressions, but the basis on which God adtssrmanner is not his limitless mercy,
but the human’s return to the Torah. The solutemtperfection and sin is not an appeal
for mercy, but obedience to the commandments. Reifig acts of atonement indicates
to God that the human’s desire is to be faithfuht® commandments, and because one
has obeyed, God is willing to forgive past transgiens. God forgives because the
human obeys. Atonement, for Ben Sira, is an acbeflience to the Torah.

Traditional methods of atonement, such as repeatéit25) and praying for
forgiveness (21.1; cf. 28.2), are encouraged. Bens&esses also almsgiving (3.30;
7.10; 12.3; 29.1; 35.4) and honouring one’s par€h& 14-15a). Ben Sira’s view of the
sacrificial system is disputéd Biichler argued that Ben Sira does not specifically

mention the sin or guilt offerings, and he ofteh@nts one to pray rather than sacrifice

% Gowan, “Wisdom,” 238. For an overview of Ben Sirioughts on repentance and forgiveness, see
Murphy, “Sin, Repentance, and Forgiveness,” 265—69.

% Boccaccini comments: “The idea that a person’stsiean somehow compensate for inevitable
transgressions in the eyes of God is stated hetbddirst time in the history of Jewish thought.. [T]he
‘righteous’ person is the person whose inevitaldaggressions are compensated for by a multitudead
deeds” Middle Judaism11718).

97 See PerduaVisdom and Cult188—211.
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(cf. 7.8-10; 21.1; 28.2¥ Buichler assumes that because prayer brings foregsseBen
Sira does not think the person should also saerifitiis assumption must be questioned
since Ben Sira encourages other means of atoneatoangf with prayer. Prayer does not
cancel the need to forgive one’s neighbour (2&8&94l it does not stand in opposition to
almsgiving or honouring one’s parents, which aeettto means of atonement most often
mentioned by Ben Sira. Ben Sira advocates severtiiods of atonement that neither
compete with nor cancel out one another. Ben $8@denounces those who abuse the
sacrificial system by assuming that God will forgthem if they give abundantly (7.8-9;
34.21-24; 35.15). Attacking this view would notrexessary if he thought the sacrificial
system was irrelevant.Biichler's argument is simply biased against tueificial

system.

In his statements on almsgiving and honouring opatents, Ben Sira describes the
one who does these acts as observing the law. Bgrpeng these atoning acts, one is
not appealing solely to God’s mercy as the soufdergiveness. By doing these atoning
acts, one fulfils the commandments, so that obedieancels disobedience. The two
statements about honouring one’s parents (3.3,3&)-fbrm an inclusio around an

exposition on the fifth commandment (3.1-16):

The one who honours his father atoriés\goketal) for sin. (v.3)

Kindness fp=) to a father will not be forgotten, and it will fiemly planted in place
of sins. In your day of distress, it will be remesndd for you. (vv.14-15

Throughout the passage, Ben Sira interprets theaspects of the fifth commandment:
the command to honour parents and the reward @mnige) of long life in the land that
results from obedience (Ex 20.12; Deut 5.8He explains that the command takes

different forms: honour (vv.3, 8), respect (v.@rasce (v.7), help (v.12a), and patience

% Buichler, “Ben Sira’s Conception of Sin and Atonexiel4: 57-58 (on prayer and sacrifice); 61—
83; esp. 61, 66, 74—75 (on the sin and guilt affgs); cf. Sander®aul and Palestinian JudaisrB39;
Crenshaw, “Restraint of Reason,” 217.

9 Cf. SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr839.

10593 (ms A, C) igthenuoatvn. “Forgotten” fswn/émianodroetal) follows Hebrew ms C and Greek;
ms A hasimn. The modifier “distress” comes from ms A and Greek

191 Deuteronomy does divide the reward into two aspexrblonged life and a good life in the land.
This development may provide the scriptural impdétusBen Sira’s interpretation of the fifth
commandment.
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(v.13) are positive expressions of the commandlendiorifying one’s self at the expense
of a parent (vv.10-11) and grieving (v.12b) or &kiag (v.16) one’s parents evidence
one’s failure to obey. The reward for obediengeysin one’s own children (v.5a), one’s
prayers being heard by God (v.5b), and a fathde'ssing which provides security
(vv.8b—9a). Ben Sira generalises the reward ofiifine land to simply “long life” (v.6).
Disobedience brings the opposite consequencegahiity (v.9b), lack of glory (vv.10,
11b), and the curse of the Lord (v.16). The rew&odpunishments) are the outcome of
one’s obedience (or disobedience) to the commantdmen

The two comments on obedience to the fifth commadmesulting in atonement
follow this same pattern (vv.3, 14-15a). Atonenfendisobedience is given to someone
who honours his or her parents. Obedience to théiimgs forgivenes&?“The day of
distress” in v.15 could refer to any point of tréejdout more likely Ben Sira is thinking
about a point of divine judgment when God call®espn to account for his or her
actions. Obedience to the law is remembered by&ddunctions as atonement in place
of one’s transgressions when God judges. The dlffadause in v.14b also supports the
idea that one’s obedience counts in place of asia’'sThe NRSV renders v.14b as “will
be credited®{pooaroikodoundnoetat) to you against your sins.” Sanders rightly criies
this translation of the rare verb, which is unsupgb by the HebreW’® Nevertheless, he
too quickly dismisses the idea that one’s obediest@eds in place of one’s disobedience.
Verse 14b sets one’s obedience directly againss @ives. Moreover, this clause comes
between two positive statements about God rementpene’s obedience (vv.14a, 15a).
The implication is that obedience is remembereteats of disobedience.

Ben Sira contributes to the growing tradition talhsgiving is an atoning act of

righteousness done in obedience to the'fdwhe first mention of alms or charity

192 This point is stressed by Box/Oesterley, “Sirach324—25; cf. Oesterlefcclesiasticus19;
BoccacciniMiddle Judaism116.

193 sandersPaul and Palestinian JudaisrB38n.24. Sanders, as well as most commentatiiews
ms A grmn xn nxen amm [the margin haswean for vrn]). Box/Oesterley translate, “And as a substitute fo
sins it shall be firmly planted” (“Sirach,” 1.32fallowing the margin). Cf. Schechter/Tayla¥isdom of
Ben Sira xv: “But it shall be planted instead of sin.”

104 Almsgiving and atonement appear together in th& ok Prov 15.27 (cf. 16.6) and Dan 4.27 (MT
24). Ben Sira’s comments echo similar ones founBoibit (third or second century BC); see 4.10; 42;8
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appears in his interpretation of the fifth commaedin3.14). One means of fulfilling the
commandment is by being charitable to one’s fativarch brings forgiveness of sin.

This concept is developed further in 29.1-20, wiBse Sira offers advice on loaning
money. Providing monetary assistance to a neighiscumeans of keeping the
commandments (v.1). One’s willingness to lend moheyvever, should not be limited
only to those who can repay. Alms should be givéhaut hesitancy to those in need
(v.8), and one should “help the poor for the comdmaent’s sake” (v.9; cf. Deut 15.7—
11). Providing alms is like storing up a treasurd & accomplished in accordance with
the commandments (Sir 29.11-12a; cf. Tobit 4.9-B0)ther, almsgiving provides a
means of security against disaster (Sir 29.12-13;23; 40.17, 24). A helpful analogy is
Tobit 14.10-11. Tobit explains to his children th&ikar escaped death because he gave
alms, while Nadab was imprisoned for his evil walddensgiving is also stated as a means
of fulfilling the commandments in Sirach 35.4, wihigppears in a section on the
sacrifices (vv.1-12). In the first paragraph, Béma Sutlines various actions that function
like sacrifices (vv.1-5). Almsgiving is equal tdering a “thank offering.”

Elsewhere almsgiving is said to count in one’s tavagainst one’s sin: “Water
extinguishes a flaming fire, so almsgiving atonesr{é.Adoetar) for sin” (3.30)1%
Almsgiving functions like obedience to one’s pasead sacrifices since all accomplish
the same task, namely, atonement. Almsgiving 3 @entioned in 17.22, where Ben
Sira says it is valuable before God. The juxtapmsiof this statement with divine
knowledge of human sin in the previous verse (va@ the divine judgment of humans
in the next two verses suggests that alms couater's sin before Got® When God
judges one’s works, he takes account of one’sisane’s almsgiving and repentance
(v.24) and rewards or punishes in accordance.

Both honouring one’s parents and almsgiving arel@nee to the commandments

and means of atonement. Ben Sira is an early vatteethe idea that one’s obedience to

14.10-11. Of the books in the LXX, only Tobit mems almsgiving more than Sirach (FitzmyEobit,
103).

195 Cf. Tobit 12.9: “For almsgiving delivers from dieaand it will cleanse all sin.”

1%yverse 21 is a later addition.
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the law, particularly through almsgiving, brings@@ment. One must be careful,
however, to neither over-interpret nor under-intetfBen Sira’s claim. One over-
interprets the statements when it is claimed tmatlewish person lived in fear that he or
she might not amass enough good works to overcoms sinful deeds. For Ben Sira
God does not count one’s deeds so that life (eaz@ful death) hangs in the balance.
Rather, God judges the totality of one’s life: the person live according to the law,
which includes making atonement when one failsZz@thnder-interpret the statements
by avoiding the straightforward equation betweeaddence to the law and atonem#&fit.
Appeals are made to divine mercy as the meantmuating for human sin, or some
point out that Ben Sira expects a person to refjiithile sin affects one’s standing
before God and the possibility of life or deathnB&ra maintains that sin and the
possibility of atonement do not alter the patteirthe divine-human relationship. Law
observance ultimately determines whether one ergdysssed life or dies a miserable
death. Mercy is not the sole cause of forgivenasd,repentance does not replace other
acts of atonement. Sin is accounted for by humaudliebce to the law. The means to life

remains the same, namely, obedience to the law.

V. Summary

This section has analysed the first charactemdttbe two-ways paradigm: the
connection between life and law observance. The talife” is given to Israel (17.11,;
45.5) and before each individual God sets “life drdth” (15.17). Against Sanders’
claim that obedience to the commandments is subséto the establishment of the
covenant, it was argued that God enters into ar@val relationship as a response to the
person’s obedience. Moreover, Sanders misundersth@ogrimary conceptual
background for the relationship between obediencdife. This context is the Creator-
creation relationship. According to Ben Sira’s dggon, this relationship revolves

around God giving commandments and creatures, whatigels, the sun, or humans,

197 Moore reduces Tobit 12.9 to a “proverb,” whictiralitely escapes the implications of Tobit's
statementTobit, 270).
198 gnaith Ecclesasticus20-21; Sander®aul and Palestinian JudaisrB34; 421.
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obeying those commandments. Obedience to the coodments sits at the centre of the
relationship since the human task is to keep th@iile some have attempted to
circumvent the centrality of obedience by highliggteither “internal” attitudes or God'’s
merciful forgiveness, both of these were seen toadly be expressions of law
observance. Ben Sira defines everything aboutitneedhuman relationship in terms of
obedience to the commandments. All one must dodardo acquire life and blessing

from God is observe the commandments.

B. The Human Ability to Obey

The second key aspect of Ben Sira’s conceptiohetlivine-human relationship
follows naturally from the link made between lifeddlaw observance. Ben Sira maintains
that humans are morally capable of obeying the cantments. In 15.34.7 he uses the
combination ofz» andysr to make this point. Humans are created morallyragand
they are capable of choosing between life and d@atfi) and of keeping the
commandments if they desire (v.15). With the knalgks of the law, the human can
decide based on his or her own will power whetbdake the path leading to life or the
one unto death. Nothing prevents the individuatfrabeying except his or her own
deliberate refusal to obey. The optimistic porttafdhuman ability is also found in 17.1—
14. Ben Sira claims that God himself gave knowledgel this divine act makes humans
culpable for their actions. The underlying assumpts that because the individual is
responsible for the outcome he or she must be tapébontrolling that outcome. For
Ben Sira the divine act of giving the law impliésit the recipient is capable of keeping it.
Life and blessing can be attained through obedieecause the knowledge of what is
necessary to acquire life is clearly known.

In contrast to what will be noted about thedayotand Paul, Ben Sira does not think
the human needs God’s assistance to obey thenaact, Ben Sira claims the precise
opposite: Not only is divine assistance not nee@exd actually withdraws his presence
from the scene. After setting the human beforeattexnative paths of life and death, God

leaves the individual to his or her own will (15)1&od himself does not interfere in the
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human’s autonomous choice. Whereas the opponegqusdthat God determined human
action, Ben Sira claims that God is not respondii¢he disobedience of any individual
because God is not actively working in the huméfés He is a passive observer (vv.18—
20). The act of obedience is an independent, secgrstep. Only because God is
removed (temporarily) from the scene can the hub@aheld responsible for his or her
transgression. This divine decision to separate fitte human creates the possibility for
the human to obey. God'’s holiness is protectednamoan obedience is made important.
Many of Ben Sira’s statements simply presume tigastudents are capable of
obeying his instructions. 15.14-20 and 17.1-14eaoeptions since in these passages
Ben Sira actually attempts to justify this assumptiDespite the lack of formal argument
for this view, one can detect its influence elsenehParticularly relevant here are several
passages in which Ben Sira personifies Wisdom absGment (4.11-20; 6.18-37,;
14.20-15.10). In these poems, Ben Sira persoriifiesglom” as a beautiful female who
should be pursued with all one’s energy. Two imguairpoints run throughout each
poem. First, each poem describes humans succgdsfelbing the law apart from divine
assistance. Second, Wisdom, as God'’s agent amdetimator of his presence, avails her
benefits only to those who have endured her tridiss second point further supports the

argument that life and blessing are attained thialgedience.

i Wisdom as the Result of Endurance

In 4.11-19 Ben Sira explains the blessings recenyetthose who pursue and acquire
wisdom. The passage opens with some general olisavabout the one who desires
Wisdom. He or she sits under Wisdom'’s tutelagerees early looking for her (vv.11—
12). Once one finds wisdom, he should never lgvdiB). One willingly serves and
obeys her (vv.14-15), and as a result will enjayldenefits, which include “glory”

(v.13), security, and the ability to “judge theinas ux/éovn]” (v.15).1%° In these

instructions, Ben Sira makes blessing contingerglmedience. One must remain faithful

19 The Hebrew could be interpreted as “judge witlthtfu For a defence of the Greek translation as
the correct translation of the Hebrew, see Skehdréla, Wisdom of Ben Siral 72; and Garlington,
‘Obedience of Faith’27.



73

to Wisdom by being obedient (v.16), and the reisudil the wonderful treasures that
Wisdom has to offer.
In vv.17-19 Ben Sira goes on to describe the tgstite must endure in order to

acquire Wisdont®

For | will go with him, making myself strangesf],*** and | will test him with

temptations. | will bring fear and timidity on hirand | will torture him with my
discipline freLdele] until his heart is filled with mé | will turn and lead him, and |
will reveal to him my secrets. If he wanders awawyill forsake him, and will deliver
him over to the destroyers.

The idea of the Lord’s people being tested is mue, but the method employed by
Wisdom differs remarkably from the Lord*8® When he tested his people in the
wilderness, he continued to meet their needs (efitB.2—-3), and no trickery was
involved. Wisdom, by contrast, tests her pursuecdnycealing her identity from him.
While the verlno: can simply mean that one’s appearance is chamggthsothers are
unable to identity the person (Job 2.12; Lam 4rBdther instances it describes one who
alters his or her appearance in order to deceiveesne. Rebekah covered Jacob in
animal skin in order to mislead Isaac (Gen 27.38yilarly, Jeroboam’s wife tried to
trick Ahijah by disguising herself (1 Kings 14.5-6) light of the testing imagery, Ben
Sira probably intends the latter meanigWisdom hides her presence from her disciple
in order that she might entice him to abandon Tiee. nominal form of this word-) is
the name given by the ancient sages to the Fodlisiman, who seeks to trap the simple
(Prov 2.16; 5.20; 6.24; 7.5). By using this roo¢nBSira may be suggesting that Lady
Wisdom appears to her pursuer as the Foolish Womarder to test him. The sentence
“I will torture him with my discipline” (Sir 4.17dlkely means that Wisdom, acting as

the Foolish Woman, continuously presents her punsith opportunities and reasons to

10 The text of vv.17-19 is complicated. The transfattombines parts of the Greek and Hebrew texts
based on the reconstruction of Skehan/Di L&N&sdom of Ben Sirdl70. The Hebrew uses first person
throughout while the Greek has third person.

M1 453 becomesieotpappévag (“perverse paths”) in the Greek.

12 The Greek reads: “until she believes in him.”

113 Contra Calduch-Benages, “Trial Motif,” 142.

14 calduch-Benages underestimates the significantieeoferb=: when he states, “Wisdom
transforms herself in a veiled, but very near presdhat takes care of the disciple” (“Trial Mdtit42).
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disobey. The stringent commands of Wisdom appeatdmsome and unnecessary in
light of the pleasures offered by the Foolish Woman

The testing motif highlights the crucial role ofemldence, and this is confirmed by
the contrast between the two individuals in vv.18-Qnly those who remain obedient
receive Wisdom’s benefits. Those who are led adiyayisdom'’s trickery are cast
aside'® Wisdom'’s relationship with any individual revolvasund that person’s
obedience. This pattern of interaction suggeststh@adivine-human relationship is
similar, for Wisdom is God’s representative agent.

Along with this idea of blessing being acquiredtigh obedience, one should also
note that Wisdom’s assistance is not required dieiofor one to obey her demands. The
entire poem functions as an implied exhortationl, ihassumes that the exhortation can
be fulfilled. Ben Sira, in fact, is so confidentan individual’s ability to obey that he even
describes Wisdom as working against the human. d¥issipresence at the beginning is
no benefit to the human and may actually have advaifects. When Wisdom finally
reveals herself to the obedient, she comes witkslyigs and not to assist the human to
obey. Implied throughout the poem is that the hugsmbe obedient apart from God and
even in spite of Wisdom'’s trials.

The lengthy poem in 6.18-37 details how one chotdissipline” (maLéete) in order
to acquire wisdom (v.18). Ben Sira uses two imaggsculture and hunting
(imprisonment in the Greek), to convey how oneiagtdiscipline. These images
emphasise the trial and labour required to becaseptined and acquire wisdom. The
poem teaches that Wisdom comes only through candiseipline, and this includes
careful reflection on and observance of the Tdth.

Like a farmer labouring in the field, one must eamd become disciplined in order to
reap the benefits of Wisdom (vv.19-22). The efput forth is minimal compared to the

benefits given by Wisdom (cf. 51.27). This is otlig path for those who accept

15 Dj Lella comments, “[I]f one refuses disciplinadchastisement and the pain of trial (v 17a-d),
one will never achieve genuine Wisdom (in the Hel]rsense of the word) but will be left devoid ofya
real sense of meaning in life (v 19)” (Skehan/Dild,éWVisdom of Ben Siydl 73).

16 cf. Di Lella, “Meaning of Wisdom,” 140-41.
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discipline. Like a farmer who removes a rock from field, those who reject discipline
cast aside Wisdom (6.20-21). Unlike the farmer, éav, who removes the rock in order
to cultivate the field, the undisciplined cast awlag item that they need the most. In the
mind of the foolish, undisciplined person, the mmref Wisdom'’s discipline outweighs
the benefits she makes available to those who toll.

The second stanza employs the image of huntinggoribe one’s desire to capture
Wisdom (vv.23-31). Ben Sira exhorts his studen{dace themselves in Wisdom’s net
and become her prey (vv.24-2%) The image conveys the sense that Wisdom’s ways
appear as a trap for those who desire her diseiplihe image frightens the weak-hearted
and assures that only those who truly desire Wisddhpursue her. This idea is even
stronger in the Greek, which uses the image ofisopment. The human must give up
all his or her privileges to Wisdom. One becomks & prisoner, taken captive by a
foreign ruler. The subjection, however, is volugtand for the time being difficult.
Verses 26—-28 mix into the hunting image themescstsal with the Love Story
(Liebesgeschichjé'® The human is portrayed as a suitor pursuing Hisved (vv.26—

27). Once he has hold of her, he must not let ge.Aunter has captured his prey, and
now, like a new bride, Wisdom gives herself to suator. “For at last you will find her
rest, and she will turn into delight for you” (v)28Visdom now becomes a delight to her
capturers, and the fetters, which seemed like hps@a24), now provide protection
(vv.29-30). Just as hunting for animals requirdgsepae and discipline and the pursuit of
love takes endurance, one’s attempt to capture ditisegquires the same.

In the final stanza (vv.32-37), the pursuit of gne is connected with Torah
observancé!® Students should attach themselves to wise mendigigourse about the

Torah (cf. 9.15; 37.12). Presumably, Ben Sira hasind teachers like himself (33.16—

17 skehan/Di Lella suggest that the hunting imagéeraates between Wisdom and humans. At first
Wisdom is the hunter (vv.24-25), and then the inagiéches so that humans become the hunter (vv.26—
27). At the final stage, Wisdom becomes the huageiin (vv.28—-31)Wisdom of Ben Sita 94). While
Wisdom is portrayed as the hunter with a net, Biem iistructs his students to place themselvesinvitie
net. The focus is not on Wisdom actively pursuingey but the human doing everything possible tkena
sure he is captured.

18 Argall, 1 Enoch and Siragh61-62. Argall, however, does not connect theimages together.

119 BoccacciniMiddle Judaism94.
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18) who discuss not only the interpretation ofdheient Scriptures but, more
importantly, how one obeys the commandments. Helades this section by
commanding his students to devote themselves tddheh: “Consider diligently in the
fear of the Most High and in his commandments arditate continually. Then he will
inform your heart and will give you wisdom as yaesite” (6.37)**° The ultimate and
most important means for acquiring Wisdom is thiotigrah observance. This verse
indicates clearly the conditional relationship bedw law observance and blessing. God
acknowledges the obedience of the human by gidnbg human what he or she desired.

As with 4.11-20, this poem teaches that the oneddsres wisdom must embrace
hard work and endure a period during which Wisdonesefits are not evident. Ben
Sira’s focus throughout the poem is on the humamtagctively pursuing life and
wisdom. The metaphors used highlight the diffigulitivolved in acquiring wisdom, and
they all emphasise the active pursuit requirechieyiiuman. Obedience is the means to
attaining wisdom, which is then given by God. Wisd® presence is, therefore, a
blessing attained through obedience. This indicdi@sWisdom’s assistance is not
needed in order to obey the commandments. The@ ssiggestion that the human will
fail because of some moral incapacity or hindrénm@ an external being. The human
possesses the power to obey and endure the diffiatils that lead to wisdom.

In the third poem, Ben Sira again mixes the imagjdsinting and love to explain the
human pursuit of wisdom (14.20-15.10). He firstadies the one who desires Wisdom.
He pursues her like a hunter and sets traps fofl4e22), and he camps near her place of
residence (vv.23-27). The person progressively molaser to Wisdom until he resides
under her protection and is able to avoid the hiasun. Finally, the person dwells inside
Wisdom’s own home. Wisdom, for her part, “comeeg l&kmother to him and like a
young bride, she welcomes him” (15.2). She satiskigh “bread of understanding” and

“water of wisdom” (v.3). She provides support andlts the one who relies on her

120 The Greek reads slightly different: “Ponder thdioancesfpootdypaoiy] of the Lord and study
always his commandments.” Skehan/Di Lella follow treek {Wisdom of Ben Siyd 96).
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(vv.4-5) and rewards her pursuer with the greatesll rewards, “an everlasting name”
(v.6).

Contrary to Boccaccini, this poem does not descabsontemporary and
simultaneous movement” of Wisdom and her pursugatd one anothér! Rather, it
describes a sequential process in which a lovimestafter his beloved until he has won
her over. Much like the lover of the Song of Sortgs,one who desires Wisdom pursuers
her. Similar to the beloved of the Song, Wisdonenees her suitor and imparts joy and
provision to him. Wisdom must be sought first befehe gives her benefits. The only
way to Wisdom is through obedience to the law, \AAsdom herself is the reward for
those who keep the commandments.

The crucial point for understanding the poem coatdke very centre: “For the one
who fears the Lord will do thisir), and the one who grasps the Torah will come td he
(15.1). The referent o is not clear. It could point back to what has bdescribed in
14.20-27. Alternatively, it could refer to the nére about Torah observance (15.1b).
Either way, Ben Sira’s poem about the pursuit afdem culminates in obedience to the
Torah. As Webster points out, the erotic imageh@se verses elicit emotions that are
then directed toward the Toraff.Again, this poem contains an implicit exhortatton
pursue wisdom with all one’s focus since this sway to life and blessing. Ben Sira
also assumes that the human can obey the lawfaparGod’s intervention. Wisdom
arrives on the scene only after the human has ssftdly obeyed.

These three poems are linked both in terminologliarthought. Each portrays the
human pursuit for wisdom and blessing through adrezk. As with his statements
elsewhere, Ben Sira describes blessing as contingen obedience. Contrary to the
claims of Sanders, Garlington, and others, lifieasfreely given through the covenant.
Rather, it is attained through persistent obedi¢od&isdom’s demands.

Each poem also relates how the human is capatllesying apart from divine

assistance. In each section, Wisdom'’s assistamoesonly after the human has endured

121 BoccacciniMiddle Judaism87.
122\Webster, “Sophia,” 71-72.
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her tests and faithfully pursued her. The lackiving assistance does not indicate that
Ben Sira’s understanding of the divine-human reteghip is legalistic in the pejorative
sense. Yet, there is, contrary to Garlington’smalaa “notion of unaided self-
achievement” portrayed in these passages and dffidiise idea of “unaided self-
achievement” does not have to be understood irgative Pauline/Reformation sense,
however. The unassisted obedience of the humanraessult in boasting before
God**but it is nonetheless the case that Ben Sira shiim& human can obey apart from
divine intervention®® This indeed is fundamental to his theoldgfy.

This separation between God and Wisdom and the ihisraucial for Ben Sira for
two reasons. First, it protects the human agentsreomy. God does not influence the
human in his or her decision whether to chooseolifdeath. The alternative view’s claim
that God dictates human action, therefore, is tefeSecond, it keeps the focus on the
human agent. Whereas Ben Sira’s opponents sedkiioae the human agent, he

establishes the primacy of the human agent by agghiat God removes himself.

ii. Freedom and Providence

Despite his claim that humans are free to deteritimeie own destinies, one should
not conclude that Ben Sira views God as anxiousdkihg at humans wondering what
they will do next. Nor should one conclude that ®ag simply left creation to run itself
and he has no interest in what humans do. Thighegposition taken by Ben Sira’s
opponents (16.17, 20-22), and he strongly rejéchs Ben Sira’s view, God remains the
sovereign Creator. Nothing is hidden from God'$6(d5.18-19; 17.15, 19-20; 23.19)
since his knowledge extends from before creati@hcamtinues unabated (23.20). God’s

sovereign hand is visibly seen in the ruling goweents (10.4-5; cf. Prov 21.1), and, as

123 Garlington,'Obedience of Faith’30.

124 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr845.

125 Gowan, “Wisdom,” 221; Martyn, “Epilogue,” 176. Théea of divine assistance is added by later
scribes. In the Lucian recension (Gll) and ms @7221 is added: “But the Lord, being gracious and
knowing their form, neither abandoned them nordoksfrom sparing them.”

1262422 (“those who work with mé] &uoi] will not sin”) does not contradict this conclusjcsince
the argument here is not that there is no elenfedivime assistance, but rather that there is & tivhen
God offers no aid.
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will be discussed below, at some point he will je@dgach individual for his or her sins.
God himself distinguished between the days whetidatared some holy and some
common and between humans when he blessed sonterged others (36/33.7-15). In
this text is the teaching about the duality ofwweld. “All the works of the Most High,”
Ben Sira claims, “come in pairs, one the oppoditl@ other” (v.15; cf. 42.24¥" Ben
Sira’s belief in the ultimate sovereignty of Godirsthe view of many scholars, difficult
to reconcile with his claims about human freeddns possible that Ben Sira was simply
confused or, as some scholars contend, gave diffareswers to different problems as
the situation necessitated without realising thatanswers were contradictdfy.Such a
conclusion, however, denies to Ben Sira the aluitpe a complex thinker as well as
overlooks the traditional nature of Ben Sira’s wial°

The traditional nature of Ben Sira’s statementsighoot be missed. One is hard
pressed to find any Jewish source of the Secondleeperiod that denies to God
knowledge of future events or that declines to hiimate control over the world. While
some authors, however, did deny human freedoni@% 3—4), the wisdom tradition did
not view God'’s sovereignty as impinging on humaeflom. Prior sages taught that God
not only sees the actions of both the evil andgited (Prov 15.3), but also that he created
everything, including “the wicked for the day obtible” (16.4). This specific divine
action, however, does not mean that God creatpeafs group of people designated as
“the wicked.” Rather, the wicked are those who hlawen arrogant (v.5), prideful, and
generally reject wisdom. The sages behind Prov&bso conflict between claiming that
God determines the lot (v.33), directs the king 121or provides “the answer of the
tongue” (16.1) and the exhortation “to watch oveuth and tongue is to keep one’s soul
from distresses” (21.23). Fundamental to the sajalenorldview is the possibility for

humans to act according to their own will and tesuanption that God remains in control

127 5ee Winter, “Teaching of the ‘Two Ways'’;” Wischneey“Gut und Bose.”

128 50 Maier Freier Wille, 98-115; Collins,Jewish Wisdon83.

129 Ben Sira’s views on freedom and providence arengfiaralleled with Stoic thought, and there
remains a divide among scholars regarding the erfedtoic influence on him. See Winston, “Theodicy
Ben Sira and Stoic Philosophy;” Wicke-Reu@iittliche Providenz und menschliche Verantwortung
idem, “Ben Sira und die Frihe Stoa;” Mattila, “B8ima and the Stoics.”
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of the world. The ordered nature of creation is whaeals God’s control, and the goal of
wisdom instruction is to teach a person how to oelo@e’s life with this order. This
background provides the context within which Bera$iinks about the relationship
between God’s providence and human free will.

Ben Sira’s teaching on the duality of creation stidne read within this context (Sir
36/33.7-15). The passage affirms that God can nmureiduals as he pleases (v.13), but
Ben Sira’s general view is that God does not ieterfvith individual decisionS? The
passage is not a blanket statement of divine detatimn of every human being or
activity. Ben Sira rather relates the general tesrthat God remains in control of his
creation. The principle of opposites (v.14) teetifto the order of creation and should not
be taken as a statement that God created two dpmwsups of humans whose destines
are eternally fixed®* Similarly, the potter image in v.13 indicates t@atd has ultimate
control over creation, but, as in Jeremiah 18.1#id jmage is not necessarily
deterministic®*? Ben Sira’s reflections on God’s sovereignty amspnted in a specific
form that is in some ways new, but the actual aurded teaching of the passage is the
same as one finds in other sapiential passagess @&al(1z) does not ultimately
determine human destiny, but neither does humaaddm negate God’s foreknowledge
and providencé®?

To summarise: the two-ways paradigm laid out irl4517 has thus far proven to be
an accurate summary of Ben Sira’s understandinigeoflivine-human relationship. Ben
Sira correlates law observance with life so thfatdind blessing are ultimately dependent
on obedience not God’s mercy or grace. His stat&rabout life and obedience are best
understood within the framework of the Creator-tagarelationship, not Sanders’

pattern of covenantal nomism. For Ben Sira, a cantal relationship with God is itself a

130Dj Lella suggests that Ben Sira’s language in 33nhy allude to key events in Israel’s history
when the Lord intervened on behalf of his people(@n/Di LellawWisdom of Ben Sirat00-01; cf.
PerdueWisdom and Creatiqr274). The language, though, is too vague foptieeise identifications he
makes.

131 sauer remarks that the polarity is “eine einfaEbststellung der Tatsachedegus Sirach233—
34).

132 Contra Collins,Jewish Wisdop83; von RadWisdom in Isragl266—68.

133 Aitken, “Divine Will,” 297-98.
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blessing given by God in response to obedienceadorah. Ben Sira has also claimed
either explicitly or implicitly in several passagbsit humans can obey the Torah. The
three passages in 4.11-20, 6.18-37, and 14.20—@&vHop the theme of the human
pursuit for wisdom. One aspect that connects thassages is the description of humans
obeying without Wisdom’s assistance and even itesgiWisdom’s trickery. For Ben
Sira the human simply has no need for God to ietewo correct some inherent problem
or to enable one to obey.

While Ben Sira sought to distance the human frord,e does not eliminate God
entirely from the scene. The next section looKsoat Ben Sira describes the judgment of
God. The act of judgment is, for Ben Sira, God’'ssimmportant act, since in this act God
re-enters the drama and gives blessings or cuesesilsolely on what each individual has

done.

C. Judgment as the Re-Action of God

Although God’s initial act of giving the law estafles the basic structures of the
divine-human relationship, the final act of God dioates Ben Sira’s thinking about God.
The giving of the law sets in motion a chain ofregan which the human must choose to
either obey or disobey and the outcome of the hisraatision determines how God will
respond. The judgment is God’s second major aae He re-enters the scene in order to
judge the individual based on his or her de€ds.

Ben Sira’s view of judgment is forged out of hidbdee with his opponents. If God
decides to judge, the other positions think thaythave nothing to worry about because
God's default position toward humans is mercy. “Hisrcy is great” is their rallying call
(5.6). Mercy assures them that forgiveness is albkglfor all their sins. They focus on
God and his attributes as the key to understarftimgGod will judge humans. Against

this view, however, Ben Sira claims that God’s ngeand wrath are equally balanced.

134 Because Ben Sira has no notion of an eternaplifteath, the judgment he speaks about should not
be confused with the Final Judgment anticipatesbime other Jewish and Christian sources. God'’s
judgment, according to Ben Sira, typically takescplin one’s lifetime, although it might be delaysil
after one’s death. In this latter case, it is dateed by how one’s name is remembered (41.11-1%]3a,
“Wisdom, Theodicy, Death,” 270-73).
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God has no default position toward humanity. Rathan focusing on God’s character at
the judgment, Ben Sira makes judgment revolve afdlie human agent. God’s decision
whether to bless or punish is a re-action to whethe individual obeyed or disobeyed.
As with all of Ben Sira’s thought, the focus evdrhis view of the divine act of judgment
is on the human agent.

Ben Sira’s understanding of the method by which {sddes can be summarised:
God evaluates a person’s deeds and rewards orhgsrissed solely on what a person
has done. God'’s default position is neither memmywrath, since whether he shows

mercy or wrath is determined entirely by an indiatls obedience.

I. Patience and Mercy

Whereas the other views hold that the delay intnation is evidence that God is
uninterested in what human do, Ben Sira arguestieadelay shows God to be patiéft.
Following the lead of his scriptures, he says @®adl is “slow to anger” (5.4b). The
terminology comes from the often-repeated creedddust in Exodus 34.6. Moses has
requested to see God'’s glory, and from his postiemnd the rock, he hears the claim
that God is merciful, slow to anger, forgiving lstitl one who punishes sin. Ben Sira
fully embraces the idea that God is patient aralaadltime for a person to repent of his or
her sins (17.15-29). God'’s patience is for the beakhumanity (18.11-12).

God’s patience should not be understood as nooradiirst, history proves that God
calls people to account for their actions. Ben &r@lls God’s judgment of Sodom, the
removal of the Canaanites from the Promised Land tlae punishment of the wilderness

generation (16.6—-10). History also provides exasipfehose who trusted in God and

135 This topic is typically approached in terms of thevelopment of the wisdom tradition. According
to Collins, Job and Ecclesiastes maintain thasttitering of the righteous and the success of ticked
causes a significant problem for divine judgmerm@nBira, therefore, attempts to maintain the gossioé
God in spite of these developments in the wisdadiition Jewish Wisdoml3-14). Von Rad claims that
Ben Sira simply ignores the arguments of thesersthges\(Visdom in Isragl238). Burkes thinks God’s
apparent lack of concern regarding suffering waauwse of “anxiety” for Ben Sird3od, Self, and Death
91). He reinterpreted certain features of divirgigjment to account for the issue, and he neitheessgs to
the simplistic view of Proverbs nor accepts thatmosof Job or Qoheleth (90-98). While this isssie
important for one’s understanding of how Israelisdem tradition developed, it extends beyond the
discussion here.
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were not disappointed (2.10). Second, the delgiyydgment supports Ben Sira’s non-
eschatological understanding of reward and punisiinfiée moment of death serves as
the final and most important point at which Gode&¢ his view of a person’s actions.
The person who suffers greatly or dies young iadpeunished by God. God rewards the
obedient with a peaceful death. Ben Sira, therefgaens his readers not to rely on
current perspectives since the truth about a pexsibbe revealed at his or her death.

Ben Sira’s understanding about the timing of dijurdgment is not controlled by his
view of divine patience. He exhorts, “Rememberilbetion does not delay” (7.16b). In
5.7 he claims, “For suddenly [God] will go forthrsing.” Even the rich should not trust
in their money since death can come at any pohtl8-19; cf. 9.12) or worse they lose
their wealth to the poor (11.21). The prayer ofhibenble rises quickly to the Lord, and
like a warrior, he will not delay or be patient whexecuting judgment (35.21-22§.An
example of this is when God delivered Israel frossyia. In response to the prayers of
the people, the Lord acted quickly by sending Is&iaprovide instructions (48.20). Both
divine redemption and judgment are found in thigle event. The delay in judgment
upon which the alternative theologies relied isthetonly pattern for how God interacts
with humans. Divine judgment can come at any moraadtwithout any warning. Ben
Sira, therefore, concludes his work with an exhaneto obedience, which serves as a
summary of the entire message of the work. Eacéopeshould continue in obedience,
and God will reward the person when he deems itoggijate (51.30). The importance of
proper timing is emphasised through the repetibibriLpdc in both halves of the
verser>’

Closely related to the idea of God as patientde #ie notion that God is merciful
(cf. 18.11)**® The alternative positions claim that if God desitejudge he will show
mercy. They unyieldingly claim, “Great is his meréie will forgive the multitude of my

sins” (5.6). They confidently rely on God’s meraydgforgiveness so that they have no

136 cf. 27.28 where Ben Sira says that vengeance lilats lion for the proud.

137 GathercoleWhere is Boasting38.

138 See Beentjes, “God’s Mercy,” for the textual pevhs surrounding the term “mercy” in the
Hebrew text.
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need to worry about the outcome of the judgment @il find in their favour because
of his mercy. They maintain that God’s default gositoward humans is mercy.

Ben Sira, by contrast, claims God has no defauditiom toward humans. If only one
“stiff-necked” v mwpn) person remained, God would not overlook this pe's
transgressions. Rather, he would punish the pdfightl). This verse clearly shows that
God's default position toward the sinner is not eyein his discussions of judgment, Ben

Sira maintains an equal balance between mercy aaithw

For mercy and wrath are from him. (5.6¢)
For mercy and wrath are with him; and he remitsfangives, but his wrath rests on

the wicked. As his mercy is great, so also is higtly He judges each according to
one’s deeds. (16.11c—fg3

Mercy and wrath stand parallel to each other arttheredominates the other. God’s
interactions with humans are controlled by neitiiemercy (grace or love) nor his
wrath.

The balance between these attributes does notmdoraver since God will
eventually judge each person. The evaluation @ragn’s deeds determines whether
God shows mercy or wrath. In 16.12-13 Ben Siragdaerath and mercy in balance,
states that God will judge according to deeds,thad explains that the sinner will not
escape and the godly will be rewarded. God’s umdeted position gives way at the
judgment of one’s deeds. It is only after the ju@girthat one receives mercy or wrath. In
17.29 Ben Sira writes, “How great is the mercyha Lord and (his) atonement to those
who turn to him.” Mercy and atonement are giverydalthose who repent of their
transgressions. Although patience is shown tatadl,given especially to those who
accept God’s discipline (18.14). The wicked faldenthe wrath of God, while the
righteous receive mercy.

Sanders is, therefore, incorrect to claim that tikart of Ben Sirach’s religion” is

“confidence in God'’s justice tempered by confidemchis mercy: pragmatic nomism

139 This translation follows the Hebrew. Skeh&vigdom of Ben Sir&270) prefers the Greek for the
second half of 16.11d (“and pours out his wratlégduse the Hebrew is too similar to 5.6d. Eithey the
meaning is the same.
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modified by the assurance of compassitii.The mercy of God does not lessen his
justice or his wrath. Similarly, Yinger is incorteghen he claims that “the divine
recompense according to deeds is superseded fpethient by mercy and
forgiveness.**! Judgment by works does not cease to operate leteriperson repents.
Repentance and subsequent obedience are acknod/legigsod so that the person is no
longer deserving of punishment. The righteous pelsoked to God’s mercy as his
reward for obedience. The justice of God assurasitiercy is given to those who
deserve it, while wrath to those who warrant itd@oes not overlook the sins of the
wise because he is merciful, but because the wose dor their sins through the various
means supplied by God. Seifrid’s conclusion aboertay in thePsalms of Solomois
applicable to Ben Sira also: mercy does not “exdediverancen spite ofjustice, but
deliveranceas justicerendered by God*** Divine mercy is the reward given to the

obedient. The interpretation put forth by Sandeis dinger is, in fact, closer to the

perspective of the alternative theologies thanda Bira.

il The Criterion of Divine Judgment

If God decided to judge humanity for their sing #iternative theologies relied on
their sacrifices to appease God’s wrath. Ben ®jects their claim: “The Most High is
not pleased with the offerings of the ungodly, because of many sacrifices does he
atone for sins” (34.23). As he explains, sacrifiaes only valid when accompanied by
obedience (35.1-12). Divine judgment is not basedre’s ability to slaughter an animal
but on one’s success in keeping the law.

Scholars agree that, in his perspective on dividgment, Ben Sira adopts the
commonly held “doctrine of retribution” as the baparadigm by which God judges
humans-* This view can be summarised: the person who oBeyks will, as expressed

particularly in the Torah, will be rewarded withf&” (security, peaceful death,

190 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr834; cf. 345.

141 yinger,Judgment42.

142 Seifrid, Justification by Faith131 (emphasis original).

1434The idea is built into the very structure of masfyben Sira’s proverbs, which describe the
consequences of one’s conduct” (Nickelsbueyyish Literature60).
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everlasting name, etc.); the one who commits endl r@jects the Torah will be punished
and experience “death” (tribulation, short life grainful death, dishonoured name,
etc)}** The concept of retribution arises from the basicqiple that God judges a person
based on one’s actions. Thus, Ben Sira writesthigatord will “reward a person
according to his ways” (11.26%° This widely held idea is particularly important 8en
Sira as he seeks to counter the alternative viewgh is probably why four of the five
instances of this statement are made in the coofdxs disputes with the other positions
(11.26; 16.12—14; 17.23}° Against the claims of the wicked (11.23-24), B&a S
reminds one that material possessions provide curiggat the time of judgment. Even if
judgment tarries until one’s death, God will exptse person’s deeds (v.26). The
righteous, therefore, should continue in their adetdways with the certainty that God
will reward them (vv.21-22) and punish the wick&@.12—14 provides the grounds on
which God condemns the previous examples listed.i5-10. God did not arbitrarily
judge in the past, for those he condemned weressnkle evaluated their actions and
rewarded them accordingly. Although God can showcget is only given to those who
deserve it. The sinner will not go unpunished assthe godly person’s obedience does
not go unnoticed. 17.24 appears in the middle of Biea's appeal for the wicked to turn
from their sins (vv.15-29). Their evil ways are hatden from God, as they think
(16.17), which means they cannot escape judgmentsPment can be avoided if they
will repent and abandon their evil ways. Giving almill replace their evil deeds before
God (17.22). The prospect of judgment accordingddks serves, then, as motivation for
repentance.

The idea of judgment by works appears regularlgidetof the debate passag&s.
Writing about the one who seeks to honour him&asf) Sira says, “The Lord will reveal

your secrets, and in the midst of the assemblwyih@verthrow you” (1.30). About the

144 Cf. Skehan/Di Lellawisdom of Ben Sira3.

15 amoSouvan dvBpedTey KaTa Tac 080U aUToU

198 The other instance is 35.24.

147 See the list of verses in Hengaélidaism and Hellenisn®.93n.238; and Skehan/Di Lelljisdom
of Ben Siralndex of subjects s.v. “Deuteronomic Theologyctdioe of retribution.”
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righteous person, he writes, “Do good to the jast] reward will be yours, if not from
him, from the Lord” (12.2}*® These two verses establish two different wayshiciv

God interacts with humans, and the deciding fastarhat each person does. The first
person exalts himself, while the second shows ges&lto someone else. The one
receives punishment, and the other is rewardeldotin cases, God evaluates one’s
actions and then renders a judgment. Ben Sira extimse who fear God to not sway but
to remain faithful. If they stumble, they couldlfahd lose their reward (2.7-8). The
possibility of reward functions in 2.7-9 as a mation for obedience. In contrast to the
righteous, God will punish the sinner because eirtlack of trust (2.12—14). The one
who does evil will have evil returned to him (7.1€8 13.1; 27.25-29; 28.1), and the one
who embraces a prostitute will be caught (9.329The one who cares for the outcast of
society will be as a son to God (4.10). The finateament of the book highlights the
importance of this theme: the human does his odtasr, and God rewards for it (51.30).
Although this is only a small sampling of the vexrsigat describe the judgment, it is clear
that the criterion of judgment is one’s deeds.

The idea of judgment by works is enhanced throhghrhage of a treasury and the
counting of good versus evil deeds. Ben Sira wdidg,not commit a sin twice since you
will not go unpunished for one” (7.8). Although tbemment could be overstated for
rhetorical effect, Ben Sira could actually thinktlone sin could be the difference
between life and death. He notes later that Godskaecount of one’s sins (28.1).
Whereas humans are supposed to keep the Toralkegepd track of when they break his
commandments. Ben Sira uses the image of a treaswaynotivation for obedience.
Giving alms is considered making a deposit in @ingl so that in the face of disaster one
will be delivered (29.12). One’s treasure is oradgdience to the commandments, and

obedience is more valuable than gold (v.11). Chaoibne’s father counts in place of

148 Translation by Skehafyisdom of Ben Si®42.

14910 some of these statements, judgment is nobated directly to God (cf. 7.1-3). Instead, Ben
Sira describes a cause and effect scheme. One coubtude that the outcome is not a form of divine
punishment, but, most likely, Ben Sira would se&l@e working behind the punishments.
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one’s sin (3.14). This image could suggest a stoanting of deeds where one’s
obedience replaces one’s sin before God and tepsdhles in one’s favour’

One should not conclude from these verses, howtharjudgment amounts to a
single deed. The singularity of sin in 7.8 consasith the multiple gifts the sinner
intends to offer as the means of repentance inBy®xplaining that God keeps track of
one’s sins (28.1), Ben Sira is pointing out thahn the human does escapes God’s
notice and that judgment will happen someday. Témsure image does not necessarily
mean that each action done by a human either botes to the chest or removes
something. The image is only used in a positivessethe obedient person contributes to
a treasury, which brings a reward. Ben Sira neags that the wicked contribute to a
treasury nor does he claim that the righteous deshroething from the treasury when
they sin. The lack of a negative application o$tinmage is significant for understanding
what it means. The image underscores the importaingleedience and encourages one to
continue being obedient. One’s status as righteouwscked does not hang in the balance
waiting for the moment of judgment. Life or deattthe result of God’s judgment, but the
individual Israelite can be certain of the outcome.

Throughout Sirach the criterion of judgment remaiassistent. One’s status as a
member of Israel does not factor into Ben Sira'daratanding of judgment. As Sanders
notes, the only criterion that matters when detemgi if a person has “salvation” is
whether one is among the wicked or the righteotsghvis determined entirely by one’s
obedience to God’s wiff?* Further, one’s mental disposition toward the laesinot
factor into the judgmerit? Ben Sira assumes that the person who loves thevithabey
it (2.16). The judgment evaluates what a personadigtdoes, not what one claims to
think or believe.

Sanders, however, is wrong when, in explaining éheionship between mercy and

justice, he describes the judgment asymmetricalg usual formulation is that God

150 Box/Oesterley comment, “The good deed is writtewnlin God’s book and therefore cannot be
blotted out” (“Sirach,” 1.325; cf. Skehan/Di LelM/isdom of Ben Sird 56).

151 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr833.

152 Contra YingerJudgment285
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punishes the wickefbr their deedswhile bestowingnercy on the righteous>® This
subtle shift alters the entire paradigm and intoeduGod'’s action into the issue. The
wicked are judged based treir actions, but for the righteous judgment is depahda
God’sactions. Regardless of the applicability of tlusriulation to other Jewish texts, it
misunderstands Ben Sira’s claim. Ben Sira viewsdiyjudgment in symmetrical terms:
both the wicked and righteous are judged accorttirdeeds. The wicked are judged and
punished because they disobey; the righteous dgeguand rewarded because they obey.
At the judgment, according to Ben Sira, God dodsraluate one’s desire or
attempt to keep the law. Nor does God count howynbaiis and goats one killed. He
looks solely at one’s obedience to the law. Thestjae asked at the judgment is, did this
person keep the law? The difference between thkediand the righteous is not an
attitude toward the law, but actual observancéeflaw. The wicked refuse to obey the
law and reject it as the means to life. The righteembrace the law, obey it fully, which
includes atoning for one’s sins, and accept ihasteans to life and God'’s favour. The

wicked are punished, while the righteous are reedrd

ii. Summary

Ben Sira’s understanding of judgment, while derifredn his scriptures, is forged
out of conflict. These other positions, in theirroways, deny that God will call humans
to account for their deeds. Their understandingadgment revolves around God’s
actions, not humanity’s. Ben Sira, however, wiv@aone of this, for it is the reality of
judgment that reveals the necessity for obediemtlee commandments. In his view of
the judgment, Ben Sira’s focus is ultimately on tluenan agent and what he or she does.
When God judges he looks at whether the human lged or disobeyed. The delay in
retribution only indicates that God is patient, &mldefault position toward humans is
not mercy. Mercy and wrath are equally balanced,valmether God shows one or the
other depends solely on whether the individualdizes/ed or disobeyed. The criterion of

judgment is one’s deeds. Within Ben Sira’s pergpeain the divine-human relationship,

153 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism20 (emphasis original).
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the judgment is not important because God doésiithecause the obedient are
vindicated and the disobedient punished. The juddgmseultimately about the human

agent.

3. Conclusion

Of Josephus’ three schools, Ben Sira providesa ebeample of the Sadducean
view. Neither Ben Sira nor the Sadducees deniedxlstence of God, but both believed
that God had empowered human beings to keep trehTord determine for themselves
their own individual destinies. This view, in these of Ben Sira, is defended against
other views, which deny the prospect of judgmergresume on God’s grace. The
problem with these views, for Ben Sira, is thatytbeeremphasise divine action. In
contrast to these views, Ben Sira argues thatitmeedhuman relationship revolves
around the human agent and whether he or she theey®rah. He adopts the two-ways
tradition (15.14-17), which he finds in Moses’ appeal to Israel (D&15-20). In this
pattern, the human is empowered to obey and Tdrabreance leads to divine blessing.
For Ben Sira, Moses’ statement indicates that thmedn’s destiny is determined by his or
her obedience to the Torah, not God’s grace.

Sanders presented Sirach as an example of covenanism. He did not deny the
emphasis placed on obedience by Ben Sira. Insésathvenantal nomism makes clear,
he contended that obedience was the response faitiiel Israelite to the prior grace of
God. This covenantal context, however, is the wrioagnework for Ben Sira’s demand
for obedience. Ben Sira understands the divine-inumlationship as a subset of the
Creator-creation relationship. Just as the lagtbiased on the creature’s obedience to
God’s commands, so the former is also. The humdisisiguished from the rest of
creation because he or she possesses freedomradidahbey God's will. By viewing the
divine-human relationship within the sphere of @reator-creation relationship and with
this claim that human’s possess freedom, Ben &mé&res his thought on the human agent

and his or her obedience.
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In his reaction to the alternative views’ overemgb@®n God, Ben Sira does not
deny that God acts. He rather depicts God as reptdithe human’s obedience or
disobedience. God is merciful, but he is equallstiviul. How he responds to the
individual is determined entirely by whether a perfias kept the Torah. The single
criterion of the judgment is indeed obedience. Ganércy is not given to any Israelite,
but only to the faithful. Sanders’ interpretatidnSarach, along with Garlington’s and
Yinger’s, turns out to ascribe to Ben Sira the wagw that he sought to disprove.

Ben Sira provides one end of the spectrum of Jeweshis offered in the Second
Temple Period. His focus on the human agent castsimrply with thédodayots

attention to divine action, as the next chaptel stibw.



CHAPTER 2

God’s Gracious Acts of Deliverance in the Hodayot

Ben Sira argued robustly that law observance isrtbans to life and blessing. The
divine-human relationship revolves around what eadlvidual does. He matches
Josephus’ claim that the Sadducees ascribe evegytthihnuman action not “fate”
(elpappévn). On the other end of the spectrum, for Josepdtaad the Essenes, who
attribute everything to “fate.” This chapter invgates theHodayotas a representative of
an Essene-like position. The hymns contained smidbcument consistently point to
God's saving acts. The human is a sinner created frerishable material, and when left
to his or her own devices, the sinner will alwaygbey. God, however, has predestined
some to salvation, and he brings the sinner frataie of condemnation to salvation. To
bring the human into the realm of salvation, Gogants his Spirit of knowledge and
holiness. Led by this Spirit, the human is enabtiegpite his continuing sinful condition,
to obey God's will. The focus throughout the hyns&od’s gracious acts of
deliverance. While the hymnist maintains that husnawist be obedient, this obedience is
based on God'’s prior and continuing acts. The pdggifor human action is created by
God himself when he delivers the human from his, fsenful creaturely condition.

After addressing some introductory issues regarthiaglodayotmaterial, this
chapter will analyse how the hymnist sets humaioaah relation to divine action.
Attention will be drawn to the pessimistic anthrtqgy and how God resolves this
problem through various means, all of which ar@eissed with the spirit. These divine
saving acts enable obedience. The hymnist devel@psar understanding of the divine-
human relationship that prioritises God’s actiomiile creating the possibility for human
action. Because the spirit works through the hutogroduce obedience, it is not an
independent, secondary act. The human is an aageet, but one led by the spirit given
by God. Throughout thelodayot,the claim is made that God works to bring about

salvation and everything that is necessary toraitai
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1. Background Issues

Research on the Dead Sea Scrolls has passed tlseugtal stages, and scholarship
now finds itself re-evaluating many of the earlgieis made about the scrolls and the
community behind them. Regarding tHedayot a general sense of excitement
surrounded this work in the initial years afterdiscovery. Several studies devoted to
individual columns appeared within a decade oflissovery" TheHodayotwas
attributed to the “Teacher of Righteousness,” wlas wientified as the “founder” of the
sectarian group residing at Qumran, and it wagasdia key role in how scholars
assessed the theology of the commuhifg study of the Dead Sea Scrolls has become
more complex and the assured results and assumsigurevious scholarship have been
guestioned, the conclusions drawn by previous schip about thelodayothave not
gone unchallenged. Before turning to the theoldgitiements about God and humanity,
it Is necessary to comment briefly on several bemkigd issues that are relevant to the
Hodayot

Among the vast number of scrolls discovered incines near Khirbet Qumran,
eight copies of thelodayotwere found. The first scroll, 1GHs the fullest copy, and it
has served as the basic unit of comparison forr gitrells. Additionally, six copies were
found in cave 4 and another one in caveAlthough these other scrolls are in poor
condition, their remains overlap significantly witQH, only rarely presenting a
different wording® 4QH is the only scroll that contains any materialigh#ficant length
not found in 1QR° While the material has assisted in filling sompsym 1QH and

confirmed the original order of 1JHhese additional scrolls have not assisted gréatl

1 E.g., the studies by Baumgarten and Mansoor, i8éid the NewHodayot” and Mansoor, “Studies
in theHodayot” Also Mowinckel. “Some Remarks didodayot39.5-20;” Silberman, “Language and
Structure.”

2 The connection with the Teacher of Righteousnesssuggested by Sukenik in his publication of
the scroll Pead Sea Scroll89). It has become the standard view.

® The other scrolls are 1JK1Q35) and 4QFR' (4Q427-432). For a brief history of the publicatiuf
this material, see Schuller, “Hodayot,” 69-71.

* Schuller, “Hodayot,” 87—-88, 131, 181-82, 203, 2lI2-idem, “Some Contributions of the Cave
Four Manuscripts.” In some instances, TQids been corrected to match readings found ia@te scrolls
(see Schuller, “Hodayot,” 182, 213).

® 4QH 8.i.13-21; 8.ii.8-9. See Schuller, “Hodayot,” &em, “Cave 4 Hodayot Manuscripts,” 148.
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resolving any of the background issues surrounttie¢iodayot Schullers’ sober

assessment is worth repeating:

Although some quite small pieces can prove to lvg significant (particularly for
reconstructing the arrangement and extent of amighdhl manuscript) what we can
learn from the 4Q manuscripts is limited. For thestrpart, they do not allow us to
recover major portions of text missing in 1QHor do they readily answer many or
most of our questions about the origin, authorsinig purpose of this collectidn.

In terms of the issues being addressed in thistehape 4QH scrolls neither create nor
resolve any problems. This study will focus prirhacn 1QH and utilise the other
Hodayotscrolls to fill lacunae where appropriate.

The question that has dominated study ofHbdayotmost concerns the original
authorship. From the earliest days, some partefiidayothas been attributed to the
“Teacher of Righteousness.” This obscure figurep wghnfrequently mentioned, is
considered to have been the “founder” of the comty@amd to have initiated its
separation from the Temple and perhaps societgel’ The precise dates of this
figure are disputed, and it is not clear that hereesided at Qumran its&lf course, all

this presumes that the scrolls belong to a commuinét lived at Qumran.

® Schuller, “Cave 4 Hodayot Manuscripts,” 140.

" Knibb, “Teacher of Righteousness,” 918-21;" StegemLibrary of Qumran 147-52;
CharlesworthPesharim 30-40; EshelDead Sea Scrol|l29-61.

8 This person has traditionally been dated to ard@BCE, which is the traditional date for the
foundation of the Qumran community (Stegemaiiinary of Qumran 147—-48; CharlesworttPesharim
30-36). Others have argued that he lived at thenbeg of the first century BCE (Wise, “Dating the
Teacher of Righteousness”).

® The relationship between Khirbet Qumran, the caaed the Dead Sea Scrolls is problematic. The
archaeological evidence favours the conclusionatgbup lived at the site roughly between the @frttie
second century/beginning of the first century BGHElwbout 68 CE when the Romans took control.
Attempts to identify the remains as a Roman stilla or a fortress are unconvincing. For the
archaeological details and secondary literature Magness, “Qumran Archaeology,” 1.47-77; idéime
Archaeology of QumrarWhile not denying the existence of a group at @umsome scholars suggest that
there is no or a limited relationship between tkeand the scrolls. Wise, Abegg, and CooKlre Dead
Sea Scrolls32-33, argue that those who used the scrolldiaallly hid them in the caves are not the same
group that composed them. The scrolls were platdioei caves by th&carii around the time of the Jewish
revolt. Closer to the more traditional understagdifithe relationship between the caves and tke sit
Stegemann suggests that the scrolls were placételiyommunity (the Essenes) on the brink of wah wit
Rome (“The Qumran Essenes;” iddnhrary of Qumran. This explains the lack of trails between the sit
and the caves, since the caves were not usedfaigst during the community’s existence.

Our knowledge of the group’s existence prior tdliggt at Qumran is scanty. The majority position
connects the Qumran community with the EssenesGhadesworthPesharim 55-58; for a critique, see
Talmon, “Qumran Studies,” 11-14). The “Groningerpbithesis” developed by Garcia Martinez and van
der Woude maintains that the community split frameaisting apocalyptic group that originated in the
third century BC (“Groningen’ Hypothesis”). Bocaani identifies this prior group with Enoch Judaism
(Beyond the Essene Hypothgsthers argue that the Essenes and subsequeatjumran community
arose around the time of the Maccabean uprising.tidditional position maintains that the Qumran
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Although initially scholars tended to ascribe dltloe Hodayotto the “Teacher of
Righteousness,” scholars began to refine the &ibtgr which one could determine the
authorship of individual hymn.Eventually the hymns were divided into two groups:
the “Community Hymns” and the “Teacher Hymn$This has been the standard
position since the 1960s, and the cave 4 matexaahs to support the division of the
hymns since some scrolls have only the “Teacher téjrar the “Community Hymns'?
This division of theHodayotinto two groups is built on the content and geofrthe
individual hymns. Theological differences betwelea two categories have also been
detected.

Scholars have continuously returned to this isewsearch of better arguments to
support the initial claims. Questions remain, hogreand more often than not, the
studies have presumed their conclusions about ealtipofrom the outset. In a recent
study by Douglas, he identifies linguistic conners between the hymns in columns 10—
17 2 He argues on this basis that they were composedsingle author, who he
identifies as the Teacher of Righteousness. Hdystuiowever, only proves that the
hymns are linguistically related, not that theyhrsfieom the same author, let alone the
Teacher of Righteousne¥sOne can identify similar linguistic links in thamonical
Psalms, but this does not prove authorship. At, lieguistic connections can only

suggest authorship, but there must be more subataidence, such as the text itself

community split from the larger Essene communitgstiikely because of disputes concerning the
priesthood (Charleswortl,esharim 27—-44). The hypothesis of disputes over the fmiesl has been
challenged, however (see Collins, “Origin of then@an Community,” 159—-67). Alternatively, the
community gathered at Qumran may have been a $jgeoig of Essenes, those devoted to a more
secluded life-style, or the “headquarters” of thgér group (Stegemaninprary of Qumran 147-52). On
the historical problems, see now Esliz#ad Sea Scrolland the essays edited by Boccacdimioch and
Qumran Origins

1 For a history of the debate and literature, seeglxs, “Teacher Hymn Hypothesis Revisited.”

" Holm-Nielsen is typically credited with dismantiithe claim that the Teacher of Righteousness
composed all of the hymns. He argued thattbdayotconsists of different genres, so it cannot stelelgo
from the Teacher of Righteousnebt®(layot 320; cf. pp.316—-31).

12 5chuller thinks that 4QHand possibly 4QHcontained only the “Teacher Hymns,” while 4®H
contained only the “Community Hymns” (“Cave 4 Hodaianuscripts,” 144, 145, 148-49).

13 Douglas, “Teacher Hymn Hypothesis Revisited.” Tbimn numbers used in this study are taken
from Garcia Martinez/Tigcheladdead Sea Scrolls Study Editi¢imereafteDSSSIE The numbering in
Stegemann’s reconstructiadbQHodayot, appeared too late to be adopted.

4 Douglas’ reconstruction of the historical backgrdiin col. 10 and 12 exploits the metaphorical
language (“Teacher Hymn Hypothesis Revisited,” Bff-also Garnealvation and Atonemerit3-31).
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claiming to be written by a specific person. Likeji Schuller’s reconstruction of the
cave 4 material only demonstrates that the hymmisediodayotwere transmitted
separately for some time. The different collectidosot prove authorship nor can they.
The analysis by Wise, in which he focuses on tdourd in the “Teacher Hymns” and
other literature about the Teacher, appears filwtid provides a way forward in this
discussiort® Again, however, this cannot prove that the Teaess the actual author.

His students may have composed these hymns in rbraane, just as the pesharim were
composed after the Teacher’s death but (partliijjitt of his life!°

For this study, however, the question of authorsieigd not be resolved. This study
does not oppose the possibility that individual hgrmay stem from the Teacher, but
neither does it assume that any do. Regardles$ether the Teacher of Righteousness
wrote every hymn, a few, or none does not alter boe/understands the theological and
anthropological statements. Throughout this sttliy singular “hymnist” and the third
person personal pronoun “he” will be used for sioiyl. No claim regarding authorship
is made or intended by this designation, for inisst likely that the hymns stem from
different authors!’

Another issue raised by study of tHedayotconcerns the unity of the theological
claims. Some scholars drive a wedge between theusahymns, usually in terms of
authorship, but also based on genre and word udageby arguing that one should not
attempt to understand the text as presenting &dmierspective on various subjects. For
example, when discussing the genre oftfledayot Hopkins argues that there is “a
constant shifting of emotions and themes” whicteates a thematic and emotional
tension” that should not be dismissed since thmsiten “must be recognized as the most
important element inQH"*® She faults Merrill for using three passages tanfarbasic

understanding of predestination from which to ustierd the rest of 1GHShe claims

15 Wise, “Concept of a New Covenant.”

16 Cf. Thyen,Studien zur Stindenvergeby8g—85.

" Because the sectarian community appears to haredsibate, the masculine pronoun is justified.
18 Hopkins, “Qumran Community,” 329-30.
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that this process “robs the collection of its rititrersity.™° Diversity in form and
wording, however, does not necessarily mean diyeirsithought.

Two other points should be noted. First, the réjetiof key thoughts and
expressions with the same basic meaning suggedta ttoherent thought pattern
underlies and joins the individual hymns togetl#ex Licht notes, “The same things are
said over and over agaif®'The repetition certainly creates a sense of manyotout it
also helps the interpreter to understand betteatitieor’'s points. There can be little doubt
that a pessimistic anthropology runs throughouintiaéerial and that the focus is on
God's deliverance. The repetition makes these paiear. Second, while it is correct that
one should not force unanimity when none existshaeshould one create contradictions
where they are not evident. Some scholars juxtagiadements about some subject, such
as predestination and free will or judgment andapeilo demonstrate that the author(s)
advocated contradictory positioffsThey are able, then, to favour one perspective ove
the other, choosing whichever best fits their argoinThe result is that scholars reveal
more about their own views than they do the vieiwhi® ancient text. ThElodayotmay
not (indeed does not) fit everything together manner that satisfies current
philosophical and theological arguments, but itdpeesume the teaching of the
community that authored it. As Licht points ouk tlext was written for those familiar
with the “underlying doctrine,” and “coming to tkext from the outside, we are
compelled to reconstruct the doctrine which underit, if we honestly try to understand

the scroll.??

The goal of this chapter is to explain how the hishunderstood the
relationship between God and humanity, and oniskise there is a unified perspective
that runs throughout thdodayot

Finally, the issue of genre needs to be addre§smde scholars think that the prayer,

poetic genre biases one to elevating God’s charantkactions over humanityThe

¥ Hopkins, “Qumran Community,” 329-30n.22; referriogMerrill, Qumran and Predestination

?Licht, “Doctrine,” 3.

2 vanLandinghandudgment and Justificatipn14—15, 119 (on predestination and free will2-423
(on judgment and mercy).

# Licht “Doctrine,” 3.

% Cf. SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaismi67; CondraSalvation for the Righteous Revealed
169-170.
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genre, VanLandingham argues, does not give an aecpicture of what people believed
because it is predisposed towards one perspéttivelevates God’s righteousness over
the sinfulness of humans. The pessimistic anthoapopresented in thidodayot

therefore, cannot provide the basis for how oneetstdnds the relationship between God
and humans since it is merely the product of theggé/anLandingham’s point, however,
raises the question of why an author would writesiting with which he did not agree.

If the author did not accept this theology, therywid he write it down, and why did this
community preserve so many copies? VanLandinghamfalls to understand the
function of genre. Authors choose a certain geeabse it best suits the point the author
is trying to make. The author of thindayotchose the poetic genre because it was the
most appropriate for what he wanted to communiabteit God and humans, grace and
salvation. The author was not bound by genre tae&in things, but rather he chose
this genre because it suited his purpd3ésoreover, of the 200 or so hymns and prayers
found in the Dead Sea Scrolls, only a few actualsent such a pessimistic description
of humanity (cf. 1QS 10-11; 4Q392; 4Q393; 4Q40m275 4Q511 [4(ongs of the

Sagé8] 28; 29; 30Y° This suggests that, while hymns are more suited lbgal texts for
contrasting God’s righteousness with human sinkgnéhe hymn or prayer genre is not

bound to this contrast.

2. Divine Saving Acts and Human Obedience

The primary interest of thdodayotis to praise God. The individual hymns usually
open, so far as can be told, with either “I givel yloanks Lord” ¢+ m>mw) or “Blessed
are you Lord” ¢m= mmx 9m2). This is often followed by a description of witabd has
done to redeem the elect from their sinfulnessenges. These opening phrases set the
focus on God’s character and actions. Whereas BarnrSisted that each agent act at the

appropriate time, one following the other and rezitht the same time, tiodayot

2 yvanLandinghamJudgment and Justification22, 135.

% “[H]ymns must not be divorced from doctrine, besathey are often the most innocent expression
of it” (Carson,Divine Sovereignty82).

% For a survey of the hymns and prayers, see Chégmns and Prayers;” idem, “Prayers from
Qumran.” One should also note the approximatelyfoopies of the canonical psalms found in the Dead
Sea Scrolls (see Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 454).
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presents a view of divine and human agency thatewhioritising God’s actions,
coordinates human action within the sphere of @\waantion. Ben Sira’s emphasis on the
human agent is reversed by claiming that God aststd restore the broken relationship.
After God has taken the initial steps, the humasnebled to obey God’s will because
God remains at work through his Spirit. Assignihg first act to God is necessary not
because the hymnist thinks grace is better tharolzservance, but because the human is
a frail, sinful creature incapable of obeying tioencnandments. In a variety of ways, the
hymnist explains how God overcomes the human dilamirhe uniting factor in all of
these means of redemption is the divine Spiris these divine saving acts that lead the
hymnist to put pen to paper. TH®dayot as a whole, are a reflection on how God
redeems sinners from themselves and restoresrtottieeglory once held by Adam.

The following sections will analyse three divingsapredestination, the giving of
knowledge, and purification. The role assignechtodpirit will be specifically
highlighted. It will also be noted how these divams relate to human action. Finally, the
understanding of the divine-human relationshigeeth here will be compared with
Sanders’ description of covenantal nomism. Firgtyéver, one must understand the
hymnist’s portrayal of the incapacity of the hunagent, for it is this factor, itself gained
through divine revelation, that makes clear prdgigdy the hymnist prioritises divine

action.

A. The Creaturely Limitations of Humanity

From the initial studies of thdodayof scholars have recognised the pessimistic
anthropology that dominates the hynfhsiumans are described as worthless creatures
predisposed to wickedness and destined for de&#selideas, Ringgren notes, “are
presented [in the Qumran texts] with such emphthsisthey almost become the leading
motif in the Qumran concept of man. In any casg Hre repeated so often in the psalms

that there is an overwhelming impression of mawothimgness and depravit§®Even if

2" For summaries of the anthropology of Hhedayot see Hyatt, “View of Man;” Licht, “Doctrine,”
10-11. For the Dead Sea Scrolls generally, sedéntiergMenschenbild
% Ringgren Faith of Qumran 95.
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Ringgren overstates the importance of this idedhfersect’s anthropology, he is correct
in his observation about titéodayot While this repetition can make the hymns
monotonous, it contributes to the over all focuslivine action by reminding the reader
how pathetic humans are. The use of repetitiong@ilges theHodayota sense of
simplicity, and many studies have merely reprodubedvert claims that humans are
worthless and sinful without any attempt to grdspinhterconnectedness of these two
themes or the underlying logi¢ The anthropology is deceptively complex. What nsake
the anthropology of thelodayotstand out is not its pessimism, which is simitaother
texts, but the exact form that the pessimism takesians are necessarily morally
incompetent because they are formed from matdraiwastes away.

Here it is necessary to state clearly what “satvétmeans for the hymnist since this
has significant implications for how he construtis human problem. An eschatological
tension runs right through tlt¢odayot In the current age, salvation consists at lefast o
joining the human community of the redeemed, paisgknowledge, and being in a
state of purity despite one’s sinfulness. Theseegnesalvific measures are not the
fullness of salvation, however, for the hymnistdsdoward another period when he will
dwell both with the human community and with théytanes (11.1923) and possess
“all the glory of Adam” (4.27). To be certain, thbemmunity perceives of itself as already
participating in worship with the angels and possesAdam’s glory, but the fullness of
these realities has not yet dawri&th this future state, a “transformation” will taéace
as the human’s dusty, fleshly origin and sinfupdisition are left behind. The human
does not become “angelic” or “divine,” but thosetmms of the creaturely condition,
such as the dusty origins and the resulting disiposioward disobedience, that hinder

him or her will be removetf. This future expectation for transformation providiee

2 E.g. VanLandinghamludgment and Justification 19—35.

% Fletcher-Louis overemphasises the present timecgsll the Glory of Adam96; cf.
LichtenbergerMenschenbild224-27).

3L For the idea of “transformation,” see Fletcher-ispAll the Glory of Adam104—12
(“Transformation in thédodayot). He claims that the transformation is to an “alegnorphic existence” or
a “divine’ humanity” (105, 112). This seems to ostte the evidence.
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context over against which the hymnist developsahifiropology’? The hymnist does
not confine the anthropological problem that preésehe human from entering into this
eternal bliss solely to disobedience. Rather, thblpm extends to the very core of the
human, the material from which he or she was cdeate

At the risk of creating distinctions that the hystmay not have consciously made,
it is useful to divide the phrases and words ueetktrelop the anthropology into two
categories: descriptions drawn from the realm e&tion (material), and expressions
about righteousness and wickedness (moral). Thiection between the two will allow
us to highlight the distinctive point of each setm@afield and to identify any potential
scriptural backgrounds. First, phrases and wor@srieg to the material composition of
the human will be noted. This language is usedrphasise the human’s creaturely
limitations. Second, statements about humans aalipareak will be noted briefly. This
distinction between the two categories, while r&igally helpful, is not maintained in
the hymns. The two categories are brought togetheémutually interpret one another so
that phrases that originally referred only to thienlan’s frailty and insignificance now
testify to the reason one transgresses. The hyitnacss the anthropological problems of
frailty and sinfulness back to the material fromiethhumans were formed. This

perspective is arrived at, it appears, by intempgeGenesis 2.7 through Genesis 3.19.

I. The Material Weakness of Humanity

In 18.1-7 the hymnist contemplates why God wouleaé his mysteries and wisdom
to a human being. He asks, “What, then, is man-steaith, pinched off [clay] and to the
dust he will returnsfaren =25 y=1p nm xm e o8 mex 1m)—that (o) you have
given him insight into wonders like these . . (ffes 3—4)* Three things should be
noted about the interjected comment. First, itisdamental to the concept of humanity

that the person is formed from the earth. The hgiaiplaying on the lexical

%2t is not possible to determine which came fitise pessimistic anthropology or the conception of
the salvific state, but the two ideas do overlagh m@inforce one another.

% The grammar of these lines is not entirely cl@is translation follows StegemarkQHodayot,
238. Garcia Martinez/Tigchelaar think the quesisoiwhat, then, is man?” and the answer begins tith
is nothing but earth"@SSSE187). They begin a new sentenceraEither way is consistent with the
points drawn here.
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connections between the tetax andmax. The human is by definition a product of the
earth. Second, death appears to be the inevitalbterme of human existence. This
appears, on the one hand, to contradict the hymmm@ispectation that he and others will
attain to eternal glory. On the other hand, it usderes the need not only for divine
intervention, but also for God to transform the Imystis current condition. The creaturely
condition that leads to one’s demise must be oveecd-inally, this statement draws on
scriptural ideas and language. The phrase “pinofffecdlay” likely comes from Job 33.6,
where it is one of several comments about humamsngpfrom clay or dust (4.19; 10.9;
30.19). The dust and clay language, which alwagsahaegative connotation in Job,
signals frailty and limitation. More significantrfthe hymnist’s view are Genesis 2-3.
The idea that humans are formed from the earthnatigs in Genesis 2.7 where the
author records that “YHWH God formed the man frém ¢lust from the ground®
mIRTR "By ooy ovox i), The claim that humans will return to the dustjch is
widespread throughout the OT (see below), is $itated in Genesis 3.19: “and you will
return to the dust’sfun -2y-5%1). The combination of Genesis 2.7 and 3.19 in 1Q83—
4 indicates that the hymnist thinks the two beltogether. The hymnist’'s dislike for the
material from which the human is formed can be anted for if Genesis 3.19, with its
negative perspective on humanity’s origins, funtsias the lens through which the
hymnist reads the neutral statement in 2.7 abeuiritaiterial God used to create Adam.
The hymnist’s understanding of humanity and itsifeiis ultimately rooted, then, in a
particular understanding of the sacred texts. Thase points provide the basic problem
that the hymnist has with the human being as dumeahe is formed from material that
wastes away. This depiction of the human probleooisreyed in several ways. Here we
will focus on a few of the key expressions usecktoind the reader that he or she is a
frail, weak creature destined to die. These expassio not point in and of themselves
to the sinfulness of the human.

“Son(s) of man/Adam” (e.g. 7.9 [4G#8 i 11]; 9.27, 34; 12.30; 19.26) and “born of a
woman” (5.20; 21(top).1, 8; 23(top).12) point te thirth of each human and may hint at

the first man and woman. The phrase “son(s) of Adam *:2) is common in the OT,
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although it is often difficult to determine if anthor is referring to humanity in general
or specifically to the first human, Adam. The saangbiguity appears in thdodayot At
the least, though, the phrase, along with “sonf(s)an” @ux "12), recalls the fact that
humans are created beings. The phrase “born oh@awbcomes from Job, where it
indicates the frailty and mortality of humanity (1415.14; 25.4). The expression
“kneaded from water” (5.21; 9.21; 11.24; 20.25) rdegw on a tradition about the water
rising to cover the earth before God created tisé finan>* It recalls the origins of
humanity from dust and highlights the frailty andrthlessness of the human being. The
phrasesmy 7o (“foundation of shame”) angh: =m2n (“source of impurity”) also occur
several times (5.21; 9.22; 20.25). The tenms andn: have sexual overtones (e.g., Lev
12.5; 18.6-19) and can refer metaphorically to shame, filtid ampurity due to one’s
sinfulness (Lam 1.17; Ezek 23.19). The terms irHbdayot according to Licht,
“transfer a deep sexual disgust to the contemplaifdhuman nature in generaf”
Another term to note sz (flesh), which appears 29x in Stegemann’s recaostm
of theHodayot It is used in several ways. It stands for all hnsas creatures (5.22;
7.24) or a particular part of the human body (15.887.15 “hand of flesh” paralletsix
andwux. Most often, it indicates the weakness and maytali humanity. Those made of
flesh are unable to understand God’'s mysteries {8,;37.24) and are insignificant within
creation (12.29; 26(bottom).10). The “flesh” canhetrelied on for protection (18.23)
and fails under the pressures of life (16.33).8r23, “flesh” may mean either one’s
personal abilities or other humans. Either way,aetext contrasts God’s care and
protection with the securities created by humarssaAspirit of flesh,” the hymnist
cannot follow God’s will nor can he protect himsietfim evil spirits (4.25§° The
hymnist’s use ofiwa to describe the human condition as weak and iifsignt follows
the typical use of the term in the OT. “Flesh”ikelthe grass of the field, and although it

possess a form of glory, it withers and dies (B84cf. Ps 78.39). If God removes his

3 LichtenbergerMenschenbild81-84; cf. Greenfield, “Root ‘GBL".” The difficulty wh this
interpretation, though, is the date at which tlagition is first clearly presented.

% Licht, “Doctrine,” 10.

% Cf. Holm-NielsenHodayot 249n.26.
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Spirit, all flesh would perish (Job 34.15). Onewdanot put confidence in the powers of
flesh for they are fleeting (Jer 17.5) and cantemi@ against God (2 Chron 32.8).
Weakness characterises flesh (Job 6.12). God diesea like flesh does (Job 10.4)
because he is the opposite of flesh (Isa 31.Dah 2.11). As Bratsiotis accurately
summarises, “The characteristics, therhadarare its creatureliness, its absolute
dependence on God, its earthly nature, and its mesal inadequacy, and
transitoriness

“Flesh” itself is not inherently flawed, and theewi taken by the hymnist is not
identical to some later “Gnostic” perspectives loa flesh as intrinsically evil. Yet, there
is in theHodayota consistent negative description of the flesterbwn general
statements such as 5.22 and 7.24, there is a vegaertone. The flesh is something that
impedes the human from participating in worshighwiite angels. The idea that one must
be delivered from the “flesh” appears in 7.17—20e passage describes the creation of
the righteous person who adheres to God’s demardis @iven salvation. The
description concludes, “You have raised his gtaye.” w2 can refer to humanity, and
the prepositiom» would be translated “above.” This would mean tBatl established
the righteous person with honour over humanityanegal or more specifically the
wicked® Alternatively, the word could mean “from fleshtidicating that God has
removed the righteous person from the realm ohftewd all its limitations? The latter
option appears to be correct. The term “flesh’himHodayotrarely means simply
“humanity” without any hint at the weakness andgngicance of humans. Twice in the
immediate context, “flesh” represents inability.rians are unable to direct their own
futures (line 15), and they lack the ability to engtand God’s ways (line 24). Line 20
contributes to the idea that in salvation God mrestdo humanity “all the glory of Adam”

(4.15). By giving the righteous a glory apart frélesh, the hymnist does not deny the

%' Bratsiotis, 4»2,” TDOT, rev. ed., 2:328.

% Holm-NielsenHodayot 228, 231n.19.

% Fletcher-LouisAll the Glory of Adam134. Fletcher-Louis’ claim that this removal ‘incflesh”
refers in part to “a fully sexual life” based oms® OT texts in which “flesh” refers to the genitédsy. Lev
6.3; 12.3) is unconvincing. “Flesh” never has séxoanotations in thélodayot
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creaturely state of the human being. Instead, blesltoward the restoration of the
human’s true creaturely characterisfies.

A final set of expressions that highlight the hursameaturely limitations are those
that use the words “clay” and “dust.” The ideasresped with these terms have already
been noted in the discussion of 118.1-7 above. The hymnist uses the phrases
“creature of clay” fanm 22) and “creature of dust™$y =x°) several time&! As a
creature of clay, the hymnist is amazed that Godlavbring one of such humble origins
into eternal life and give him the opportunity t@ise God with the sons of heaven
(11.22-24). The terms conveniently highlight theadhat humans are creatures formed
from perishable material. The dusty origins of hartadistinguish it from God (12.29;
18.3-12), for he is the Creator and eternal. Hemnsipotent and omniscient, while
humans, because they are from clay and dust, atdaito understand God’s ways
(20.27) or even determine their own (18.5). Them®us statements highlight the
weakness of humans. They are frail creatures forfnoead the ground and are wasting
away. The statements also draw attention to thgniiance of the human being. Being
a creature made from dust denotes mortality andkmess and underscores the fact that
humans were created and are, thus, infinitelyreisfrom their Creator.

At the end of their earthly existence, humans keillrn to the dust, which reminds
them that they are creatures and not eternal bélr&y3—4; 20.26-27; 23(bottom).4-5).
The idea of humans returning to the dust at deatvidespread throughout the OT (see
Job 17.16; 20.11; 21.26; 34.15; Ps 7.6 [Eng 5[1.2216], 30 [29]; 104.29; Qoh 3.20;
12.7)# These passages are based on the tradition redar@eshesis 3.19. As a result of
his transgression, God tells Adam that at the drdsdife he will return to the ground.
Adam’s existence will end the same way it begarabse he is a creature formed from
the dust of the earth. The simple statement “far g dust” reminds Adam that he is a

part of the created world. His quest to become Gkel (cf. v.5) brings the humbling

‘0 Holm-Nielsen’s contention that this interpretati@sults in a rejection of the flesh comparable to
“Gnostic” views is mistakenHodayot 231n.19).

“LE.g. column 21. See Lichtenbergetenschenbild77-81.

2 |sa 26.19 and Dan 12.2 describe the hope of mstizn by remarking that those lying in the dust
will rise again (also contrast Ps 30.10 [9] with &6.19).
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reminder that he is nothing like God. The idea thahans return to the dust at death
marks the end of their existence, thus signifyimgfrailty of their frames. Apart from
divine intervention, humans will perish.

Through these phrases and others, the hymnists#isclearly the frailty and
weakness of the human creature. By using languagedreation, the hymnist indicates
that the problem of frailty and weakness is inrtatthe human being because he or she is
a creature. The scriptural roots of some of theesgions and terms give a sense of
authority to this description. The problem inherenthe human, though, goes further.
Alongside these statements about humanity as Wwa#k, and mortal creatures are

statements that emphasise the sinfulness of thamumature.

il. The Moral Weakness of Humanity

The contrast between God as righteous and humasisress is evident throughout
the hymns. Because this idea is widely recognisésinot necessary to go into much
detail. Left to his own devices, the human dwellgmpurity, which results in him
rejecting God’s ways (1QH.19). In moments of doubt, the hymnist recalts hi
transgressions and those of his ancestors, andhesthat he may have forsaken God’s
covenant (12.33-35). He writes, “I said, ‘Becausmg transgression, | have forsaken
your covenant” gsnman “naw swesa nex ) (line 35)%° As he notes earlier,
“righteousness does not belong to humansiy wx> x5) (line 30). By contrast, God is
holy (5.7), full of truth (12.40) and knowledge (17). The hymnist exclaims repeatedly
that righteousness belongs to God (4.20; 6.15; BA47, 19; 9.26; 12.31; 20.19, 31). His

judgment is always in accordance with justice angartial (7.27—-28).

3 For this translation, cf. Garcia Martinez/Tigclae|®SSSE171; Stegemanid,QHodayat, 166.
Abegg translates as “I said in my transgressi@am labandoned by Your covenant” (“Thanksgiving
Psalms,” 97; cf. Holm-Nielsefjodayot 78, 86n.92; Mansoot,hanksgiving Hymn<.30).-»ws2, however,
probably goes with the veriar: not snmax, and it describes the reason why the hymnist thivkkhas
rejected the covenant. Thereposition is causative. His sin prevents hinmfgartaking in the realm of
salvation. This seems to fit the context bettergsithe hymnist is contemplating the possibiligtthe
might be banned from salvation due to his sin.
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Each human remains a sinner from birth until déah29-30). Even the righteous
do not escape this sinful status when they eneecémmunity of the redeemé&.
VanLandingham argues, though, that statements dhwoans as sinners only apply to
those outside the community because statements hbowan depravity are followed by
statements about those in the commufiitylis examples, however, do not support his
claim that those in the community are freed entifedm their sinful dispositions. The
constant use of the first person pronoun showsthigalhymnist never thought he escaped
his sinful state even after God redeemed HiEven after experiencing redemption, he
describes himself as “a man of offense” (22(topu1d sharing “the lot of the scoundrels
(°xa5m)” (11.25)*” While one may be more righteous than his neightuar
righteousness will not suffice when he stands leedod’s judgment seat (17.14-17; cf.
9.25-26; 15.28-29; 22(bottom).10). Even the membktise community of the elect
would be declared guilty if it were not for God’sage since their own obedience does not
count as righteousness before God’s judgment (28)9Those destined for salvation still

possess the same sinful nature as the rest of htyman

ii. The Problem of Being a Creature

The heuristically useful distinction between thea#gtions of humans as materially
weak and as morally weak is not maintained inHbdayot The hymnist consistently
brings the two semantic fields together to presetamposite picture of humans as
physically frail and morally deficient individual$he language seems to indicate that
humans are sinners precisely because of their dugfyns. By combining the two
language types, they both are redefined and intierimeanings of the other one.

Weakness in terms of mortality is transformed t@ameeakness in terms of moralffy.

4 See also MerrillQumran and Predestinatio88—39; Sanderfaul and Palestinian Judaisrd74—
82; CondraSalvation for the Righteous Reveal@@d9-80.

4> vanLandinghamJudgment and Justification.21.

8 Kuhn, “New Light,” 102-03; cf. Frey, “Flesh andi8p’ 382.

*" The translation of 11.25 is Garcia Martinez/Tidahe DSSSE167. Cf. Holm-Nielsertiodayot
69n.22.

“8 Cf. Braun, “Rémer 7, 7-25,” 4-11; SmitWhat Must | D9 55-58.
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Several times the hymnist simply lists descriptiohBumans. For example, in the

midst of a hymn about creation, he writes,

| am a creature of clay and kneaded with wateouadation of shame and spring of
impurity, a furnace of iniquity and a building ohsa spirit of error and perversion,
without knowledge and terrified about (your) rightis judgment. (9.21-23; cf. 5.21)

The two semantic categories are placed next taoather in order to develop a holistic
picture of the human being as a frail and sinfuhgeThere is no attempt here to explain
any potential relationship between the terms. Withe context, though, one senses a
critique of the human situation. In comparison with rest of creation, the human is
nothing because of his origins and disposition tolvgn.

Elsewhere the two semantic categories become niyitotdrpreting as the
connotations of one are transferred to the othis mixture of thought between humans
as weak and sinful creatures can be seen in thefuse and=-:. The metaphorical
meanings of these terms refer to the charactéreoiindividual based on his or her sinful
deeds. A person incurs “shame” or is identifiedféthy” because he or she has
disobeyed the commandments. The original applicaifdhese terms in a sexual way,
though, remains in the background, and it is thelmoation of this original meaning
with the metaphorical one that the hymnist expldits uses these terms precisely
because they bring the ideas of creation and utetgisness togethét.

In column 12, the hymnist recounts how God hasbéisteed him as a leader within
the community. Through God’s assistance, he hakedowvonders among the people
(lines 28—29). He proceeds to contrast this diviggren situation with his natural
abilities: “What is flesh compared with this? Wieatature of clay can magnify
wonders?” (line 29). Based on the use of “fleshd &reature of clay,” one would expect
the hymnist to claim that humans are incapablaioh svondrous deeds because they are
frail creatures and insignificant within the spaatrof creation, but he does not. Instead,

he describes how humans are sinful: “He is in iyginom the womb and until old age in

9 Smith suggests that the phrase “shameful nakeslenes allude to Adam’s and Eve’s realisation
that they were naked+ty) and the resulting “shame” (Gen 3.7) following Ada sin (What Must | Do
56). 27y is not used, however, with the same negative datinos thatm-y has in either the OT or the
Dead Sea Scrolls.
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the guilt of unfaithfulness” (line 30). The readmmmans are incapable of doing such
wonders is because they are predisposed fromtbigim. The human’s problem with sin
is traced to his origins as a creature formed fotag and flesh. The hymn continues by
contrasting the individual’s inability to establigls own path with God’s determination
of every person’s way (lines 30-32).

The same idea appears also in 11.19-25. The hypmaises God for redeeming him
from condemnation and placing him within the angebmmunity (lines 9-23). The
connection between the human as a frail creatuteaara sinner appears first in two

parallel sentences:

| know that there is hope
for someone you formed from dust
for an everlasting council.
You have purified
the depraved spirit from great transgression
so that he can stand in service with the hostehtbly ones
and can enter into communion with the congregatiathe sons of heaven.
(lines 20-22)
“Formed from dust” is parallel to “depraved spirdand “everlasting council” parallels
“the host of the holy ones” and “the congregatibthe sons of heaven.” What prevents
the human from participating in these groups i\lmrte’s material weakness and one’s
moral weakness. The hymnist then asks, “But lgatare of clay, what am 1? Kneaded
from water, and for whom am | to be reckoned? Whaty strength?” (lines 23-24). As
in 12.29, one would expect the hymnist to desdnits® humans are weak because of the
material from which they were formed. Instead, psin 12.30, he explains that humans
are prone to wickedness: “For | stand at the booflerickedness and share the lot of the
scoundrels” (lines 24—-25). Being formed from thdl€a clay, the hymnist possesses no
strength and the result is his sharing of the datn@s the scoundrels. The underlying
logic seems to be this: because he is a weak cecdue is prone to evil. As he writes in
9.27, “to the sons of Adam belongs the servicaniofuity and deeds of deceit.”
In column 5, the hymnist ponders his place withia vast realm of creation. He
asks, “[But what is] the spirit of flesh to undenstl all these things and to have insight

into the great [wonder] of [your] counsel? And wisasomeone born of a woman among
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all your awesome works?” (5.19-20). The implicatodrthe questions is that because the
human is a creature, he has no great place witkation. As in 12.29-30, though, the
hymnist continues by noting the human'’s sinfulnédg: is a structure of dust, kneaded
with water, his counsel is [the iniquity of sinhane of dishonour, and a sp[ring of]
impurity; and a corrupt spiritiwa m=) rules over him” (lines 21-22). The reason a
human cannot understand God’s ways or is insigmtievithin the spectrum of creation

is because he is both a creature and a sinnetdrhan is insignificant within creation
because, unlike the rest of creation, he breakss@ommands.

The significance of the reply given to these questiabout the place of the
individual can be seen by comparing the hymnistsagers with the answer given the
guestion “what is man?” in Psalm 8. In Psalm 8 pba&mist expresses wonder over why
God takes any interest in humanity. Compared vighnhajesty of the heavens, humanity
deserves no accolades. He queries, “What is matyohbaare mindful of him, the son of
man that you care for him? (v.4). God decided ¢vate the status of humanity by
placing humans just below the angels (v.5) and ngathem rulers over the rest of
creation (vv.7-8). The psalmist takes an optimigéicspective of humanity. Already in
the OT, one finds other answers being given tagjthestion “what is man?” The answer
in Psalm 144.3—4 is that humans are like breathadiekting shadow. This negative
answer focuses on the frailty of humanity. Job msealso about God'’s interest in
humanity: “What is man that he could be pure, @& barn of a woman that he could be
righteous?” (15.14). As the question indicates,s)ofterest is in the moral capacity of
humanity. The author of tHéodayotlikewise does not recall the marvellous role
assigned to humanity. He rather describes humasisifag beings (1QPR5.21; 12.30).

The answer provided to the questions by the autiorQH 5 and 12, Job, and Psalm
144 is the precise opposite of that given by trerpst of Psalm 8. Psalm 144 does not
make explicit any connection between humans asuwe=aand as sinners. Job hints at a
connection with the phrase “born of a woman,” beidoes not draw out the implications
of this connection. The negative answer to the tipe$what is man?” given by the

hymnist, though, brings the problem associated timanity’s creaturely condition
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closer to humanity’s problem with sin. Noticing tlBab 15.14 and Psalm 144.3—4 use the
same language may have provided the necessarpk#yfhymnist to combine the two
answers into one: humans are unworthy becauseatieesinful creatures. The reason that
humans are not ascribed the same glorious roleeiHodayotas they are in Psalm 8 is
because the hymnist views the creaturely conddsa fundamental problem because of
its connections with sin.

In each of these sections, the hymnist juxtapdsesiman’s creaturely state, which
signifies frailty and insignificance, with his oethsinful state. These questions address
the place of the human within the vastness of medty defining what it means to be
human. The answers provided to them, however, atelithat the human’s problem is
more than simply insignificance and frailty. Thencept of being human has been
defined as being a sinner through the combinatidheolanguage about the human as a
creature and as a sinner. The human is frail arakwet only because he or she is a
creature, but also because he or she is a sinner.

In 20.24-35 the hymnist contrasts himself as aesiand creature with God who is
just and Creator. The one taken from the dusttiing (line 31b), incapable of
understanding God’s glory (line 30), and will retuo the dust at death (lines 26-27, 31).
The hymnist exclaims, “And I, from dust [I] havedpetaken [and from clay] | have been
[pilnched as a sourcexf>) of impurity, and disgraceful shamelessness,edfidust, and
mixed with [water . . .], and a dwelling of darks&gines 24—25§° Assuming the
reconstruction is correct,the opening statement “from dust [I] have beeraland
from the clay] | have been [pilnched” is scriptui@iguage. The first part comes from
Genesis 2.7 and the tradition to which it belofge second part is from Job 33.6, which
is the only place where the two words andy-p appear together. In Elihu’s speech, the
statement affirms his solidarity with Job as a hankée stands before God just as Job

does, that is, as a created being drawn from theaflthe Earth. In thelodayot,these

0 Compare Garcia Martinez/Tigchela@§SSE193; Abegg, “Thanksgiving Psalms,” 109; Lohse,
Texte 159; Maier/SchuberQumran-Essene229. MansoorThanksgiving Hymnd.75) translates lines
26—27a as a continuation of lines 24-25 (quoted&@hdiolm-Nielsenklodayot 198) separates them with
a semi-colon. The verwn in line 26 likely starts a new sentence.

*1 See StegemantiQHodayot, 257.
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expressions are clarified by the following listd#scriptors. The preposition omp>
indicates that the human has been created in @mcenanner; in this case, “as a source of
impurity,” that is, as a sinful being. In the opagistatement, then, the hymnist is not
interested solely in defining humans as createddgseias the language in its scriptural
context indicates. Rather, the fact that humans@&ures testifies to their state as
sinners. By connecting the human’s sinful conditioth its origins, the issue of sin
becomes inherent to the very essence of the hueiag.b

Some scholars find the notion of sinfulness palaityiin the term “flesh” {wa). It is
depicted as frail and is associated with the eaysvof humanity (5.19-22). In 12.29-30
the hymnist connects the two even closer. He gsi@teut the place of “flesh” within the
spectrum of creation and whether a “creature of’atan do wonders like God. He
remarks that those defined as flesh and creat@irdayare “in iniquity” from birth until
death. Commenting on this text, which, he maintginsvides the closest connection
between “flesh” and sin, Frey writesiz% does not only express human weakness and
frailty, but also a state of being characterizednggcapable sinfulness and basic
opposition with the creator? The one formed from flesh and clay is incapabldaifig
anything but sin. Like the other terms and expoessderived from the realm of creation,
~w3 is juxtaposed with language depicting humans asltyacorrupt and through this
proximity, it comes to represent human sinfuln@$e negative connotations attributed
to the “flesh” do not extend as far as Paul's statiets, but it is clear that the hymnist
intends to convey the moral and material weaknEbksimans through this term.

The connection between “flesh” and sin should mobbkeremphasised, however.
This is done, for example, when one attempts tegratse the hymns as either “Teacher
Hymns” or “Community Hymns” based on whether thisrdvrefers to frailty or is
connected with sin. The term appears three timéseiso-called “Teacher Hymns”

where it indicates particularly the frail statehofmans (15.17; 16.31, 3%3)The lack of

*2 Frey, “Flesh and Spirit,” 382; cf. Mansodihanksgiving Hymn$1-62.

%312.29 was originally considered part of the “Teaddymn” in 12.5-13.4, but others have argued
that 12.29b-13.4 was added later to the “Teacheny{now identified as 12.5-29a) by the community
(Becker,Das Heil Gottes54-55; Frey, “Flesh and Spirit, 382n.86). Theidddion here, as Sandegul
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any explicit connection with sin, though, is notcammon for théHodayot and this
cautions against using this word as a criteriorafethorship* Flesh is undoubtedly
portrayed as weak and insignificant and on sev@mredsions assumes connotations of
sinfulness and wickedness.

Scholars have sought for the origins of l@dayots pessimistic outlook. Rejecting
any notions of “original sin,” Licht contends thhe description of humans as sinful is a
reflex of the claim that God alone is rightedti3his formulation, however, probably
establishes a logical framework that the hymnigtrait perceive. Moreover, both ideas
are clearly set forth in the scriptures, and beedls hymns are so dependent on these
texts, it is unlikely that the hymnist only arrivatithe view that humans are sinful after
he realised that God alone is just. VanLandinghamtg to the canonical Psalms as the
source for the hymnist’s view. He catalogues sdvexas from the Psalms that portray
humans as sinful, frail, and worthless. Hwmdayot he claims, emphasises and develops
the same themes but does not change any of th€ertainly parallels can be detected,
but VanLandingham downplays the radicalness ofeayot>’ Furthermore, he has not
adequately noted the impact of Genesis 2—-3 onythmist. Indeed, the closest parallels
to theHodayotin the Psalms (e.g. Pss 8; 103) are those that leaical and thematic
connections with Genesis 2-3.

Fletcher-Louis rightly notes that “much of tHedayotis a sustained and extended
meditation on the anthropology of Genesis 2%Yet, he fails to notice (partly because
he downplays the pessimistic anthropology) thatyranist’s interpretation of Genesis
2.7 is mediated through his reading of the punisttrgaven to Adam in 3.19. There
Adam is told that he will return “to the groundb“the dust,” because he comes from the
dust. This latter verse functions as the lens tnouhich the hymnist interprets the

description of the creation of the first man. Regdhe creation of Adam in 2.7 in light

and Palestinian Judaisn323) points out, is driven by the particular viefv'flesh” and sin taken by
Becker and Frey.

> See 7.15, 34; 17.16; 21(top).6, 8.

% Licht, “Doctrine,” 11-12.

% vanLandinghamJudgment and Justification32-33.

" Cf. Gen 6.5; 8.21; Pss 51.5; 144.3-4; Isa 4016176.

%8 Fletcher-LouisAll the Glory of Adam107.
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of his subsequent failure and punishment (3.1-th®8)hymnist maintains that the very
material used to create Adam is the ultimate cafibes failure. For the hymnist, then,
the creation of humanity from dust becomes a negaéality that represents both frailty
and moral weakness. Whatever the neutral stateafenit Adam'’s formation from dust
might have meant, in light of the form of punishmgiven by God, namely, the return to
the dust, Adam’s dusty origins are interpreted agjaificant problem. Because Adam
functions as the representative of all humanity,siiuation is then transposed to all
humans, which means that his descendents assurdestysorigins and all that it implies
(mortality, sinfulness, etc.). While the hymnistwiere blames Adam for the current
predicament of the human race, he neverthelesswweam’s sin and assigned
punishment as the reason that the human beinges ¢ sin, frailty, and
insignificance>’

The hymnist’s view is not itself particularly new movel, for parallels can be found
elsewhere. Several statements in the OT join aneddinguage with notions of sinfulness.
In fact, the connection between frailty and sinégds that the hymnist makes between
Genesis 2.7 and 3.19 may have been spurred by R€8InThe psalmist is confident that
God will remove his sins because God “knows oungaremembering that we are dust”
(v.10-14). TheHodayot however, offers a sustained reflection on thigtienship and
pushes the relationship further until his anthrogglbecomes “an almost pathological
abhorrence of human natur®.This extreme criticism of the human being as atcre
must not be downplayed by drawing endless compasida the hymnist’s view, the
ultimate cause of the human'’s sinful conditiorhis aterial that forms his or her frame.
“[H]is sins are not the result of error, careless®r human malice which may be
overcome through the power of human will, nor fiedonsequence of having been

misled. Rather, they are rooted in a basic humakmness as a created being, against

¥ The closest one comes to a notion of “original &r.7.13: “In my troubles you comfort me. |
delight in forgiveness and regreixs »ws.” Dupont-Sommer translates the phrase as “origiimél (Essene
Writings, 231; cf. Brownlee, “Anthropology and Soteriolo§227-28), but the context focuses on the
hymnist’s personal failure, not something he inteeki It is unlikely that he is attributing his mbfailings
to Adam'’s transgression (cf. Licht, “Doctrine,” I¥ansoor,Thanksgiving Hymn459; Holm-Nielsen,
Hodayof 276—77; Hyatt, “View of Man,” 283).

% Licht, “Doctrine,” 10.
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which man is powerless to act alofé This flesh, dust formed, water kneaded, shameful,
filthy, depraved spirit must be disposed of befitwee human can participate in the fullness

of salvation.

V. Summary

The picture of humanity pervading th@dayothighlights weakness, insignificance,
and ultimately sinfulness. The hymnist distingusbbarply between God and humanity.
The former is Creator of all things and always attgccordance with justice, while the
latter is one part of creation (although an imparfzart) and when left to its own ways,
always acts unjustly. Using language associateld evéation, the hymnist describes
humanity as frail and insignificant, formed fronrigeable material like dust, clay, and
flesh. Terms associated with righteousness andegpict the human as morally deficient.
One cannot obey God’s demands and will be founltygati the Final Judgment. The
hymnist combines these two conceptions of the husnahat each type of description
helps explain the other. Humans are morally corrimptpable of acting righteously or
understanding God’s ways because they are fornoed tine dust and are made of flesh.
Although parallels can be found in other texts,Hoelayotstands out because of the
connection made between the material and moral nessles of the human being. The
human is necessarily immoral because he or shreased from feeble material. The
combination of the two semantic fields results toaprehensive critique of the human
being.

This picture of the human predicament differs redably from Ben Sira’s optimistic
portrayal of humanity. For Ben Sira humans onlylscause they choose to.
Disobedience is not the evitable result of humannesbecause humans have a neutral
disposition. They can obey or disobey, and theagh@ solely up to the individual (Sir
15.14-17). The ability to choose, in fact, is giterhumans at creation. The contrast
could not be more drastic. The ability that Bera%iaims God gave at creation is denied

by the hymnist who attributes the human’s mordufas to the material from which he or

®1 Nitzan,Qumran Prayer337.
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she is formed. Just as Ben Sira’s optimism is furetgal to his conception of the divine-

human relationship, the hymnist’'s pessimism isiatuc

B. Divine Action as the Basis for Human Action

The depravity of humanity, and the resulting inadyato accomplish anything
righteous, creates a significant problem for thenan because this condition will keep
one from attaining salvation. The solution to gmieblem is not a renewed effort on the
human’s part, but instead divine intervention. Triteraction of the divine and human
agents in thélodayotconsistently gives priority to God. God determifresn before
creation who will be righteous or wicked, and thgbunis Spirit, he enacts his eternal
decree, gives knowledge, and purifies from sinoligh these divine acts, the human is
empowered to obey God’s will because the Spirfeofl is working through the human.

A clear example of this perspective is 8.16—23,clwlirings together several
important themes: divine action in the forms ofdastination, giving knowledge, and
purification, which are all enacted through therpand human response through Spirit-
enabled obedience. In this paragraph, two parstiééments describe the priority of
divine action, which then serves as the basis fiondn action. In the first (lines 18—-19a),
the hymnist resolves to purify his hands and oppdisevil because he “knows” that God
has “recorded-frwn) the spirit of the righteous one.” Throughout Hyenns, knowledge
belongs to God alone who imparts it to those hetelén this passage, the divinely given
knowledge is the understanding that God establifteeeuman as righteous by giving his
Spirit to the human, which is itself an act of prstihation. With the venn, the
hymnist portrays God as writing down the persotasus prior to creation rather than
God keeping an account of what the righteous petises®? The only scriptural
occurrence refers to what was written in the bookush, which probably refers to a
heavenly book that contains what will come in thieife (Dan 10.21). What is inscribed
is the “spirit of the righteous one” (1318.18). This could mean either that God has

given a certain type of spirit (e.g. the spiritliness) to a person, which because of this

%2 Contra GasteDead Sea Scripture202: “Thou dost keep a record of every rightespisit.”
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spirit the person becomes righteous. Alternativelg,“spirit” could be the human’s
disposition—in this case, towards righteousness—ad by inscribing it confirms that
a person’s disposition will become reafiyThe former option is a stronger form of
predestination and coheres better with the conld.relevant part of line 19 reasts
TwSan wN powY, “NO one is righteous besides you.” Righteousihessngs to God alone.
Because of this claim, line 18 cannot mean thahtirean is righteous according to his
own inclination. The person described as righteanlg has this characteristic because
God has allowed him to be made this way. Line h8nt means that God actively assigns
a certain characteristic, which describes a celif@style of obedience to the Torah, and
this is accomplished by giving the spirit. The dggon of God’s work focuses on past
actions that occurred apart from the hymnist’s gnégxistence.

The hymnist’s response that is described in line d8ses from God’s gift of
knowledge. He chooses to purify himself, whichudHer defined as avoiding evil. His
response to God'’s grace is obedience to the dwitheHis desire to purify himself is
confirmation that he is one worthy of the accolattghteous” £+1z) that God assigned to
him through predestination. God’s past act of aeteing the future of the righteous
person provides the basis from which the persoresi@od’s decision a reality in the
present. The hymnist’s response, therefore, ifrsgtcondary step independent of God’s
redemption. As the next lines make clear, his respas grounded in God giving him a
certain type of spirit that moves him to perfornitai tasks.

The second statement (lines 19b—22a) describegheiwmnist “appeasesi:
T12) God because God has given him a particular gptritinn =wx mm2) to accomplish
for him at least three tasks. The spirit was givgriod “to lavish” §5enb) his mercy on
the hymnist, “to purify” {~ne5) him, and “to draw [him] near®r:75). Damage at this
point in the scroll makes it impossible to know hiives 20—21 related to these clau¥es.

Nevertheless, the sequence of actions depicts Gamtls as the basis for and reason that

83 Sekki suggests that it is “nothing more than anaice to any righteous member of the sect,” and
“ruah could be dropped completely” without affecting theaning The Meaning of Ruaat Qumran
106).

% mwt at the end of line 20 may continue the sequendefioftives, but the damage before and after
prevents one from determining how it functionedhe sentence.
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the hymnist acts. Thepreposition on each of the infinitives indicaties purpose or
reason that God gave his Spirit to the hymnist. Ayranist claims that the act of
appeasing God is something done by himself, wisitgilbing it to God who placed his
Spirit in the hymnist. There is no tension betwdmame and human action, as if placing
an emphasis on God’s actions somehow lessensghié&nce and necessity of human
action or vice versa. The two are interrelateddoidgrity is also given to God.

Lines 22—23 conclude this paragraph with an apjoeealivine protection. The
hymnist beseeches God to prevent something (pedrapsil spirit or evil doers) from
joining with him. He also asks God to keep him frabandoning the “statutes of the
covenant” because of afflictions that he might emter. Recognising his own inability
and wayward nature, he seeks assistance from Gadexpectation for obedience is
underscored in this line, for the hymnist doesthwotk that God’s gracious deliverance
described in the previous lines can be abstracted the demand for obedience. While
his obedience is not the reason God acts to retig®irit is nonetheless a necessary part
of the life of the redeemed.

Two points should be noted. First, the complemgntalationship between divine
and human action appears in the two statementg ahdtication. On the one hand, the
hymnist claims that he purifies himself (line 1&hile on the other, he attributes his
purification to God through his holy Spirit (lin@%° The act of purification can be
described as something accomplished by the hyrmanisy God. The hymnist’s actions,
however, are never accomplished apart from songthome by God. Because God gave
him knowledge, the hymnist vows to purify his waysl to avoid committing evil. The
significance of the hymnist’s action is not lesskbecause it is rooted in God’s action,
for it is precisely because God acted on behath@fhymnist that he decides to act. In
addition, God’s action is not somehow dependertherhymnist’s willingness to reject
wickedness. The underlying assumption seems thdidlte human will act in

accordance with God'’s decisions.

% The two terms2 and-m» are synonyms.
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Second, one could argue on the basis of the phtesdbose who love you,” “for
those who keep your comm[and]ments,” and “they wino to you in truth and with a
perfect heart” (lines 21, 25) that God’s decisiomtt for the human is either based on his
foreknowledge of or is a response to the obedieh@ehuman. Either way, God’s action
is subsequent to and determined by human actiarh &gonclusion, however, over-
interprets the intent of the expressions. The esgpoas identify those who are recipients
of God’s gracious actions by indicating how theg best known, namely, as those who
obey God’'s commandments. They do not mean, howthadrthese people acted in such
a manner as to earn God'’s grace. The phrases tedi@importance of obedience,
indeed the expectation for it, but they do not regd¢he pattern of divine and human
action.

The pattern observed in this analysis of 8.16—2f#ars throughout thdodayot
God acts in a certain manner to overcome thefélced of the human'’s creaturely, sinful
nature, and with this basic problem corrected hilm@an is enabled to understand,
worship, and obey God, all the while relying on Godassistance. The following three
sections investigate how the divine-human relatigng/orks in relation to three key
concepts: predestination, knowledge, and purificatin each section, attention will be

drawn to the role assigned to the spirit.

i Predestination

The idea of predestination assumes divine provigl@mc foreknowledge. Before
creating each being and part of creation, God kwbkat they would do (9.7-8, 24-25;
15.13). His knowledge extends from before creatnotil its ending, and he has assigned
each creature, whether in the heavens or on etsrtsk (9.9-15). Specifically about
humans, the hymnist writes, “In the wisdom of yknowledge you det[er]mine their
course before they came, and according to [yoyil] wverything [happlens and apart
from you nothing is done” (9.19-20; cf. 7.16-17heTpreceding lines describe how God

distributed the tasks of humanity throughout itsegations (9.15-19). The hymnist
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accepts many of the dualistic notions found in o@emran text§® He affirms that the
world is divided between good and evil, and humaisisplit into the righteous and
wicked. This division occurred when God created anity (7.16—-21; 12.38: “For you
created the just and the wicked”) and, at leagtjiem double predestinatiéh Although
theHodayotrarely mentions double predestination, some passagke good sense
when interpreted with this idea as a backgrotin@lod created the righteous for “eternal
salvation and endless peace” and the wicked “fedty of slaughter” (7.19-20). The
hymnist maintains that God is ultimately resporesiior the final outcome of each human
because he assigned to each a particular spitit{62).

The concept of predestination has been thorougtgipeed by others, and it is not
necessary to cover the same ground ajahitention is drawn here to two motifs used to
explain how God establishes his will in one’s lifédne question of the purpose of this
teaching will then be addressed, followed by atséxplanation of how the hymnist
relates predestination and “free will.”

Motifs of PredestinatiorAmong the many ways to explain God'’s pre-temporal
decisions, two in particular stand out in thedayot God establishes each human’s path,
and God assigns a particular spirit to each person.

The hymnist asserts, “From [God] comes the pa#wvefy living being” (7.25). This
statement follows the hymnist’s reflections on ¢heation of the righteous and wicked.
God created the just one in order for him “to watkall (your paths)” (lines 17-18). The
wicked, who were created “for the day of slaughteglk on an evil path (lines 20-21).
God determined the destinies of these two perstren\ue created them. Ultimately, a
human’s destiny depends on the spirit that Godtedeimr him or her: “The path of man
is not established$n) except by the spirit which God formed for himpeerfect the path

of the sons of Adam” (12.31-32). Unlike Ben Sirdonenvisions God placing the human

% On dualism in the Dead Sea Scrolls, see Freyfémint Patterns,” 280—85.

6712.38 cannot mean simply that God created all nubeéngs, as Wernberg-Moeller suggests
(“Reconsideration of the Two Spirits,” 415n.5), hedist because it is a condensed form of 7.16-21.

% Merrill, Qumran and Predestinatiod1—42.

% On theHodayotsee Merrill,Qumran and Predestinatiofror the Dead Sea Scrolls generally, see
Lange, “Wisdom and Predestination in the Dead %eallS.”
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before two paths and instructing the human to cads or her own destiny, the hymnist
maintains that God determines the human’s destimnvhe places the human on the path
of righteousness or wickedness.

As a descendent of Adam and formed from clay, thredn cannot establish his own
path (7.15-16, 24; 12.30), and apart from divirterirention, the human remains captive
to this inability. Thus, the hymnist appeals to Gthdbw can | make straight (my) path
unless you establish [my] ste[ps? How] can [mypststand [unless you] strengthen (me)
with strength?” (20.34-35). He places his hope @l Because, as a human, he is unable
to follow the path of righteousness. The hymnisi&w is adopted from the scriptures.
While humans are instructed to follow the rightepath (Deut 11.28; 28.9; Prov 4.26—
27), it is recognised that they cannot fully essdbtheir paths (Prov 20.24; Jer 10.23) and
are dependent on God, who firmly plants each pef2@am 22.33; Ps 37.23; 139-24;
Prov 3.6; 16.9§° Only by divine assistance will the hymnist be ablevalk before God
on the path that leads to life (1&15.14)"

Along with indicating predestination, this imagealeveals the connection between
predestination and obedience. The language of m@kkccording to God’s ways appears
in Deuteronomy alongside “commandments,” “statuéad “judgments” (26.17) and
indicates that walking according to God’s way meleeeping the Toraf?: In later
traditions, the kings are evaluated according tetivr they follow God’s way like David
and As&® or the evil ways of Jeroboam and the Israelitg&lfi The image, therefore,
has an ethical orientation. Within thlwdayot this connection is made when the hymnist
contrasts those who have not followed God'’s path #Wiose who do follow God’s will
(12.17-27). The just are those who “keep your cam€rand “walk on all (your paths),”

while the wicked are those who “walk on a path thatot good” and “reject your

0 See Kochy, TDOT 3:282-93; Merrillj~1, NIDOTTE 1:989-93.

14,21 likely conveys the same idea: “But | knowttha .] the path of your chosen one.” Garcia
Martinez/TigchelaarSSSE148) reconstrugten (“you smoothen”), while Stegemanb@Hodayot, 71)
suggestgmmroin (“you determine;” cf. Holm-Nielserlodayot 249n.18).

2 Cf. Ex 18.20; Deut 10.12; 11.22; 19.9; 28.9; 301 22.5; 1 Kings 2.3, 4.

B E.g. 1 Kings 3.14; 8.25; 22.43.

" E.g. 1 Kings 15.26, 34; 16.2, 19, 26: 2 Kings 8.18
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covenant” (7.18, 21). Adherence to God’'s way medes/ing the demands of the
covenant.

Predestination, therefore, is not an abstract ohecthat stands by itself. It is rather a
practical concept that emphasises God’s sovereigritye also establishing human
ability. The connection between predestination @nedience also shows that the divine
and human are not competing agents. Predestindmies not dismiss or devalue human
action. It enables the human to obey the divineatehbecause when God chooses the
person for righteousness he establishes the perstre path of life. While it is correct
that one is elected to be obedient, one shouldiedtce from this that salvation (or
election) is based on obedierfé®bedience is the outcome and purpose of the divine
decision.

This connection between predestination and obediaray help to explain those
instances in which the hymnist describes the widsdfusing to walk in God’s ways. In
12.17 the wicked are described as those who “havehosen the p[ath of] your [heart].”
Their rejection of God is not attributed to a peeaporal decision, but to their own
wayward actions. Similarly, 14.19-21 the hymnighptains about those who once
followed his teaching but, having been enticed bgegtion, have rejected him and God.
They have disobeyed God, who “commanded them tofseteine far from the paths” of
the deceivers. The point in both texts is not &xlefree will, but to indicate that the
righteous are those who observe the Torah. In 22@+edestination and human freedom
are set side by side: “But the wicked you havetekéor the [pur]pose of your anger and
from the womb you set them apart for the day ofrdeson, for {>) they do not walk on
a path that is good but they reject your covendhthe hymnist seems to present two
contradictory ideas in these lines since he satsGlod predestined the wicked for
destruction but their end is determined by whicthphey have choseli Rather than
accusing the hymnist of contradiction in the spafcene sentence, the statement, along

with the others just noted, can be interpretedessiibing human responsibility not

> Contra VanLandinghandudgment and Justificatiod06.
" For this reconstruction see Stegemdr@Hodayot, 104.
" Licht, “Doctrine,” 7; VanLandinghamjudgment and Justification 14.
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necessarily free will. God is just in punishing thieked because they have actually
disobeyed, but, at the same time, they were predespto disobedience because God
determined that they would walk on evil paths. \Whilis solution may not be
philosophically acceptable to many today, it iser@mt with the hymnist’s view of
predestination and responsibility.

Another way of speaking about God’s determinatiba person’s destiny is through
the motif of God allocating to a person a particty@e of “spirit” (7). The divine will is
manifest in the present by the spirit that Godgassito each person. While the term
has a variety of referents in the Dead Sea ScinltheHodayottwo connotations are
important for the teaching about predestinaffbh.stands for spiritual beings that
influence humans either positively by assistingrthie be obedient or negatively by
attempting to cause the righteous to sin. In theé case, the spirit can be connected
directly with God, for it is “the spirit of your hiaess” (6.13). The other important use
connects directly with the human being and inde#ite person’s disposition toward a
certain type of lifestyle, either righteousnessviankedness. God ultimately determines
the person’s disposition when he creates a pemsdassigns a certain spirit to him or
her. The two connotations are brought together whermymnist describes God giving
his holy Spirit to some humans.

In the creation hymn in column 9, the term functions as a convenient term to
summarise all the aspects of creation. God is @e@dvith creating every spirit: “You
formed every spirit and [their] work [you determjeeé and the judgment of all their
deeds” (9.8-9%? In lines 10-11, the term refers to angels. Infatiewing lines, it refers
to heavenly beings such as the sun and stars (lilres2) and to meteorological events
(lines 12—13). Finally, humans possess a “spiliie(15). God assigns to each type of
spirit certain tasks according to his own pleastlire sun, moon, and stars travel their

paths, while the storms accomplish their purpokess 11-13). “The spirit of humanity”

8 For the Dead Sea Scrolls generally, see Sékéaning of RuahHis treatment addresses the
syntactical use ofin, which does have its limitations since it assumese consistency than may have
existed.

9 g S1s5 powny A njpbwE i S1= anm anx. Stegemann’s reconstruction and Newsom'’s
translation {QHodayot, 118, 130). See the notes on p.123 for explanation
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was created to live eternally and to each generaiotain tasks have been assigned
(lines 15-16). God has determined the course d¢f ganeration (lines 19—20) and
rewards or punishes each generation for the actibtige previous one (lines 17-18).

Holm-Nielsen and Hubner claim that in lines 9-1€ llymnist is referring to two
governing beings that rule over humanity and figrinst one anoth&t The doctrine is
most fully explained in the Two-Spirits sermon €3 3.13-4.26, which describes how
God created two governing spirits, the Spirits nftf and Deceit, and assigned to them a
portion of humanity. This pre-temporal decisionaletines one’s final destiny. Although
one can be influenced by either Spirit (3.19), sspe’s lot is determined prior to creation
(4.16, 25). The sins of the sons of light are tdatwethe Angel of Darkness and his
cohorts, but God assists his chosen ones (3.24puHfges them by the spirit of holiness
and provides knowledge and wisdom (4.20-23). Tdisdoes not only describe a
psychological battle raging in the mind of one dagito join the community, although it
does depict the conflict between choosing good/id®EA clear cosmic dualism and
predestination underlies this text, since humaisigivided into two groups based on
God's decision and ruled over by one of the twoitspi

In spite of sharing the focus on divine sovereigptgdestination, and using the
wordr, the two texts have no other similarities. The hym1QH 9 nowhere mentions
the two spirits or even implies that cosmic spinitle over part of humanity or wage war
against one another. Humanity is not divided intds” but viewed instead as a whole.
The cosmic dualism that lies at the heart of th@-Bpirits sermon is missing from this
creation hymn. The idea could have been insertediyeend would have cohered with the
general teaching of the hymn, but to find the two#s doctrine here is to read the

concept into the text not to derive it from thetsece.

8 Holm-NielsenHodayot 20n.10; Hiibner, “Anthropologischer Dualismus,9280. Sekki thinks the
statement refers to “demons” because of the syoghcionstructiors’> m= and because the hymnist is
contrasting the creation of the spiritual and matavorlds with humanityeaning of Ruah168—69). The
syntactical construction, however, is not as unifas Sekki maintains sinée as a modifier of is not
used exclusively as a reference to spiritual befofys7.13). He also has misunderstood the contexthe
contrast is not between, on the one hand, thetisgliand material worlds and, on the other, hunyamit
between the heavens (9.9b—13a) and the earth (IBtzs20).

81 Contra Wernberg-Moeller, “Reconsideration of theoTSpirits.” See Charlesworth, “Critical
Comparison,” for a response.
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The creation hymn emphasises God'’s role in detengpinow each being or aspect
of creation remains under his control and doeseastends. It uses the term “spirit” as a
summarizing word to indicate the similarities be¢wehe various aspects of creation.
While differences between the beings can be idedtitach is united in that they are all
spiritual beings under the direction of God.

The same statement, with slight modifications, fbim9.9-10 occurs also in 7.25.
Because of human weakness, God “created the gpiritn-z~ nnx) and established its
tasks [before eternity], and from you is the walbtliving beings ¢ >12).” Again, the
characteristic features of the Two-Spirits sermenmaissing®? There is no mention of a
Good or Evil Spirit nor are humans divided intcslonhder the control of a governing
spirit.2% The second part of the line, “from you is the wéll living beings,” parallels
the first.m~ andn 5> are either synonymous, referring to the humandy@na may be
more specific in that it might refer to the humadisposition. The use ef- earlier in
this hymn (line 16) suggests the latter interpretatGod gives to each person a certain
spirit, and he also determines what each persdrdwilin contrast to the inability of the
human to direct his or her own ways (line 24), Gedures the person’s future. The
statements in lines 24—-25 parallel those in liresl¥, which also develop the contrast
between human weakness due to its creaturely ¢ondihd God’s sovereignty as the
one who possess control over “the impulse of egpmt” (m= 515 =3°) (line 16) and
determines its tasks before even creating it.

The phrases nnmx nnx found in 7.25 and 9.8-9 also appears in 18.22:ybul
have formed the splirit of your servant and acauydo] your [wi]ll you have established
me.”®* Rather than describing God as the Creator ofiatidnity, the statement focuses
on God’s role in the life of the elect. The statetrie more specific than the others since
it indicates the creation of the elect, which bsinige concept of predestination to the

foreground.

82 Contra Hubner, “Anthropologischer Dualismus,” 260;Frey, “Flesh and Spirit,” 380.

8 Sekki connects this line and line 16 with the tspirits doctrine because he understands “spirit” in
1QS 3 as a spiritual dispositioM¢aning of Ruah134). His reading of 1QS 3.13-15 is incorredhat
point.

8 The reconstruction is generally accepted.
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The connection between “spirit” language and predason also appears in 1QH
6.11-12. Stegemann reconstructs the text as fallavss wux m5pu 3] T12p Soum
on>wa aneel ] 19AM] pwns 2w 2 o5%en mmn. The translation provided is: “And you have
caused your servant to have insight [ loJtswhBnkind. For according to (their) spirits
you cast (the lot) for them between good and éaid] you have determined [ trh their
recompense® The lacunae make the text very ambiguous, andalealéernative
reconstructions and a variety of interpretationgetaeen offere® The first two words
are arrived at by the placement of fragments 44)3the third line of SHR 4284 frg
(5=w), and 22.7 (upper part tfmedand-may). Stegemann’s reconstructionrdfpm is
rare®’ Others opt for a form of=®%r leave the space blafikThe letters prior tab- on
Stegemann’s>en have been reconstructed in several ways. Moseabed avaw or yod
preceded the letters. Mansoor restates; (“[ete]rnal”),”® but this does not fill the space,
which seems to have room for 2—4 lett&r@thers propose a form of the vera (“to
divide, separate™}* This seems to be what lies behind the transldtjoAbegg: “For by
their spirits You distinguish between the good #relwicked.®® If one accepts this
reconstruction, then second person masculine @in@t-an)) is more likely than third
masculine singular (Lohse) because of the contédddmemonc>1an would be the

third masculine plural suffiX} and it most likely refers to humanity as a whble.

8 StegemannlQHodayot, 88, 96. See also p.92 for the notes on the tekpéate IV.

% Garcia Martinez/Tigchelaar reconstruct the semt@se>r... mmn »e5 = Wik AprM...] 72 Sown
onsws onprmnb...] 1P venb 2w pa and translate it: “And you teach to your servant [the spirit]s of man,
for corresponding to the spirits . . . them betwgead and evil and set over them [to sho]w thenr the
actions” DSSSE152-53).

87 Cf. Maier/SchuberiQumran-Essene®32: “[. . .] des Menschen, denn gemaR den Gaeigtees
[Lo]ses (?) im Guten oder im Fevel [. . .] ihr Wérk

8 Garcia Martinez/TigcheladDSSSE152.

8 Sukenik,Dead Sea Scrollplate 48; LohseTexte 162.

% Mansoor Thanksgiving Hymn4.81n.4; also Dupont-SomméIssene Writing244.

91 Cf. Holm-NielsenHodayot 220n.5.

92 See LohseTexte 162:z5+ 727, which is Hiphil imperfect 3ms with 3mp suffix: é&dn entsprechend
den Geistern [scheidet] er sie zwischen dem Gutelndem Frevelhaften” (p.163). Holm-Nielsen suggests
hiphil infinitive (Hodayot 220n.5).

% Abegg, “Thanksgiving Psalms,” 88. Cf. Verm&amplete Dead Sea Scrol48: “[For Thou hast
divided men] into good and evil in accordance i@ spirits of their lot;” GasteDead Sea Scriptures
196: “[and stray not in the waywar]dness of mer, through the spirit of [discernment which is itise
[distinguish] the good from the wicked [and kedmit deeds undefiled.”

9 Cf. the translation of Garcia Martinez/Tigchel@aB6 above) and Lohse (n.92 above).

% Cf. Holm-NielsenHodayot 220n.5.
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Stegemann thinks the gap is not large enough femtard*® His proposal of5sn
requires only space for two letters, and he thihksmore probable becaus@-u often
occurs withbay (cf. 11.22; 15.34). His argument is circular, hges since he
reconstructsi>mni on the basis of his reconstructiormbin, and then uses the
reconstruction of5mq to justify reconstructing>ezn. The space prior tene[ ]is also
filled in various ways. Many reagh=>; (fromenn), translating it as either “to destrdy”
or with the idea of perfectioff,but this does not adequately fill the gap.

Although the textual issues make any interpretatiocertain, one can still judge
some more plausible than others. Many commentétatsn this text the notion of the
two-spirits doctrin€” This suggestion has more to commend it than ateetogind the
concept in 7.25 and 9.9. Not only is the tefimused, but also the contrast between good
and evil coheres with the description in 1QS 3-He $tatement seems to develop a
notion of predestination or determinism. Neverthgldt is doubtful that the hymnist is
drawing on this concept, at least explicitly. Tlomtext does not develop the idea, and the
lack of cosmic dualism in the rest of tHedayotmakes it somewhat suspect to find it
here and only her@® One can make good sense of the statement withpatrting a
concept that is not explicitly mentioned or reqdiré/hile the “two spirit” idea may
reside in the backgrourtd® at the very least, one cannot agree with Mefrak tthe two

spirits are clearly mentioned*

% He claims that one must presume that the mattaal crumpled laterally about 2 mm” which it
had done in the previous two lines. The damagmés|8-10, however, is not obvious in line 11
(Stegemann] QHodayat, 93).

9 Mansoor Thanksgiving Hymnd4.81.

% GasterDead Sea Scripture496: “keep undefiled.”

% Ringgren Faith of Qumran 75; Merrill, Qumran and Predestinatip28; Dupont-SommeEssene
Writings, 244n.2; VanLandinghandudgment and Justificatipd 14; cf. Licht “Doctrine,” 91n.83.

1% The idea of personal, evil spirits is not foretgrtheHodayot According to the common
reconstruction of 4.23, the hymnist seeks divirmgmtion from “evil spirits” that would try to prewmt him
from obeying God’s commandments. “Belial” also isntioned several times although no details about
him are provided. The terba-52 appears eleven times (10.16, 22; 11.28, 29, 320123 (2x); 13.26;
14.21; 15.3), but often it is not clear if it shdide understood as a personal name or as a nouningea
“worthless, destructive, or wicked.” The primaryarest throughout thdodoyotis not this figure’s rule
over humans but in the similarities between higastand the wicked. In 12.12-14, for example, the
hymnist writes that God hates “all the thoughts:») of Belial,” but the hypocrites “planzfur) the
devices of Belial” when they do not seek God priyp@f. 10.16).

101 Cf. Hyatt, “View of Man,” 280; Licht, “Doctrine, 6.

192 Merrill, Qumran and Predestinatio28.
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Reconstructing=a as a hiphil infinitive, Holm-Nielsen proposes thfa lines
describe the righteous person’s capability to difféiate between good and e¥iHe
bases his interpretation on the analogous stateimébt12, which uses similar terms.
The hymnist describes his role in God’s judgmergath human: “For all those who
strive against me, you condemn guilty at the judgimneividing 61215) by me between
the righteous and the wicketb{> >z 13).” Two problems arise, however. First, 15.12
is not an accurate parallel, since it describesdleeof the righteous hymnist in God’s
judgment of wicked and righteous persons. It daggefer to “spirits,” nor does it
describe the moral choice that the righteous pemsakes. Second, titédodayotdoes not
depict humans as choosing between either a spgibad or evil. The righteous person
remains a sinner and a depraved spirit until déaththeHodayotnever depicts a
psychological battle within one’s will.

Sekki disputes the widely accepted claim thatstasement (6.11-12) develops the
notion that God predestines a person’s spiritugdasition. He notes that the following
lines portray the hymnist’s religious attitude &sueging as he progresses within the
community. The statements imply spiritual growtll &mman activity, which Sekki takes
to mean that a person’s spiritual disposition caowdtdhave been “determined
unchangeablyrom birth.”°* His conclusion, however, fails to account for etag¢nts
throughout theHodayot(and even in 1QS 3—4) that those predestinedaleason will
still sin. The disposition is unchangeable in Gad determines that it will be manifest
during the person'’s life and culminate in the patsdinal salvation, but this does not
mean that the person always and only lives in @zoware with it. Moreover, Sekki's
contention that human activity renders the notibpredestination inappropriate is
inaccurate because throughout Heayothuman action is seen as the outworking of a
prior divine action. There is, then, no oppositiorunderstanding 6.11-12 as describing

God assigning to individual humans a dispositiomai@ good or evil.

193 Holm-NielsenHodayot 220n.5. Cf. Ringgreriaith of Qumran 76.
104 Sekki,Meaning of Ruah131 (emphasis added). He is contrasting thisvitht 1QS 3—4, 1QR7,
and 4Q186.
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The sentence in 6.11-12 most likely describes Gsijaing one type of spirit to
each human rather than God giving each human owecertain Spirit. The dualistic idea
is found not in the cosmic realm but on the indidblevel as God distinguishes between
the righteous and the wicked according to the tspérihas assigned them. Whereas the
cosmic dualism evident in the Two-Spirits sermocufses on groups of individual
persons, thélymnsfocus on the individual person. 6.11-12 utilisestirical dualism to
demonstrate God'’s sovereign control over the diestiof each human being.

The texts analysed thus far indicate a close o#lahip between the concept of
divine sovereignty and the term “spirith{). God rules over all the “spirits,” whether
spiritual or material beings, because he is th@tGreHe determines the tasks that each
will do. He separates humanity according to the tgpspirit he assigns them, whether
good or evil, which suggests a notion of doublalpstination. 6.11-12 evidences the use
of “spirit” to refer to a spiritual disposition, weh in this case is assigned by God. Licht
aptly summarises, “The term spirit . . . is thustlmefined as the vehicle of
determination, or as the carrier of divinely oréalrcharacteristic, or that part of the
human being which receives these characterisiistra.e. man’s personality**

Apart from divine intervention, humans are “a dpififlesh” (5.19). The
combination ofmn and-wa indicates that the human has a disposition agsalcwith the
status of being a creature. “Flesh” stands in¢bhigext for weakness, inability, and
ultimately sinfulness. A “corrupt spirit” also rgéhe human (lines 21-22). Although the
verb “rules” E5wn) could suggest that the hymnist is thinking akaouexternal force that
asserts its own will and desires onto the huffi&it,probably indicates the control that
the sinful condition of the human spirit has oyex human. The expression is the last in a
string of phrases intended to demonstrate the aamplorthlessness and sinfulness of
the human. Each of these phrases describes hawthast views the human agent. He
is not concerned with external, personal beingsittiluence humanity, but rather with

the control exerted over the human by his or har depraved natur®’ This is

195 Licht, “Doctrine,” 91; cf. Frey, “Flesh and SpitiB80, 382n.83.
1% Mansoor Thanksgiving Hymnd.79n.7; Brownlee, “Anthropology and Soteriologg29.
197 Sekki,Meaning of Ruah138—-39.
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consistent with the other uses of the phrase (9.22; 11.21; 19.12; frag. 12.6[= 8.18
Stegemann]). This “depraved spirit” is somethirgrirwhich God redeems the elect.

Unlike the wicked, who are left to their depravediss, the righteous are given
another spirit. God himself intervenes by puttimg Bpirit into the righteous, thereby
both electing some unto salvation while also ovenog the negative impact and effects
of their depraved spirits. Since humans are unabdiirect their paths because they are
“flesh” and “creatures of clay,” God “creates” wme a spirit that “establishes” their
path (12.31)°® The statement highlights divine action in the #jeform of
predestination, for God gives to some a spirit tvarcomes their creaturely weaknesses.
The term “spirit,” Sekki rightly concludes, refarsthe type of disposition that God gives
to the human® Sekki, however, downplays the act of predestimahoosing instead to
emphasise human action. He argues that the stateimelependence on Ezekiel 36,
means “that God himself must create the kind gbas#ion in man which enables him to
lead a godly life.*'° The context indicates precisely the opposite agich.
Predestination is clearly evident in line 38 (“fmu created the just and wicked”), and
this portion of the hymn is devoted to God’s redéwgpacts. It is not by human action
that one overcomes the effects of one’s creatuseiftil condition and secures one’s own
path. Rather, it is by God’s mercy, and to this oliregs despite affliction (line 36).

The expression “by the spirit which you put in nfe”nnn swx mn2) functions as a
technical phrase to denote God’s salvific actidn2%; 8.19; 20.11-12; 21(bottom).14).
God intervenes in the human'’s life and not onlgralione’s being, but also actually
imparts a new spirit, his own Spirit, that leads luman into knowledge and teaches him
how to obey God. The language is reminiscent okieté1 and 36-37. The Lord
declares to Ezekiel his intention to give a newisf the people and to replace their
heart of stone with a heart of flesh (11.19; 36.2®)s new spirit is identified with God’s
own Spirit (36.27; 37.14). God also will purify theople from their uncleanliness and

idol worship (11.18; 36.25). Because God has ckdtisem and given a new spirit, the

198 Cf. Frey, “Flesh and Spirit,” 380.
199 Sekki,Meaning of Ruahl124—28.
10 5ekki,Meaning of Ruahl28.
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people will obey his commandments (11.20; 36.2Tthaugh key points from these
chapters are missing, the hymnist likely derivesghrasea nnn wx mn2 from these
sections:*! He finds here a clear statement of God'’s intemetieem his people. The
hymnist transposes the language from its origipplieation to the people as a whole to
reflect his individualistic theology. God’s Spirstplaced in him personally, not just the
community of the redeemed. From this perspectival $decision to give his Spirit
represents predestination since not all receiv&ghet. The hymnist never ponders why
he is chosen, but he likely views his acceptana@naact of grace. He learns from Ezekiel
36.31 that God gives his Spirit and restores tlopleedespite their sin.

The Spirit is assigned several titles that relatdé various functions that it has. It is
the “spirit of knowledge” (6.25), who unveils Godigysteries, exposes human sinfulness,
and reveals the way of righteousness. The Spiass®ciated with God’s holiness and in
this role purifies sinners (8.28% The two titles and the roles they represent ate no
carefully distinguished, for the “spirit of your Ineess” often reveals knowledge. The
hymnist can also speak of God placing “spiritshim (2 nnm “ws nmm) (4.17), which
likely stands for the various roles that the sirjerit of God has?® Within these roles,
the Spirit, as an external being, assists the humbe obedient to God’s
commandments. He works against the “fleshly spaitthe human. The Spirit is not a

reward for obedience, but rather the cause of arteslienceé’® The idea that God gives

M There is no mention of idolatry (11.18, 21; 36.86)eturning to the land (11.16-17; 36.24, 28-30,
33-38; 37.14), and the phrase “heart of flesh”{2,136.26) would probably not have appealed to the
hymnist because of the negative connotations hgrest “flesh.” The phrase mnn; sux mm2 has also
been adopted slightly, but this is to be expeciecesthe Lord is speaking in Ezekiel.

12 Cf. Licht, “Doctrine,” 92.

13 Sekki suggests thatm refers to the human spirit, but this is less ljkslan the interpretation
offered hereNleaning of Ruahl36). The hymnist never says that humans havépteuspirits,
dispositions, or anything else. Although the prémsonmn is typicallya not-m, the clause otherwise
matches the standard formula drawn from Ezekied ddntext does not mention “spiritual qualitiesisas
righteousness and insight” (136) that could be medwvithin the community (nor is the community ave
hinted at). The attempt by Sekki to contrast tlyisih with 1QH 7 (and 1QS 3-4) on the basis that f@H
gives evidence that one’s spiritual disposition haisbeen established from birth as f@Hand 1QS 3-4)
implies completely misunderstands the functionredestination in thelodayot The hymnist does not
describe two groups of people that are complehasated and, at least for the righteous, uninfedrby
the other. The hymnist maintains throughout thatdm an evil spirit from birth, although God had
determined to give him a spirit of righteousness.whs predetermined to have God'’s Spirit at birth,
although until the moment of revelation he wouldcbetrolled by the evil spirit.

114 cf. Mansoor;Thanksgiving Hymn6.
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his Spirit apart from human obedience reinforcesdibctrine of predestination as well as
underscores the gracious nature of God’s actions.

These motifs discussed above indicate God’s invobrd in the lives of all humans
right from the outset. He determines who will beoaignthe righteous or the wicked prior
to birth. The righteous he creates to be obediedtt@a enjoy eternal life, but the wicked
he creates for destruction. He establishes theqddtte righteous and gives to them his
Spirit of holiness. The concepts analysed develdpcirine of predestination that
informs much of the hymnist’s thoughts about thergi-human relationship.

Purpose of Predestinatioffhe scholarly discussion about the Qumran daetwin
predestination (1) has focused primarily on thatrehship between predestination and
free will and (2) usually combines various statetedérom diverse documents without
first understanding the function of predestinatiathin a certain text. While an
explanation of the concept may appear to handléettts as a whole, one often finds that
the explanation fails to address adequately thiecpéars of a single text. In terms of the
Hodayot Merrill's Qumran and Predestinatidiocuses on this document. He traces the
connection of predestination with various othech#ags and demonstrates its importance
for the hymnist, even concluding that it is thedamental doctrine of thdodayot'*
Nevertheless, he provides no rationale for why @sédation is so important to the
hymnist!*® While possible reasons are hinted at occasiorallyll explanation is never
provided.

A reason for the focus on predestination does ptetself: this teaching serves to
counter the pessimistic anthropology. Because yhanfst’s moral failings extend back
to his origin, God’s actions must extend back thatlso. Predestination sets God’s
actions prior to any human action, thereby overcgntine negative effects of human
nature and making the human completely depende@oal’s grace. The hymnist
explains how God knew him prior to his birth andaeted over him even as a child

(17.29-30). Concerning the just one, he writespfirthe womb you established him for

15 Merrill, Qumran and PredestinatioB7.
1% a section entitled “The Importance of Predesiom in 1QH,” he discusses possible sources for
the concept but never states why it is importargrfit, Qumran and Predestinatipi2—15).
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the period of approval,” and his obedience wasrdered by God at the outset (7.17—
20). He will be redeemed from the inabilities tpetgue him as a creature (cf. lines 15—
17). In other instances, the hymnist explains haw &verses the problem of his sinful
nature by overcoming his creaturely status. Asatare of clay, a human cannot
understand God’s ways without him opening one’s ead eyes, thus making it possible
for one to grasp the trutfi’ The doctrine of predestination provides the sotutb
humanity’s problem with sin since according to tieigching God acts for his own
pleasure to redeem those whom he chooses. He esvbiseffects of their depraved
natures.

The contrast between the human spirit that is Kff¢snd “corrupt” and the divine
Spirit that purifies and gives knowledge furthehances the suggestion that the concept
of predestination counters the problem of humarbgiovercoming it from its beginning
point. The human spirit is characterised by inghilveakness, and sinfulness, and
because of the human’s natural spirit, no humarcoamprehend God’s mysteries or obey
the covenant’s demands. The intervention of Godigver, marks a drastic change, for
the human’s wretched spirit is replaced by God’siSgf holiness and knowledge, which
then enables the human to understand and obeyo@rdomes the human’s creaturely
condition by giving his own Spirit that is not litad by the sinfulness of the creature.
This gracious divine act represents predestinaioce God gives his new Spirit only to
those he desires. The inherent problem faced blguh®ean due to one’s creaturely
sinfulness is addressed prior to one’s birth, altfoit takes a lifetime for the solution to
manifest itself fully.

It is incorrect, therefore, to claim, as some tiaf predestination functions as the
basis of the hymnist's thought and spurs his réfies on human depravify® These two
vital teachings seem to be interlocking blocks thgiport and develop one another. One

cannot determine simply from the hymns which ideahymnist developed first. Both

1176.4; 9.21; 20.33-34; 21(top).5; 22(bottom).7, 2%(top).10. Cf. Schnabdlaw and Wisdoml74.
18 Merrill, Qumran and Predestinatipn2—13, 57; Condr&alvation for the Righteous Revealed
172-73.
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ideas are found in the scriptures, and it is midedyl that the hymnist radicalised the
scriptural teachings than that he conceived ofidea prior to the other.

The concept of predestination emphasises divineraand is ultimately an
expression of God’s grac&’ The decision to elect someone occurs apart frain an
without any regard for what a human being does.climeept cannot be reduced to
foreknowledge in thélodayotbecause predestination is viewed as an eternediciec
made by God prior to creation. The concept, howestayuld not be considered abstractly
and apart from its intended goal. The notion isdetoid of human action since the goal
of God’s decision to elect someone is that the @legat, creaturely condition will be
altered in order that the human may be obedierd.réason God assigns his Spirit to
certain individuals is his sovereign will, and I tSpirit, the human is able to obey
God’s commands. The language of walking accordn@dd’s way refers to obedience
to the Torah. When God establishes the righteotsop&s path, he determines that he or
she will obey the Mosaic Torah (as interpretedhi®ydommunity). Obedience is the
intended goal and outcome of God’s decision toRx@destination is not a speculative
doctrine concerned only with the mysterious, hiddghof God. It is, instead, a practical
doctrine focused on addressing a particular proplemrman sinfulness, in order to
accomplish a particular result, human obedience.

Predestination and “Free Will While the doctrine of predestination establishes
divine action at the forefront of the divine-hunratationship, this idea does not absolve
the human agent of responsibility for one’s actidriee hymnist maintains throughout
that humans are ultimately responsible for thetioac The seeming incoherence of the
relationship between statements about human agertthose about predestination

(divine agency) reflects, according to many scislarprofound difficulty that runs

19 Contra VanLandinghandudgment and Justificatipd 15. His further claim that “in thdodayot
God predestines the righteous and the wicked, audinectly the damned and those not” contradiugs t
text, since the hymnist maintains that God cretitedighteous, who will be given eternal life, asrdated
the wicked, who will be punished (see 7.17-22§dfd assigns a person to one group or the other thee
outcome is assured.
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throughout thédodayotand the other Qumran literatuf@.In terms of theHodayot
specifically, several solutions have been offergmhe of which are satisfactofs:

VanLandingham thinks the hymns are unclear, dumofse to their genre, and that
Qumran theology must have included human freedagrbases this claim on the various
commands, vows, and prayers for repentance fouttteidodayot which “make no
sense unless humans can choose their own F&thwo points should be noted,
however. First, this argument fails to accountthe hymnist’s pessimistic anthropology.
The human agent cannot obey God’s commands byewafthis or her nature. The
hymnist’s understanding of sin and the human natussout an absolute freedom.
Second, the commands are only given to the elédheayeneral population, and the
prayers for assistance and forgiveness can onbffeeed by those in the community.

The hymnist does not describe a situation in whbicé is free to do as one pleases. Each
is under the constraint of one’s spirit or inclioat a disposition assigned by God prior to
creation.

Merrill advocates another position. God has putitspnto the world to influence
human beings, and he knows who will respond to wbepritual influence. Those who
will respond to his grace, Merrill argues, God dsaev himself through the community.
Those who choose to act wickedly, he rejéttsn this perspective, predestination is a
response to human decisions. This solution, howegduces predestination to
foreknowledge, thus emptying it of any meaningtfer hymnist. Nowhere in the
Hodayotis obedience made the basis for God’s decisi@ieict someone to salvation.

Rejecting these types of solutions, Hopkins propdisat God gives to certain
persons the ability to respond to his revelatiohiclv they may accept or reject according

to their own decision, while assigning others tokeidness, thereby making it impossible

120On Qumran thought generally, see Sandeas) and Palestinian Judaisr864—68; Bockmuehl,
“1QS and Salvation at Qumran,” 396-97.

121 several scholars suggest that the hymnist waa sgstematic thinker and never perceived the
tension between predestination and free will (eight, “Doctrine,” 7). Holm-Nielsen argues that
predestination was a theoretical perspective usedplain the current situation while experienceveed
free will (Hodayot 281-82). This is similar to Sanders’ view of iead Sea Scrolls as a whole (“Dead
Sea Sect,” 29-32).

122y7anLandinghamJudgment and Justification13—15 (quote from 113).

123 Merrill, Qumran and Predestinatiod2—43; 46-51.
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for them to respond to his revelation even if taeydesired?* As with the other attempts
noted above, this explanation should be rejected.oNly is Hopkins forced to turn to
1QS and CD as a basis for this view, a methodalbatyshe repeatedly chastises other
scholars for adoptintf> but it is the exact opposite of what one mightudedfrom some
statements in thEodayot According to the common interpretation of 7.17~&2Rich
provides the clearest explanation for double prigakgson in theHodayot the hymnist
gives a reason for why the wicked are predestinethe day of slaughter, but the
righteous are not said to accept God'’s reveldfidft.is the wicked who have rejected
God, not the righteous who have chosen &éd.

These three proposals also impose a particulanitdef of “free will” onto the
Hodayot For these actions to be genuine human actiorssintplied, humans must be
morally free and thus capable of determining tbein direction. The hymnist, however,
does not conceive of human action in this manniee.dnly genuine human actions are
those accomplished with divine assistance. The huagant is not human because he can
act independently of God; rather, one is truly harbacause he or she depends on God
for empowerment. The contradiction between predastn and free will that some
commentators find in thidodayotjudges it solely based on their own conceptions of
what true freedom is. For the hymnist, howevers¢hdeas of freedom fail to grasp both
the radical inability of humanity and the all-enquassing power of God.

This difficulty in relating predestination with ¢am understandings of free will

ignores or downplays the hymnist’'s understandinthefrelationship between human and

1244Thjs cosmological dualism can be combined with ithea of predestination by saying that only
those whom God has preordained for righteousneggecaive his revelation, although they do not have
to. Those predestined to wickedness, however, haga blinded to God'’s enlightening revelation, s t
even if they wanted to they could not receive itu3 those who are predestined with the abilityegpond
to God’s revelation may influence their own degtinby the attitude which they adopt toward such
revelation” (Hopkins, “Qumran Community,” 350). Fesimilar assessment, she notes Holm-Nielsen,
Hodayof 281-82, especially n.16; and Brownlee, “Anthragyl and Soteriology,” 214.

125 For the references to 1QS and CD, see Hopkinsyiif@o Community,” 351. For her critique of
how many scholars subject 1&té 1QS, see 349 and elsewhere. The only eviddreadduces from
1QHis 6.19, which indicates different levels of rightisness within the community (351). This hardly
supports her point that those predestined for eigigness can reject God'’s call.

126 Mansoor Thanksgiving Hymn$6-57.

127 Contra Merrill,Qumran and Predestinatiod1, nothing is said here about election untoatain
being based on God’s knowledge of who would chdise
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divine action. According to the hymnist, underlyiengery action taken by a human is a
corresponding action made by God. To walk accortbngod’s heart means God must
have established this as the path for one to v@hle acquires knowledge only because
God has revealed it. The wicked perform deeds ofhteousness because God gave
them a spirit of wickedness. A person's actiongaéthe category to which one belongs,
and one’s actions are the outworking of a decisiae by God. There are no random
coincidences; rather, there is always a cause féect,evhich has God as the ultimate
cause.

The hymnist can exhort one to obedience or desbiibself as avoiding sin because
he knows, by virtue of God'’s revelation, that Gas lalready empowered him to obey
and avoid sin. Likewise, he can claim that oneaisided based on disobedience, while
claiming that God’s eternal decision underlies ffesson’s actions. Thus, the “blatant
contradiction” in 7.20-21, as Licht calls it, ags@ore from the interpreter’s failure to
perceive the underlying logic than the hymnistatiitity to think clearly**® God'’s pre-
temporal decision to create some people rightendothers wicked is repeatedly stated
in the context (see lines 17-18, 20, 25, 27). Wherwicked actually reject God’s
covenant and do evil, they manifest the decisioderzy God-?°

With this emphasis on divine providence, the hyitndiSers considerably from Ben
Sira. According to Ben Sira, God created humank fkgte will and the moral capacity to
obey. Human freedom is absolutely necessary inr@aodgrotect God from the charge of
being responsible for evil (Sir 154%7). The hymnist, however, does not give thought to
this tension because he does not think humansapabte of living morally apart from
divine assistance. He comes close to attributiegotigin of evil to God with his idea that
humans are morally depraved due to the material fsnich they are created and his

claim that God created the wicked. Neverthelessnai@tains that the wicked are

128 | jcht, “Doctrine,” 7; cf. VanLandinghandudgment and Justificatiod14: “obvious
contradiction.”

129 This interpretation of 7.20-21 is the opposit@®mwnlee. He argues that God foreknew that the
wicked would disobey him, but he proceeded to erfa@m anyways, which cements their destiny. He
writes, “If God foresees that certain people wilirt out wicked and yet he proceeds to create therns
thereby foreordaining their wicked lives” (“Anthrology and Soteriology,” 236). Nothing is statedhe
context about divine foreknowledge and God's aatdpeetermined by what humans do.
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ultimately responsible for their disobedience. Ppeasimistic anthropology in the
Hodayotnecessitates, for the hymnist, divine interventand the possibility of a human
obeying of his or her own will is simply ludicrous.

To summarise: Predestination functions to countehscanthropological problem by
setting divine action temporally before the humames into existence. God determines
what path each person will travel and assigns ¢b agparticular spirit. For those destined
to righteousness, he imparts his own Spirit asrtbans of predestination. The hymnist’s
focus on predestination highlights the basic pattéithe divine-human relationship. God
initiates the salvation process and sustains thesdects. The emphasis on divine action,
however, does not eliminate the human. Those eldotesalvation by God reveal the
divine decision when they obey the Torah. Predastin is not an abstract teaching. It

rather leads to the human becoming a real ageatempowered by God to obey his will.

il The Gift of Knowledge

In his account of creation, Ben Sira explained Gatl gave knowledge of good and
evil to humans (Sir 17.6—7). God did this to endhlenans to determine their own
destiny. With knowledge comes responsibility and/@o Ben Sira’s interest is the
human. The statements about knowledge irHib@ayot though, focus on God’s gracious
act, not the human’s capacity to choose. Knowlagigmparted only to the elect.
Whereas Ben Sira prioritised the human over Gaglhgmnist does the opposite. As will
be noted below, the emphasis placed on God is s&gekecause of the hymnist’s
pessimistic anthropology, but it does not elimintaehuman. The divine act of imparting
knowledge becomes a means through which one oBgg, the Spirit plays a crucial
role.

The gift aspect of knowledge is evident in theroléinat only the elect possess God’s
knowledge. “To the sons of truth you have giveeliigence” (18.27). The hymnist
thanks God because “you have made known toxment) the foundation of truth”
(19.16), and the servant of God is the one whd'thasinsight of knowledge to

understand your wonders” (lines 27-28). Knowledg@not be acquired apart from God
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revealing it to an individual. Sanders has coryeatjued that “knowledge is the means
and sign of election. One is brought into the cewverby being given knowledge and
knowledge of God'’s secrets characterizes the &lé&tPossessing knowledge serves to
distinguish the elect from the non-elect, and d@nshis basis that the community will
allow a person to join®* In one of the few references to the community gadicularly
entrance into the community, the hymnist explairad & person is brought nea-(x)
“according to his intelligence” (6.18—18¥ This indicates that a person possesses some
insight before entering the community. The fact tnperson has some intelligence likely
indicated to the community authorities that thesparwas elected by God. In this respect,
knowledge has a very real function as a “sign e€tbn.”

The knowledge of God’s dealings with humanity igdred the grasp of the human
because of one’s creaturely, sinful state. One irsmgnorant of God and his ways
unless God intervenes. As the rhetorical questbtise end of column 20 show, God
alone can enlighten and instruct. The focus througthis hymn is on God’s position
over creatiort®® Creation works like a clock (lines 1-11), nevdtefdng from its
predetermined tasks “because the God of knowledgeebtablished it” (lines 10-11).
Despite God revealing the order of creation to hima,instructor admits that he does not
fully understand God’s mysteries (lines 19-20). idability to understand results from
his sinful state, for he is formed from clay andwik return to the dust. Even at the
judgment, he will not be able to provide an accafritis actions (lines 24-31). His only

hope is for God to give him knowledge. Thus, heesbgpto God:

What can | say unless you open my mouth? How cemtérstand unless you instruct
me? What can | [say] without you opening my hebidw can | make straight (my)

130 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisra59.

131 According to theCommunity Rulethe novice enters the community by taking an ¢aibbey the
Torah (1QS 5.7-11). His intelligence and adhereadbe Torah are evaluated by the members of the
community (5.20-22; cf. 6.18).

132 Abegg translates the venbx in line 19 as “l will advance him” (“Thanksgivirtdymns,” 88).

This suggests movement within the hierarchicaldesitip of the community. Stegemann suggests that
from-e5 in line 18 until the end of line 22 “could be tation of the text of the entrance ceremony, peshap
the words spoken concerning those being receivéitlirgy’ in which the one responsible for the new
candidate stated his obligationd®Q@Hodayot, 93).

133 Several damaged spots, especially at the begirmmidgend of lines, create some ambiguity, but the
general sense of the hymn is clear.
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path unless you establish [my] ste[ps? How] can| [gbgps stand [unless you]
strengthen (me) with strength? How can | arise]R. (lines 33—-35)

The hymnist declares his inability and places hifgampletely at the mercy of God. He
turns to the God of knowledge for he recognisel; bacause God has revealed it to him,
that he stands in need of enlightening (cf. 6.255]121(top).4-5). He acknowledges that
God alone can instruct him and give him knowledge.

In a hymn about creation, the hymnist remarks, Sehnings | know through your
knowledge because you opened my ears to wondrostengs” (9.21). These “wondrous
mysteries” are the order and regulation of creatiimes 7—20), which God established by
his wisdom and knowledge (lines 7, 14, 19). The &wwannot comprehend how God
created the world because he himself is a produtieonorld, a creature who remains in
sin and “depraved without knowledge” (lines 21-23)e “God of knowledge” (line 26)
must reveal himself and his ways to the human.péteern of divine and human action is
clear from this sentence, for the hymnist claimevidedge of God’s actions because God
has revealed it to him.

The expressions “you open my ears/eyes/heart” appeaighout the hymns as a
statement about what God has done in order to rwasaelf and his ways to humanity.
The expressions denote how the human was previcledgd off to God and the path to
salvation, but now how God, by mercy and grace jingarted his knowledge to the
human and revealed the means to salvation. TheiBymrimited in his abilities, so he
asks of God: “[Ho]w can | see without you opening @yes and hear [without you
opening my ears]?” (21(top).4-5). God opens ona’s and heart to hear his truth (9.21,
14.4; 22(bottom).12), thereby empowering his dleabey his commandments
(21(top).9) and to proclaim his knowledge (20.33-8bd'’s action perplexes the
hymnist for God has not revealed the truth to tgketeous but to one who has
“uncircumcised ears” (21(top).5). These expressammgrast with the pessimistic
anthropology, which attribute human inability toetcreatureliness. A human cannot
understand God because his or her ears are udidat and his or her eyes incapable of

seeing. The hymnist knows about the order of avaainly because God has “opened my
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ears,” and God has done this “although | am a greatf clay” (9.21). By opening one’s
ears, eyes, or heart, God intervenes directlyeastiurce of the problem.

Elsewhere the hymnist thanks God for giving hinsgitit of knowledge.*** Lying
behind this simple statement is an elaborate tlggoleart of which has already been
discussed. The connection between predestinatibthandivine Spirit was observed
above. In this context, one should note how thendly appointed means for giving
knowledge is though the Spirit. On several occasitire hymnist writes, “I know
because of the Spirit which you have given me”4525; 20.11-12; 21(bottom).14). The
Spirit is the imparter of knowledge.

By giving the Spirit, who reveals God and his wayshe human, God takes the
initiative in the salvation process. Because of thvine action, the human agent acts.
The progression is clear in 6.12-14: “| know beeanisyour knowledge that in your
kindness toward m[a]n [you] have enlar[ged his sheth] your holy spirit. Therefore,
you cause me to draw near to your knowlecdge=6 -»wn), and as | approach, | oppose
all doers of evil and men of guile.” The relatioigsIs initiated by God who reveals
himself to the hymnist through his holy Spirit, thearer of divine knowledge. The hiphil
verb-wrin suggests that God remains the underlying caueedfymnist’s actions.
Although the hymnist can describe himself as apgrivey God, he acknowledges that his
opposition to wickedness is the result of God drawhim. He would not oppose evil if
God had not revealed the truth to him and given thienSpirit to assist him. The action,
though, is not attributed to God in such a mansdoaliminate the reality of the
hymnist’s action. He can claim to approach Godtamappose evil as his own doings
even while acknowledging God'’s underlying work. iDerand human are not set in
opposition here, and although divine action is gigégority, this does not make the
human action insignificant or negotiable. The expécesult of God’s action is human
obedience.

The crucial role of the Spirit in the impartinglofowledge appears in 20.11-13,

which also juxtaposes divine and human action.im&&uctor knows God “because of

1346.15: “1, your servant, you have gifted mes() with a spirit of knowledge.”
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the spirit which you put in me®* nnm =wx mn2) (lines 11-12). Although God has
revealed himself to Moses and the prophets, thisvietdge can only be accessed if God
has given the Spirit. The giving of the Spirit amttlerstanding motivates the hymnist to
“listen faithfully” to God’s “wonderful counsel” the 12). The hymnist has prioritised
divine action and made it the basis from which ¢ts.ar'he phrase “through your spirit of
holiness” f=w> mmz) modifies “listen.**® In 1QH n= always modifies the preceding
verb, and often it explains how the hymnist accashgls something. The hymnist's
ability to listen to God comes by means of the i§pihis modifying phrase places the
emphasis on divine action, but it does not nedaenyymnist’s part.

Because of his insight into God’s actions, the higtnworships God, seeks
forgiveness for his transgressions, and desiresrice God more faithfully (8.14-15).
Knowledge of God’s dealings spurs him to greatexdidnce (6.8—10; 8.18). His vow to
not sin is rooted in the prior revelation given®gd. He asserts “I know*fxy ny),
which summarises in the simplest manner possibtéal God has revealed to and
accomplished for him (6.17—18% Similarly, in lines 8-10, the hymnist thanks God f
“putting instruction in the heart of your servanghich results in him restraining himself
from sin. The knowledge of God’s dealings with huis\@rovides a basis from which one
can act righteously. With knowledge comes the pde@void wickedness and to live
righteously.

These texts reveal a close connection between ebegland knowledge. In order for
one to actually obey, God must have revealed hosvledge to the person. Without this
revelation a person will be misled by the “hypaesitwho exchange God’s law with
“flattering teachings” (12.10). VanLandingham mss#eis connection between
knowledge and obedience. His preoccupation withrk&/bhas led him to downplay the

importance given to knowledge in thi®dayot In his attempt to dismiss the idea of

13530 Garcia Martinez/Tigchelad?SSSE193; LohseTexte aus Qumrari59; Abegg,
“Thanksgiving Psalms,” 108; Maier/Schubéptimran-Essene28. Stegemann puts it with the following
sentencelQHodayot, 260)

138 |n the other occurrences of the phrase: s (or just the verb), it is followed by a clauseyally
introduced bys, that contains the content of what the hymnistkaSee e.g. with: 6.12-13; 7.15, 25;
12.30; 19.7; 24(bottom).6—7; witlw: 14.7; without any particle: 17.9; 20.11.
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predestination in thelodayotand the Dead Sea Scrolls generally, he remarks,
“Ultimately, responsibility lies in what one doemt in what one knows*’ He fails to
realise that obedience is possible only becauseh@sdevealed to a person the correct
manner in which to obey. The dividing line betwelea elect and non-elect is not simply
knowledge, but neither is it solely obedience. Klealge of God’s ways indicates how
one should obey. Torah observance is not straighii@ until a person knows how a
particular command should be interpret&iThose outside the community cannot obey
until God gives insight and understanding. Whee&@n is removed from the
community because of his disobedience, this isfgtad he never possessed knowledge
and was never among the elect. If he had poss&ssededge, then he would not have
disobeyed. The community does not set works anavlaage in opposition, for the

means to correct obedience is through understanding

iii. Purification from Sin

A final divine act to note is the claim that Godniself purifies one from sin. The
community was painfully aware of their sinful deeahsl the need for purification. This
acute understanding of human sinfulness perva@dsddtiayot and the hymnist mentions
often the need for purification. He maintains thiaty God can accomplish purification.
Relying on God’s own testimony to Moses about haracter, the hymnist recounts that
God forgives transgression and sin and atonesni@itbhfulness. Although God judges
with fire, he protects his servants and establishex by forgiving their sin and giving to
them “all the glory of Adam” and eternal life (415; cf. Ex 34.5-8). God himself “will
purify” his people “in order to cleanse (them) frgmilt” (LQH® 14.8). As is written
elsewhere, “All the sons of your truth you bringiéogiveness before you in order to
[clleanse them from their transgressions by yoaaggoodness and by the abundance of
your me][r]cy, in order to make them stand before farever” (15.29-31; cf. 5.22-24).

In the lines prior to this statement, God’s jusikeontrasted with the sinfulness of

137vanLandinghamJudgment and Justification 13.
138 The purpose of 4QMMT is to provide further instian since the recipients only have partial
understanding, which results in incomplete obedigsee C 27-30=4Q398 14-17 ii).
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creation. No human can withstand God’s anger. Bexaftihis grace¢n) and mercy

(erm), however, he has revealed his ways to the hynibisP7). Because he has forgiven
one’s sins, he has reversed the impending resjutgment:*° The result of God

purifying a person is that he is able to standHwiite hosts of the holy ones and enter into
communion with the sons of heaven” (11.21-22). dtteof purification, therefore, is
directed not only at the problem of sin and guiltf it also is a “cleansing of impurity
associated with being human” (cf. lines 10-f4)The very one who falters before God
and deserves punishment now stands in God'’s pressoause God forgave and
cleansed him.

As with so many other themes, the Spirit of Goddnasucial role in the purification
of God's elect. It is by the holy Spirit that orsepurified (8.20) and guilt is removed
(23(bottom).13). The contrast between the God-gh@y Spirit that purifies and the
depraved human spirit further heightens the natidmuman sinfulness. The human
cannot free himself from bondage to his own credyusinful state without divine
assistance. God gives to those he elects a Spititntorks to overcome the fleshly, sinful
nature of the human. The Spirit functions as therdreof predestination as well as the
cleansing agent. One might even say that it ietteetor and maintainer of election.

Purification from sin does not become a foundat@ricentiousness, but rather the
motivation for the human to pursue righteousrtéshe hymnist’s knowledge that God
has established him as righteous motivates hinutibychimself and avoid all evil (8.18).
The hymnist attributes his desire to be holy to G@devious cleansing action: “For the
sake of your glory, you cleansex{rr) man from his transgression in order that he might
make himself holyx=n=%) for you from all abominations of impurity and fnoguilt of

unfaithfulness” (19.10-11=pnm5 is the first of five infinitives that describe thesults

139 Nitzan points out that thdodayotreflects on how God has made repentance possibie hot
actually a request for forgivenes3umran Prayer337-40).

140 Falk, “Psalms and Prayers,” 31.

141 Cf. 9.32-33: On the basis of his lovingkindness arercy, God has “strengthened the spirit of man
against afflictions” and “cleansed” him from sim‘@rder that he can recount the wonders” of Gati¢o
rest of creation.
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of God'’s cleansing work*? These infinitives summarise the totality of salvatas one is
united with the community of the redeemed and teansd from death to life, which
results in one being a part of the new creatioredil1-14). Divine and human action are
not in opposition; rather, divine action enablembu action. The symmetry of divine and
human action stands out in the clauses indicatmmm fvhat God has cleansed humans,
namely “transgression,” and the human decisiorutsye holiness by avoiding “all
abominations of impurity and guilt of unfaithfulrse@sHolm-Nielsen correctly notes “that
it is God’s cleansing which forms the backgrourslaanortal being, man is quite unable
to sanctify himself.**® Because God has acted on behalf of the humanghoie
human can pursue what God set out to accomplisthddi God undertaking this task,
the human remains incapable of living righteoubly, because God cleanses his chosen
people, one can live in accordance with God’s conusea

Along with purifying the elect from sin, God strehgns them so that they will not
continue to commit sins or fall prey to spiritsvatkedness (4.23; 9.32; 15.6-9). The
hymnist recognises that the human spirit is weakgiven to transgress God’s will. With

God’s assistance and protection, though, the huraarmbey God'’s will:

[Prevent] your servant from sinning against you &inth stumbling over all the
words of your will. Strengthen [. . .] against #giiof [wickedness in order that he
might] walk G5mni=%)) in all that you love and to despise all that [ybate [and in
order to do] good in your eyes. [. . .] in my bosydbr your servant (is) a spirit of
fle[sh]. (4.23—25)*
Two types of human action are available. Apart fidimine action, the hymnist can only
follow the will of his fleshly spirit. When God ietvenes, the hymnist can then imitate
God. In order to obey God’s will, the human is degent on God, who alone can

overcome the effects of the human’s depraved sprrit

142 The others arerrrb (“to join;” line 11);217> (“to be raised up;” line 12} n7% (“and to stand;”
line 13);wnn5 (“to be renewed;” line 13).

143 Holm-NielsenHodayot 292n.

144 See Holm-NielserHodayot 249nn.21-26, for a discussion of the textual femis. Also,
Stegemann] QHodayot, 71-72.

145 Hopkins is certainly wrong when she states, “Régrege, or the proper disposition becomes a
prerequisite for election, forgiveness, and cleagis{(“Qumran Community,” 346; cf. VanLandingham,
Judgment and Justificatipi25: “Even in thédodayof, a text that emphasises the role of God'’s grace in
the process of eternal salvation more than any ¢étx¢in Second Temple Judaism, salvation andhater
life result from human effort.”). Whatever the acaty of this statement for 1QS or other Dead SeallS¢
it completely distorts thelodayot
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Iv. TheHodayotas Covenantal Nomism?

This study has shown that the divine-human relatignrevolves around God'’s
gracious acts of deliverance for the individuale@lence does not merit salvation. It is
instead the outworking of God’s mercy. In conclygihis study of thélodayot it is
worth briefly commenting on the similarities betwehis study’s explanation of the
divine-human relationship and covenantal nomisngdnders’ definition of covenantal
nomism not only is grace prioritised over workst &lgo the interaction between God and
humans is set firmly within a covenantal framewdilk. writes, “[Clovenantal nomism is
the view that one’s place in God’s plan is estélgltson the basis of the covenant and that
the covenant requires as the proper response ohimmaredience to its commandments,
while providing means of atonement for transgras&td® At one level, covenantal
nomism may be a succinct summary of the salvifttgpa found in théHodayot The
emphasis, as this study has shown, clearly fallSod's gracious acts of deliverance. He
predestines based on grace, gives knowledge to vileowishes, purifies the sinners, and
all this is done despite the human'’s sinfulnesghiMg the human does has merit before
God. Along with initiating the relationship, Godssains it. His Spirit is the source of
obedience, and the human cannot act in a manresipieto God apart from his
assistance. The central focus of the hymns is Ggrdise and mercy.

At this level, covenantal nomism accurately capuhe salvific pattern depicted in
theHodayot God acts first in grace, and the human resporttisobedience. This
similarity, however, requires one to work with @ueed definition of covenantal
nomism**’ In this definition, covenantal nomism stands foy aoteriological pattern that
prioritises grace over works. The specifics of cam@al nomism are lost entirely, despite
the fact that it is these specific aspects thatentalkenantal nomism a viable concept.
One way to assess more accurately the approprest@feefining the soteriological
pattern in theHodayotas covenantal nomism is to ask how the hymniserstdod the

interaction between God and the individual in ielato “getting in” and “staying in.”

146 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisrs.
147 cf. carson, “Summaries and Conclusions,” 543—-45.
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“Getting in” according to Sanders is by grace notks. He pointed to God’s
election of Israel as a sign of this gracious aspdteHodayotlikewise emphasises
God's role in establishing the relationship. “Gegtin” is only possible through divine
intervention because the human is a sinner. Theithal can do nothing to merit God’s
mercy. On this point, thEodayotand covenantal nomism agree.

According to Sanders, “staying in” the covenarthr®ugh obedience. Obedience is
the “proper response’of the elect and, he claitisnaintains one’s position in the
covenant, but it does not earn God'’s grace as'sdtBeveral lines in thelodayotimply
that obedience is both the response of the elechacessary to maintain the relationship.
For example, the hymnist purifies himself in ligiitwvhat he knows God has done for
him (8.18). Those who have abandoned the hymnetishings for the path of Belial
have forfeited their place among the redeemed 9121, cf. 22(bottom).8). This loss of
salvation suggests that obedience has the roleaoftaining one’s place within the
community of the redeemed.

Concerning the issue of “getting in” and “staying’ione finds in thédodayotideas
that cohere well with Sanders’ definition of covetad nomism. Gathercole has
challenged the accuracy of covenantal nomism bedalecks an eschatological
perspective® He suggests that the issue at stake is not otfipgén and staying in, but
also, and perhaps more importantly, getting ineortxt age. He demonstrates that
according to many Second Temple texts entranceletoext age was based on both
election and obedience. According to Hiedayot though, entrance into the next stage is
dependent solely on election. Without obediendhimlife, one will not enter into the
next age, but entrance into the next age is saletprding to God’s grace. Those few
instances that do mention judgment reflect on howme will endure it without God’s
grace. Human obedience will not stand at the judgme

Although Gathercole’s critique of covenantal nomisxposes a serious flaw in

Sanders’ description of Judaism, it does not rettterdea of covenantal nomism

148 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisrii5, 420 (emphasis removed).
149 GathercoleWhere is Boasting?
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inappropriate for thélodayot A problem with summarizing thdodayotunder the
heading covenantal nomism does appear, thougheirote assigned to the Spirit.
Sanders did maintain that the salvation processuvdsrgirded throughout by God’s
grace, but nowhere does he make sufficient roorth®Spirit as an enabling agertt.
Sanders’ formulation of getting in through gracwifte activity) and staying in through
obedience (human activity) distinguishes too slydbpktween divine and human action.
TheHodayotportrays obedience as something done by the htimmangh the Spirit. The
human can claim to act because he is convincedabatis working in him. Obedience is
not simply the “proper response” of the elect, fadher it follows necessarily from God’s
gift of the Spirit. The separation between divimel Aiuman activity created by Sanders’
formulation does not cohere with the combinatiouni in theHodayot

While covenantal nomism accurately captures mudhethought in thélodayot
its inability to account fully for the role assight the Spirit cautions against claiming
that the interaction between God and humanity eHbdayotis formulated on the
pattern of covenantal nomism. This conclusion deesnvalidate covenantal nomism as
an accurate description of other texts nor evah@tectarian Dead Sea Scrolls
themselves. The validity of covenantal nomism ntigstested text by text since

wholesale acceptance or rejection will result stalitions or generalisations.

C. Summary

It would be an understatement to claim that theigtrthinks salvation is
accomplished by God. In the hymns, he repeate@is@s God for his bestowal of grace
and mercy onto a frail, sinful creature. This s@tthas highlighted three crucial
expressions of divine salvific acts: predestingtibe giving of knowledge, and
purification from sin. God initiates the salvatiprocess as the teaching on predestination
demonstrates. God'’s role is not confined only titfitial stage. Rather, he continues
working in the individual through his Spirit. Thizess placed on divine agency does not

eliminate human agency. On the contrary, eacheoidbas discussed here contained not

1%0 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism22. According to thindex of SubjectsSanders does not
even mention the Spirit in his account of Judaism.
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only clear statements about what God does, eaoltatmects to how the human lives.
Predestination was to a particular way of life, itkinowledge reveals itself in obedience
to the Torah. Purification leads to obedience notersinning. The divine acts produce a
human agent who through the Spirit obeys the Tdd#timately God’s decisive acts of
mercy overcome the creaturely problems of fraittg ainfulness. It is in reliance on God

that the human being becomes truly human.

3. Conclusion

Running throughout thEodayotare two interlocking themes. On the one hand,
humans are described as frail, sinful creaturesiridneation from the dust means that
they are morally deficient, and the only outcomdeath since none can stand before
God. On the other hand, every opportunity is taketescribe how God delivers from
this predicament. God intervenes into the humasndia when he decides before
creation who will be saved and who will not. Godipes the elect and gives knowledge
to them. These divine saving acts of mercy areraptished through God'’s Spirit, which,
functioning as the agent of predestination, sustaid enables the human being. The
emphasis on divine action does not turn the hurngantanto purely a passive recipient.
These divine acts ultimately culminate in the indipal following the Torah as
interpreted by the community. Human obedience idenpossible because God himself
has intervened.

TheHodayotprovides an example of Josephus’ claim that tleeikess attributed
everything to God, and it is the exact oppositBerh Sira. At the most fundamental level,
the two texts differ in which character takes cestiage. Ben Sira focuses his attention
on the human, while the hymnist emphasises howl@asdcted. This crucial difference
results in conceptions of the divine-human relaiop that are fundamentally opposed to
one another. Here are four key differences:

1) Ben Sira views the human as fully capable of det@ng his or her own

destiny. The hymnist describes the human as awreeat dust bent to sin and

without the ability to obey God.
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2) Both authors maintain that God is sovereign, battymnist highlights
predestination. God determines the way of each huBan Sira argues that
each human determines his or her own way by chgdsiobey or disobey
the Torah.

3) In theHodayot divine action is the basis for human action, @/iml Ben Sira
the relationship is reversed. God responds to tineam by rewarding with
“life” or punishing with “death.”

4) In accomplishing the task of obedience, the hymngsts that the human
remains fully dependent on God, who gives his Sgrassist the elect. Ben
Sira views divine assistance through Wisdom asetvard for perseverance.
Divine assistance is not an important idea for Bea because the human
possesses within himself or herself the abilitplbey the divine will.

These points highlight the fundamental differeroesveen Ben Sira and the hymnist.
While their conceptions of the divine-human relasbip have the same goal, namely
salvation (although they view this differently)ethpresent contrasting and conflicting
ways of attaining the goal. According to Ben Sihe divine-human relationship is
initiated and sustained by humans, while the hytthiaks it is initiated and sustained by
God. Where one speaks of God, the other speaksnoéihs.

The divergences between the two texts indicatedhety of views held among Jews
of this time period. Judaism was not monolithic.i¥leach works with the same
concepts, images, and language and even in depandarthe same scriptures, they
arrive at different understandings. Neither is l#ssish for taking a different perspective,
but neither does their Jewish heritage bind theoettain conclusions. These diverging
views between two thoroughly Jewish authors progidentext within which to explore
Paul’s description of what God did through JesesMessiah and its impact on the

divine-human relationship.



CHAPTER 3

Sin, the Spirit, and Human Obedience in Romans 7-8

When considering what Paul expected of the humantag salvation, the most
natural starting point, since at least the Refolonahas been the Pauline antithesis
between justification by faith (in Christ) versusnks (of the law) (Gal 2.16; Rom 3.20—-
26; cf. Phil 3.9). The antithesis has served asrmbaneutical framework for interpreting
all of Paul’s soteriological statements. A commuoigipretation runs along these lifes.

In the antithesis, both aspects refer to actiokesrtdy humans, but they are qualitatively
different. Faith in Christ is not a deed, but akremwledgement of what God has done
apart from human obedience and in spite of the ms1snfulnesg. Salvation, according
to this part of the antithesis, is given entirghad from any human doing. It is an act of
grace, pure and simple. Works of the law stand&efgalism. That was the problem of the
Jews who sought through their law observance to €&lvation and to put God in their
debt. “Works of the law” is a subcategory of “watk&hich means that Paul is rejecting
any deeds not just obedience to the Torah. Théasts, in this reading, is used to
oppose any possibility of human action in the sadveprocess.

This reading of the antithesis has been questiahatinost every point. First,
Sanders’ description of Judaism as covenantal mori@ads to a re-evaluation of the
opposition between faith and works that the tradai reading has found in the antithesis.
If all Jews agreed that salvation was by gracenarks, then the opposition between
divine and human action has no historical basig. diftithesis simply cannot be between
faith and “doing.” Thus, for Sanders, the key castrof the antithesis is Christ and the
law.® Sanders’ account of Judaism provides the contexhe interpretation of the

antithesis as a conflict over whether Gentilestiodoecome Jews in order to be full

! Although with differences, see WesterhoRerspectivesBell, No One Seeks for Gpa39-75;
Kim, Paul and the New Perspectj\&7—70.

2 Human inability and sinfulness is a key elementtlfis interpretation. See Schrein€he Law and
Its Fulfillment 41-71; SmithWhat Must | Do 73-160.

% SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism82. Cf. Raisanem®aul and the Law164-77.
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members of the people of Gb@ecause all agreed that salvation was based lgrdine
God’s grace, the polemic that the traditional regdinds in the antithesis between faith
and works is removed. “Works of the law” indicatdsedience to the Torah, and,
according to Dunn, represents the “nomism” aspetavenantal nomism®In the
antithesis, then, Paul is arguing that Gentilea@ioneed to adopt the particular practices
of the Jewish people in order to enjoy the coveaddressings. This reading, while not
necessarily opposed to the Reformation readings dokeast soften the harsh polemic
against “works” and Judaism that others have fdarttle antithesi§.The issue in the
antithesis is not “how is one saved—nby faith ommyrks?” but “how do Gentiles become
full members of God’s people—by faith in Christlyrworks of the law?”For our
purposes, this criticism of the traditional readqugestions the opposition between divine
and human action that the traditional interpretataentified.

A second challenge to the traditional reading arfsem those who interpret the
phraseriotic Xpiotod as referring to Christ’s faithfulness (Gal 2.1&][20; 3.22; Phil
3.9;: Rom 3.22, 26)The content of the antithesis according to théslireg is more
“Christological” than “anthropological” since thgsue is not what the individual human
does but what Christ has doh€hrist’s fidelity is his obedience to God'’s cait him to
die on the cross. Paul’s antithesis, thereforetrasts human action (“works of the law”)
with divine action, thus removing the particulasus that the traditional interpretation
found in it. This second challenge, unlike thetfiegyrees with the traditional reading that
the antithesis is about the divine-human relatigndtut in focusing on Christ’s

faithfulness/obedience, it is a significant chajjerto the traditional reading.

* Sandersl.aw, 17—64; Dunn, “New Perspective on Paul: whenc8;*33.

® Dunn, “New Perspective on Paul: whence,” 23. $s@ Wright, Saint Pau) 132.

® Rejection of the Augustinian and Lutheran intefgtiens is central to Wright's argumengsagnt
Paul, 120).

" See WrightSaint Pau) 119; Dunn, “Paul and Justification by Faith.” $#so the neglected article
by Barth, “Jews and Gentiles: The Social Charaaftdustification in Paul.”

8 The literature on this issue is enormous. In favafihe “Christ’s faithfulness” reading, see e.g.
Hays,Faith? 141-62, 272-97; Johnson, “Rom 3:21-26 and thi&a B&ilesus;” StowerRereading
Romans194-226.

° Hays,Faith? 277.
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Alongside these two alternative interpretationghefantithesis, other issues have
been raised against the traditional understanditigecantithesis as an opposition
between the human acts of faith and works. For @karhow does judgment by works fit
into this scheme that rejects works as necessasafeation? Should “works of the
law” be understood as a subcategory of “works’somiorks” shorthand for the longer
phrase? Is Paul only criticizing obedience to the Torabt hot rejecting “works”
outright as necessary for salvation? What do “faitChrist)” and “works (of the law)”
mean?

Regardless of how one answers these questionsf@ol position is taken on the
antithesis, the controversy indicates that it idamger profitable to begin a discussion of
divine and human agency in Paul from the antithésdeed, the antithesis is not only too
controversial, it is incomplete in itself to addsdslly the issue of divine and human
agency. The antithesis is a piece of rhetoric,catBand catch phrase of a much larger
issue in Paul. As such, it must be placed withmaader context to make sense. It cannot
be the controlling criterion for how one understtite relationship between faith and
obedience and divine and human action in Paulleast because it is intended to
summarise (not dictate) Paul’s view.

In place of the antithesis as the starting pointnBns 7.7—8.13 presents itself as a
viable candidate. Here is an argument about cdirigagatterns of human activity
developed as an intra-Jewish debate. In 7.7-25dXpldins what life under the Torah
looks like. The Torah gave a commandment—*You shailcovet” (v.7; cf. Ex 20.17,

Deut 5.21)—to its hearers, and they were to oh&Robmans 7 focuses on human

19vanLandingham argues vehemently in hisigment and Justificatiahat the antithesis has no
implications for the Final Judgment, which is detared solely on the basis of obedience.

1 See Moo, “Law,” 94-99; Rapayleaning 53-70. On the scholarly debate over the phraseksv
of the law” in Paul and Qumran, see de RWégrks of the Law’

12 E g., Watson argues that “faith in Christ” referghe way of living within the Christian community
and “works of the law” is the way of life in thewlish community Paul, Judaism, and the Gentife448,
212). Similarly, Jewett emphasises the communaédsions of faith and explicitly rejects any hint of
individual response to the Gospel in Paul's fagsihguageRomans146, 276-78).

3 Throughout this section, Paul constantly emphagise idea of “doing” or “practising” the law.
Note the various terms usetbaooery (vv.15, 19)moieiv (vv.15, 16, 19, 20, 21kxtepyalecbor (Vv.15,
18).
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inability, as Paul describes the human’s failureltey the Torah. The result is nothing
less than death. In Romans 8, the situation igpip@site. Now because of and on the
basis of God’s intervention, obedience becomessaibpitity, and life is a reality because
of the indwelling Spirit. Whereas the former patkds its direction from a word found on
a stone tablet (cf. 2 Cor 3.7), this path takedirtsction from the divine Spirit who now
indwells those found in Christ. The goal of obed®m both patterns is “life,” for this is
what the law offered to the one who successfullyt kke commandment (7.10) and what
is attained by the Son’s death and given to theiroménom the Spirit dwells (8.6, 11, 13).
Paul’'s argument in 7.7-25 is about the human’sediattempt to please God (cf. 8.8) by
keeping the commandment of the Torah, and in 8.1-%3&bout the human’s
(successful) act of pleasing God through the Spgiiidance.

This chapter explores how Paul develops the twiepet for obedience. It will be
argued that in 7.7-25 Paul portrays é¢he as the human agent of the two-ways pattern.
Paul seeks to show the powerlessness of the tws-tkagition to produce an adequate
obedience to the Torah. By contrast, in-8.3, he adopts an alternative Jewish
understanding of the divine-human relationship thatises on God'’s act of deliverance
and the imparting of his Spirit as the empoweriggrd. Obedience is possible because of
the Spirit of God. Paul contends that under thettewhuman has no agency, but in

Christ the human becomes an agent.

1. Paul’s Critique of the Two-Ways Theology (7.7-25

Romans 7.7-8.13 is typically recognised as twospafran argument, although there

is little agreement over the precise connectfofhe recounting of God'’s act in Christ in

14 Most scholars make a paragraph break between B1This seems incorrect, however, for two
reasons. First, vv.12—-13 continue the contrast &etwSpirit” and “flesh” found in vv.4-11, and ttleeme
of “life” continues until v.13 (MooRomans473; Byrne, “Living Out,” 580). Second, asiderfr&ikomans
8.12, the phrasépa odv occurs 10x or 11x in the Pauline corpus, but inenof these instances does it start
a new paragraph (Rom 5.18; 7.3, 25; 9.16, 18; 1@litputed], 19; Gal 6.10; Eph 2.19; 1 Thess 5.6; 2
Thess 2.15). It functions the same in Romans 8 A@evPaul draws out the practical conclusion of his
description of life according to the Spirit or aodiog to the flesh. The paragraph should not beredad to
v.17, for, although v.14a functions as a transijtibe concept of adoption is introduced in v.148 &nthe
main point of vw.14-17. Verse 17 concludes withithea of suffering that occupies Paul’s thought
throughout the rest of chapter 8. Verses 14-17tiumas a hinge, reassuring believers of theiustas
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8.1-4 is the response to the desperate cry fomptien that concluded chapter 7.
Although recognising this connection, scholarg struggle to identify clearly the main
point of the two sections and their place withia #tgument of Romans. Some regard
7.7-25 as an excursus in which Paul seeks toghisfposition on the law’. While
others reject the idea that #25 is an excursus, they also hold that it is cdgtaedout

the Torah. Here Paul, it is claimed, gives his gteéafence” of the law?® Having linked
the Torah so closely with sin earlier in the le{@®20; 4.15; 5.20; 6.14; 7.5), he now
gualifies those statements. He emphatically desltdoe law as “good” (7.13), indeed as
“holy” and “the commandment” as “holy, just, andogt (v.12). He argues that the law
was the “unwilling” partner, usurped by SihThe law was intended for humanity’s
good, but in the hands of Sin, it could not fulldl goal of giving life. Instead, it was used
as an instrument of death.

A reading along these lines has almost univerggbau. Nevertheless, it is
guestionable on several grounds. There is, in i#te, reason to think that Paul is
interested in defending the Torah itself. Actuallys Paul’'s view of the law and
especially its relationship to sin that needs ddifesn As Seifrid notes, “Paul here
defends his Gospel against the potential Jewistéctbj that it compromises the holiness
of Torah”*® Although this reading offered by Seifrid and othir better, it also does not
represent accurately what Paul does in this sed@ianl does not soften any of his
previous comments about the relationship of thettagin® He remains on the offensive
and has no intent to reverse his previous stateanklet maintains an intimate connection

between the law and sin, while clarifying that ki itself is not evil. If this is a defence

God’s children and introducing the idea of suffgras preparation for the discussion of hope (W391€f.
5.1-11).

> Moo, Romangs424.

18 Kummel,Rémer 79; Bultmann, “Romans 7,” 153; Bornkamm, “Sin, Land Death,” 88-89;
Beker,Paul the Apostle104-08; StuhimacheRomans105; DunnRomans1:376-77; idemTheology of
Paul, 157-59; FeeGod's Empowering Presencg09; Moo,Romans423; GarlingtonFaith, Obedience
and Perseverancd 18; SchreinelRomans358-59; Tobin,Paul’'s Rhetori¢ 219.

" Kruse,Paul, the Law, and Justificatip@11.

18 Seifrid, “Subject of Rom 7:14—-25,” 324; cf. RaisapPaul and the Law67; KrusePaul, the Law
208; Byrne Romans209; Kuula,The Law, the Covenar242; EslerConflict and Identity239.

19 Cf. Romanello, “Impotence of the Law,” 522—-23.
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of the law or even his own view of the law, themFails miserably since he introduces
ideas that his Jewish contemporaries would fin@dimnable. For example, he describes
God’s law as being taken hostage by Sin. What Jeuld\ind in this a defence of the
law? Paul also declares the law as incapable dihdeaith the problem of Sin. Paul’'s
fellow Jews, however, thought the law was God’sisoh to the evilness of humantty.
Far from separating the law from Sin, Paul mairgdivat the law is intimately connected
with Sin, and this despite being holy.

Also questionable is the argument that Paul is griilpnfocused on the Torah in 7.7—
25. Moo, for example, contends that throughout tdrap “[tjhe main topic is the Mosaic
law” while “anthropology—the identity and situatioh the ‘I’ of vw.7-25—is a
subordinate issue in Rom. 7'Similarly, Schreiner writes, “The theme of ver3eg5,
therefore, is not anthropology and existential humgperience but the goodness of

God’s law.”??

Undoubtedly, Moo, Schreiner, and others are cotceappose the view
espoused by, for example, Kdsemann, who claimeadiitiathe exception of v.14a in
vwv.14-25 “the Torah recedes completely into thekgeamund and everything focuses on
anthropology, which in turn is no less importardrtithe question of the law in vv.7—
13.”% Certainly the unceasing interest in the identftsheéyd gives the impression that
anthropology is the main point of the pass&ddgReducing anthropology to a “subordinate
issue,” however, is not the appropriate way toexirthe imbalance. Maintaining that

Paul is interested in only either anthropologyha Torah arises from a serious

methodological error, namely, the false assumpgtiaba passage has only one dominant

2 See Sir 21.11 (“whoever keeps the law masterthbisghts”):4 Ezra7.116—-131. Although much
later, R. Raba (d. AD 352) remarks, “Though Goditad the evil inclination, he created the law as an
antidote against it’"{. B. Bat.16a; cf.b. Qidd 30b;Sifre Deut45; ‘Avod. Zar.5b;b. Sukkatb2b). See
Porter, “The Yecer Hara,” 1280; van der Horst, “Note on the Evil Inclinatio1.

%1 Moo, Romans409; cf. Stendahl, “Introspective Consequencé?;aVilckens Brief an die Rémer
100; FeeGod's Empowering Presencg09n.110.

22 SchreinerRomans358; cf. Romanello, “Impotence of the Law,” 513-1

% KasemannRomans192. He acknowledges that the Torah is alsoeafsd in vv.16b and 22 later
in his commentary (ibid., 199). Cf. Bornkamm, “Siiaw and Death,” 95.

% The literature debating the identity of @ is massive. For reviews see Lambrebtitetched “I”,
59-91; LichtenbergeBas Ich AdamsMiddendorf, The “I” in the Storm 15-51, 133-225; Jewett,
Romans441-45.
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concept® In reality, though, Paul's arguments often invadveomplex relationship
between several issues, in this case, Sin anégthand their impact on the human agent.
The argument of 7.7—25 cannot be reduced to eithiropology or Toraff The former
overlooks vv.7-12, while the latter misses cruelaments in vv.7—12 and cannot explain
the anthropological focus in vv.14-21. When boslues are allowed equal weight, it
emerges that the question of the relationship batvtlee law and sin is answered by
describing how the human relates to each. Through@u25 the argument is advanced
by Paul’'s characterization of the inability of anfan to obey the divine will revealed in
the Torah. He is not “develop[ing] an abstract doetof the law” but rather explaining
how the relationship between the holy, just, andddaw and Sin impacts the life of the
human being’ He answers the question about the relationshipdset the law and Sin
through anthropology.

When more factors are introduced into the mix, Z5/rot only becomes more
coherent, it also begins to make sense in the dimiplargument of Romans. Byrne
rightly identifies 6.1-8.13 as a single unit comezt with the issue of obedien®eHere
Paul takes up various objections to his law-fregpgh objections that were first voiced
in 3.8%° Paul has setiotic XpLotod against “works of the law” (3.20, 22), and whateve
these phrases mean precisely, they indicate a ezl contrast between Christ and the
Torah. Paul’s disparaging remark in 5.20-21 furthstances the Christian from the
Torah. The issue raised in the ethical argumeBt$#8.13, then, is whether this Torah-

less proclamation can actually produce an obegheaple. That is, does the dismissal of

% Take, for example, Raisand®aul and the Law112-13: “[I]t should be remembered that the
passage is not really meant to be an anthropologictare. It is concerned with the law, and ihardly
safe to base any other Pauline ‘doctrines’ onAtsb Sanderd,.aw, 77.

% Cf. Weber, “Geschichte des Gesetzes.”

27 Quote from JewetRRomans440. He continues, “but rather to clarify its bieg on the situation of
the Roman church.” My description asks what is Raying, while Jewett’s asks what is Paul doinge Th
two need not be in conflict.

% Byrne, “Living out,” 562—63. For the place of clap? in the context of the letter, see
Schnackenburg, “Rémer 7 in Zusammenhang des Roiefadif and Catchpole, “Who and Where.” Both
trace the influence of the Adam-Christ typologybdf2—-21 on 7.7-25.

2 Dillon, “Spirit as Taskmaster.” Cf. Campbell, “Rams I11,” 259—60.
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the Torah have as its inevitable result wickedif@si—15)%° In the view of Paul's
Jewish contemporaries, it certainly does. Paulsézkiemonstrate that it does not.

Paul argues in 6.1-23 that obedience is possildause Christians are identified
with Christ through baptism. This act of initiatiogrenacts Christ’'s death and
resurrection, which indicates that believers aeedrfrom Sin’s control. They now
become slaves to God rather than Sin, and Pauliatstthem to produce in their lives the
righteousness that God has given by faith in Chifigedom from the law, then, does not
result in wickedness because one now becomes eddlaChrist. This point is
reinforced through the marriage analogy in 7.1-&lB point is simply that death brings
freedom from the law and enables service to God.

Within this broader context, Paul argues in 7.7-€@htrary to other Jews, that
obedience is not possible within the realm of tbeah. Paul turns the objection against
the Gospel on its head: rather than his law-fressage producing wickedness, the
attempt to live by the Torah has as its inevitahlecome the doing of evil. Placing the
Torah at the centre of one’s existence means tlfetomes under Sin’s rule. Sin
deceives the human and causes his desire to obdythh to be manifest as evil. Indeed,
this is the only outcome possible according tosiheaker (v.21). Rather than making
obedience possible, as Paul’s objectors claimed] tnah actually makes the problem
worse.

Romans 7.7-25 must be read as the negative coarttés8.1-13" In the latter,

Paul explains how obedience will finally be possiblerses 1-4 do not simply provide
the solution to the speaker’s plea for redempfidrey are rather the key component in
explaining what makes obedience possible. God'sachrist and his Spirit destroys
Sin’s hold on the human. The ethical impossibitigscribed in 7.7-25 becomes a

possibility because God has acté8.5—13 then elaborate on how obedience becomes a

% Theobald, Concupiscentid 262—-63.

31 Byrne compares the two sections to “panels opaydh” (Romans213) and suggests that Paul is
employing “his favorite rhetorical technique of iimésis” (p.209).

32 See Byrne’s headings to Rom 7.14-25, “Life Untlerltaw—Ethical ‘Impossibility’,” and 8.1-13,
“Life in the Spirit—Ethical ‘Possibility” Romans224, 234).
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daily possibility. Those found in Christ and giviie Spirit are empowered to fulfil the
righteous requirement of the Torah (v.4). Theflifat thetys sought through the law is
now given by the Spirit of life. Set in contrastAd@—25, Paul argues that obedience is
possible not in the realm of the law but in thdmeaf the Spirit. Those who seek life
through the law will fail because they have orienteeir lives around the wrong nexus,
but those found in Christ will have life and be dieat.

The argument of 7.7-25 is about far more than traf. It is a crucial part of Paul’s
argument for how the Gospel, on the one handh&sgbwer of God unto salvation for all
who believe, to the Jew first and to the Greekl1§).and on the other hand, produces
among Gentiles (and Jews) an “obedience of faitlB;(cf. 16.26). 7.7-8.13 is
fundamentally about the capacity of the human atgeptoduce an adequate obedience,

an obedience that is ultimately “pleasing to GA&i8J.

In Romans 7.7-25 Paul describes the human encouwitkethe Torah. He models
this encounter after the human agent of the twosviidition. At the conclusion of his
sermon to the people of Israel, Moses exhorts ¢ople “Choose life in order that you
might live” (Deut 30.19). He has immediately priorthis call told the people that if they
obey, God will give them the land and many days,ifihey disobey and worship other
gods, their days will be short (vv.16-18). Thisttgsovides the Scriptural foundations for
the two-ways soteriological pattern that appearstier OT texts and early Jewish
writings2® This pattern has already been observed in Benwdicaprovides the classic

Jewish rendition of it:

God created (the) man from the beginning, and ke ban into the hand of his
inclination. If you choose, you may keep the comdmaent, and you will understand
to do his will. . . . Before a man are life and ttheand whichever he chooses will be
given to him. (Sir 15.14-17)

This statement, as Ben Sira expounds in his wanphasises human agency. There are

two key aspects to the two-ways paradigm of thendihuman relationship:

33 Cf. Josh 24.14-28; Jer 21 BEn 94.1-5Pss. So0l9.1-5;4 Ezra7.3-24, 127-29.
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1) The means to life is through Torah observance. Bigsés this forth in his appeal
to the people to obey, and some later Jewish irgtys rely upon this text as
their scriptural basis for their own arguments dliba necessity of law
observance for covenant blessings.

2) The human possesses within himself the capacigtonorally. This is to be
assumed by Moses’ exhortation (Deut 30.15-20)ithsitclearly stated by Ben
Sira when he writes that God places the human timtchand of his inclination”
(Sir 15.14). He uses the verb “to choose” threesimm vv.15-17 to indicate that
humans can determine their own destiny. The indafidan choose for himself
or herself whether to obey the commandments o(wdb). The withdrawal of
the divine presence further undergirds the ideahithenans are morally capable.

In Paul’'s narrative, the Torah appears on the s@rethe human, who had been
experiencing life, is now confronted with the dieidemand “do not covet.” This
commandment was given for the human'’s life, biadtuality it brought Sin to life and
resulted in the human’s death. Sin found in thealidhe means to assert its deadly rule
over humanity, and through deception it twisteditbman’s right intent to obey the
Torah into the production of evil. Sin took up desice in the human and made the
human a prisoner of war, a slave to its own demdaithss rule over the human is
manifest daily as the human attempts to do goodelanns that all he or she produces is
evil. Death is revealed in this frustrated attetogteep the Torah, and death will be the
final result of the human who attempts to live uraed through the Torah. Paul is not
just engaging with the Torah in itself but with tfa-ways tradition as evidenced in Ben
Sira. According to the two-ways tradition, law ohsace is straightforward once the
commandments are known. According to Paul, knowhiegaw is exactly when the

problems begifi?

3 Seifrid argues that Romans 7 is modelled on tmétgretial prayers found in the OT and Second
Temple texts (“Subject of Rom 7:14-25,” 322-23)eTnayers, especially in titodayot focus on the
individual. All the passages describe the persoonfifa limited perspective determined by group or
personal guilt,” but they set this within a largentext “which is dependent upon divine mercie2) In
these texts, the human is portrayed “from the &ohiperspective of his or her intrinsic soteriolagjic
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What Paul describes in this passage is a “narrafidisillusionment.®® Theéyd
represents anyone, most particularly a Jewish pdifo7.1), who lives under the Torah
and strives to keep its commandments. As contempdeavish texts indicate, those who
obeyed the Torah would be given life. Paul, howgekallenges this depiction by
arguing that experience and theology do not colWteereas his contemporaries claimed
that life was a possibility through the Torah, Pangues that the one who exists under the
law experiences only death. Whatever rational &edlbgical arguments could be put
forward are contradicted by the reality that thenan, whose identity is found in and
through the Torah, is experiencing death daily @migt has eschatological death for a
future.

When reading Romans 7.7-25 it is helpful to distisg two levels of reading. The
first is Paul’s level. At this level one seeks talarstand what Paul is doing with the
words and argument of the passage. What is Pagpistibn of human agency? How
does Paul understand the impact of Sin and thefathe human agent? This is the level
at which most commentators are working since m@sirderested in how this section fits
within Paul's broader argument and how Paul vidvesTtorah and human (in)ability.
Another level can be added to this one: the vietheéyd. At this level one is interested
in how thetyd views his ability and responsibility. Does he thire can keep the law?
How does he understand his existence before aedth# law comes? These two levels

are not exclusive, for the views of the are controlled by Padf.Nevertheless, the two

resources” (323). It is unclear, though, how a feenial prayer would function within the context of
Romans 6-8.

% | owe this phrase to Prof. Francis Watson.

% This reading strategy is employed simply to heipdout the particularities of the narrative and
does not imply that Paul would exclude himself fritva situation of the speaker. Attempts to sepd@ated
from the situation described are numerous and fiawost recently Stowers’ suggestion that Paul eyl
prosopopoiiawhich “is a rhetorical and literary techniquewhich the speaker or writer produces speech
that represents not himself or herself but angbleeson or type of character” (‘Romans 7.7-25,” 185
received wide support (e.g. Witheringt®tpmans179-80; DasSolving 227-31; JewetRomans443—
44). Stowers supported his reading by appealir@rigen’s interpretation of this passagepassopopoiia
and he concluded that Paul could not be descrinimgelf since the rhetorical device did not alldw i
(“Romans 7.7-25," 193-9&ereading Romang64—-69). His appeal to Origen, however, is ureiit
since, as Thurén notes, Stowers does not accouBtrigen’s own historical context and his desire to
present Saint Paul without any defects (“Romangrh&torized,” 423—-24, 428-30). Additionally, Jewett
has demonstrated how this rhetorical device carobined with the suggestion that Paul is writing
autobiographicallyRomans443-73; cf. Holland, “Self against Self,” 268—7\jatson is probably correct
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levels can be distinguished, which may help clasdyne of the exegetical problems in

this section.

A. The Death of théyo

The two-ways paradigm consists of two aspectst,Hiifes is contingent on law
observance. Second, the human possesses the impaaltg to obey the Torah, and God
does nothing to intervene or influence the humathEof these can be seen in Paul’'s

characterization of theyw.

i The Law and Life

Although Paul focuses throughout the narrativehenlaw’s relationship to death, he
does explicitly state that the commandment wasded for life in v.10: “the
commandment which is unto life?ig¢ (wnv). Only three other times does Paul mention
the law’s relationship with life (Gal 3.12, 21; Rd.5). In two of these he cites
Leviticus 18.5. Here in Romans 7 the scripturakigaound is not Leviticus 18.5 but
Deuteronomy 30.15, the scriptural foundation fa tivo-ways traditiori’ The four terms
“life,” “death,” “good” and “evil” used throughotRomans 7 are drawn from this text. As
in Ben Sira’s interpretation of Deuteronomy 30.R&ul views “life” and “death” as
alternative outcomes available from law observattéeod” and “evil” are not further
descriptors of the outcomes of obedience or trassgen, but “the modes of conduct”

that the law defines as “good” or “evit®Paul’s interest in Deuteronomy 30.15-20

that Paul, now in Christ, takes up the personanef‘@nder the law” (cf. 1 Cor 9.20), and his dgstion of
this way of life has validity because he had attime been under the law#ul, Judaism, and the

Gentiled, 290). Philippians 3.4—6 does not contradict thading since there Paul is describing his sitnatio
from within Judaism, while in Romans 7.7-25 heeiffercting back from his Christian position. The
rhetorical differences between the texts are ightigethose who deny that Paul includes himselfiwithe
identity of thetys) in Romans 7.

3" Luck, “Das Gute und das Bése,” 225-26. Cf. Zigskamans188; Seifrid, “Romans,” 632—-33.

3 Watson,Paul and the Hermeneutics of Fai506. Bultmann argued that in vv.14—25 “good” and
“evil” are synonyms of “life” and “death” respeetily. What one sought through keeping the law \fas |
and what one attained by disobedience was deattv.14—25, then, “the object of the ‘willing’ is hthe
fulfilling of the ‘commandments,’ but ‘life’qwn). What is really willed in all our doing is ‘lifebut what
comes out of all our doing is ‘deatl®fortoc)” (‘Romans 7,” 152; idemTheology of the New Testament
248. He is followed by KdsemanRpmans202—-04; Bornkamm, “Sin, Law and Death,” 96; Fami
Theology and Ethics41-43; Meyer, “Worm at the Core,” 74-75; LucRas Gute und das Bdse,” 233—
34). The verbsoléw andmpdoow do not support this reading. The) does not simply desire good (life)
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connects him with the two-ways tradition. Whileeldind law observance is not confined
solely to the two-ways tradition, it is this intetén Deuteronomy 30.15-20 that suggests
that the two-ways tradition is the appropriate lomokind>®

Like the other texts that bring the law and lifgether, the relationship between law
and life in Romans 7.10 is debated. Dunn accuratatymarises the two current options
when he asks: “Does Paul mean that the commandranintended tbring about life
to lead to life (NEB, NJB), that is, a life not ymissessed, or fwomotelife, to regulate
and prosper life already possessélThe traditional reading has followed the former
option—that law observance leads to life. Repredemis associated with the New
Perspective, following Sanders’ description of thie of the law in Palestinian Judaism,
have argued for the latter position. The law daggive life (cf. Gal 3.21) but explains
how the covenant member should act within the canei relationshif!

The narrative description of the speaker’s encaounith the law is complex, but the
evidence points to the idea that the law was irgdrd lead to life. Prior to the giving of
the law, the speaker claims to possess life (F@Jowing Sanders’ description of
covenantal nomism, this life could be equated wxistence in the covenant. Life,
therefore, would be a gracious gift from God, amelgiving of the law, also a gift, would
be intended to regulate the speaker’s life. Hiddadrece would be the natural response of
one given such a wonderful gift from God.

Despite the coherence of this reading and admytiiesipotential to account for the
speaker’s claim to possess life prior to the ld, picture of the human agent is far more
complicated than this explanation allows. Two pestiould be noted, both of which

suggest that the purpose of the law is to bringuitlii@. First, the parallel clauséc

and hate evil (death), but instead he desires @odd and hates that he does evil. The emphagis is
deeds.

390n Lev 18.5 in Second Temple Judaism and PaulSpeekle,Law and Life

“° Dunn Romans1:384 (emphasis original).

“1 Jervis argues that the commandment in view is ¢dramandment inherent to life in Christ” (“Sin’s
Use,” 196; emphasis removed). Part of her justificafor this view is that Paul would not write thhe
Torah was “unto life” (cf. Gal 3.21) (204—-205). Sgaores the OT and Jewish background that Pawsira
upon in this statement and his citation of Lev 1iB.Rom 10.5 and Gal 3.12. He denies that the lagsd
actually give life in Rom 7.7-25; 10.5; and GalZ3.fhut he can repeat the view of Leviticus and his
contemporaries.
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6dvator must mean that the law leads to death (v*4@pd this clause cannot be
dismissed as easily as Dunn impff@®eath throughout this passage is condemnation.
This suggests that the life connected with theitaalso eschatological. Just as the law
can lead to final death, it also can lead to etdifiea Second, théyd dies because of his
disobedience. His repeated failure (vv.15—-20) tesalthe sombre conclusion “I died”
(v.10a) and causes him to cry out in desperatiohdWill redeem me from the body of
this death?” (v.24). Apparently, the “life” he pessed prior to the arrival of the law was
insufficient to guarantee his future destiny. Htswate destiny, therefore, is determined
not by his state prior to his encounter with the, laut by how well he succeeds in
keeping the commandment. Accordingly, life is cngént on the speaker’s law
observance not God’s grace. These points indibatddw observance does not merely
regulate one’s existence. It is the means toflified commandment is keft.

The perspective on obedience described in Romar2% does not cohere with
Sanders’ interpretation of obedience in Judaisnairg) the description of Judaism as
crass legalism, Sanders argued that law obsendida®t earn salvation. Election,
which in Sanders’ model equals salvation, is basgitely on God’s merc§? While
humans should obey the law, their obedience didiltiobately affect whether they were
in or out of the covenant. Their place in the camrdepends solely on God. Sanders
claimed that the intent to keep the Torah was efit. He writes, “Godnade the
condition for remaining in the covenattie free intent to obey the commandments, not
their successful fulfilment* Only those who deliberately rejected the covemamild be
condemned’ Deliberate rejection is indicated by the refusakéep the covenant
stipulations. Within this scheme salvation is basetirely on God’s grace, while

condemnation is ascribed to the human who refusebey. Actual obedience, while

*2 Moo, Romans439n.58.

3 Dunn,Romans1:384.

4 Cf. ThurénDerhetorizing Payl113-14.

5 Cf. Enns, “Expansions of Scripture,” 98; WesterhdPerspectives344—46.
¢ SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisr3 (emphasis original); cf. 107-10.
" SandersPaul and Palestinian Judaisrg4.
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desired, is not necessary for the intent to obeyiBcient to indicate one’s desire to
please God.

Sanders’ interpretation of obedience within Judadgm®s not match the experience
and thought of théy. Theéyw sought to obey the law. He desired to do the gbot,
constantly produced evil (vv.18-19). He did noiloklately reject the law, and even at
the end claims that in his mind he serves God’s(la6). He intended to keep the law.
His intent, however, was insufficient to securelties He unwillingly disobeyed, and the
result was death. The intent to obey, which acogrthh Sanders is all that is required of
the human to enjoy covenantal blessings, is noagmdor thezyd. It is on account of the
actual act of obedience that the covenantal blgssare given, not mere intent.

Throughout Romans 7.7-25 Paul establishes a symeaie®lationship between life
and law observance. The one who obeys lives, andrie who disobeys dies. His
description of the function of law observance cebewith the position taken in the two-
ways paradigm. Like Ben Sira’s description of thenlan agent (Sir 15.14-17), the)
stands at a junction between life and death. Gedsbtabefore him “the commandment
which is unto life,*® and his decision whether to accept or rejectlitdeitermine
whether he has life or death. If he obeys thendifgiven; if he disobeys then death. As
with Ben Sira’s view, the law contains within ietimstructions necessary for life, and the
one who obeys will receive life from God.

Theéyw strives to keep the commandment since he knovwshibaery life depends
on it. Contrary to advocates of the two-ways pattard théyw, Paul denies in Romans 7
that the law is successful in accomplishing itslgBather than giving life, the law
empowers Sin, and death comes to¢the As will be seen, Paul’s view about the
introduction of Sin through the law critiques thelely-held Jewish view that life could

be found through obedience to the Torah.

8 Compare Ben Sira’s description of the law as téve of life” (Sir 17.11; 45.5). Als®ss. Sol14.2;
4 Ezral4.29-30.
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il. Moral Optimism

The fact that the options between life and deatlsat before humans indicates, for
the two-ways tradition, that humans possess witihemselves the capacity to obey the
Torah. In Romans 7.7-25 thg) is portrayed as thinking that he possesses thacitgp
to obey the law. In vw.7, 9 the speaker descrilb@s&lf as ignorant of sin and he assumes
that he possesses life, and in vv.15-20 his attetopibey the law imply that he thinks
he has the ability to keep it.

Ignorant of Sin and disobedience (v.7c), the huotarsiders himself to be alive
(v.9a). The two statements, “l would not have knd&um’ and “I was alive once apart
from the law,” have caused significant problemsifberpreters. Most interpreters are
concerned at this point with the identity of e, but this issue is less important than
the claims made by the speaker. He perceives ddifras possessing some form of
innocence since he has no knowledge, whether exydly or purely noetic, of Sin.
Reminiscent of 3.20, one task of the law is tortefivhat sin is. The idea likely extends
beyond simple knowledge of sin to include the datperience of sirf? Jewett captures
the sense well: “The verfavdokw refers to knowledge gained through experiences thu
implying that without the presence of a law, he ldchave been unaware of sit!. There
may be in this statement the added notion of Spoager: only through the law can one
experience this ruling power. Regardless of whaehtew thetyw has come to
understand Sin, it must be noted that for a timegdéhe thinks of himself as innocent.
While from Paul’s perspective thgw was still a sinner even without the law (cf. 1.18—

32; 2.12; 3.9-18; 5.13-14), from his own view theaker considers himself as sinless.

9 So Moo,Romans433-34; SchreineRomans366-68. Contrast Cranfield, who suggests tHatat
change in understanding not experieriRerians1:348), while Dunn emphasises the experientia¢eisat
the expense of the noetiRgmans1:378).

0 JewettRomans446. Paul is speaking exclusively about the Tonafwever. Wasserman misses the
force of this statement when she compares the spsancounter with the Torah to the view that giva
wicked person laws only entices him or her to tgaess more (“Paul among the Philosophers,” 407-09;
citing Plato,Rep 8.563d-e; Josephuant 1.60; PolybiusHist. 1.81; Senecd)e clem 1.23). Paul’s
speaker is not like the wicked person in these atiso who attempted to use laws to curve his esdingle
already knows right from wrong. The speaker of Rosna, however, only learns good from evil after the
law tells him not to covet. Before the law’s artiv@e did not even know something called “good™@ril”
existed.



167

The second clause, “I was alive once apart fromawé in v.9a, has been at the
centre of the debate concerning the identity otthiesince it does not fit well any of the
standard descriptions, expect perhaps Adaviihat is important for our purposes is not
the identity of théyd, but the claim that he makes. While some commerstdhink
otherwise® it seems highly likely that the speaker thinkspbssesses eschatological life.
Being alive means “the fullness of human existenttee-fe ultimately to be enjoyed as
‘eternal life’.”>® This interpretation ofdw matchesgmodiriokw and is consistent with
other uses of the verb and nogat) throughout this part of Romans (cf. 8.1, 33T his
understanding of “life” coheres well with the clashignorance in v.7¢> The speaker
does not share Paul’s assertion that “all are uSdaer(Rom 3.9) or the pessimistic
anthropology of thélodayot 4 Ezrg or 2 Baruch The confusion over the meaning of
(aw arises, in part, because the perspective afyhies not distinguished from Paul’s.
Reducing “life” to simply existence is only necaeysahen one interjects Paul’s claims
about the human agent as a sinner. &lie however, does not (yet) share Paul’s view.

Verses 15-20 are marked by extreme pessimismeybheepeatedly notes that what
he desires to accomplish he fails to do, and whatdsires to avoid he actually does.
Often lost in the overwhelming negative impresabthe passage, though, is the
speaker’s underlying assumption that he can beiebedHis repeated attempts to keep

the commandments indicate that he thinks he posisestility to obey. He assumes that

*1 For the identification of the speaker as Adam,esgeKasemanrRomans261; DunnRomans1:
381-83; Hofius, “Schatten Adams;” Lichtenberdeas Ich AdamsWatsonPaul, Judaism, and the
Gentile$, 282-83. (Busch argues that Paul is referringv® ot Adam [“Figure of Eve”].) A recent
interpretation that is gaining popularity identfithe¢yd) as a Gentile “God-fearer” (cf. StoweRgreading
Romans273-78; TobinPaul's Rhetori¢ 239-40; DasSolving 221). While Gentiles are included in the
discussion, an exclusive reference to Gentiles sesistaken. The primary focus in fact, as 7.1 iatls, is
on those who “know the law,” which is most naturallken as a reference to Jews. If Paul is recogittie
giving of the law at Sinai, then this descriptidrtlte speaker as alive prior to the law matches$ \sedel’s
condition prior to the giving of the law. As Watsbas shown, the post-Sinai accounts in the Pemtatéu
Paul's mind, highlight Israel’s failure to obey amelr deathRPaul and the Hermeneutics of Fait864—80).

*2 Cranfield, Romans1:351-52; Moo, “Israel,” 125, 132n.29; MiddenddHfie “I” in the Storm 80.

%3 Byrne,Romans222.

%4 See particularly Wilcken®rief an der Rémer82.

% Davies describes this period when Sin is dead @nél Paul is alive as “the age of innocend&iy(
and Rabbinic Judaisn24). The claim that this is the period beforelihe mitzvah (so Davie®aul and
Rabbinic Judaism24—25; Gundry, “Moral Frustration,” 232-33; Butth&alvation of the Individuall92—
95) is unnecessary.
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what he wishes to do he can accomplish. His optimissmade in direct contrast to his
acknowledgement that he is “fleshly, enslaved t§ §i.14). Sin’s rule is not considered
comprehensive. It can be resisted and overcome.

The description of théys mirrors the portrait of the human in Sirach 1520
According to Ben Sira, the options of life and dtearte set before each human, and the
human possesses within himself or herself thetghdidetermine one’s own destiny.
Like Ben Sira’s description of the human agent,gpeaker of Romans 7.7-25 thinks he
can obey the Torah and thereby acquire the lifeitlvdfers. The reality of his death is
not cemented in his mind, for he thinks that Ifesiill available and therefore that death
is also an optior® In these verses, he actively pursues the liferedfé@y the Torah by
choosing to obey its commandments. He recognisite atutset that his life is marked
with repeated failure, but he nevertheless remeonéident that if he tries he can
succeed/

As the description of his condition progressesuglmut the section (vv.15-20), the
speaker becomes more and more aware of his iyaMktrse 15b states the contradiction
that exists between the speaker’s willing and doamgl it is this disjunction between
thought and action that he wants to understancaddeowledges in v.17 that Sin dwells
within him and causes him to act contrary to hib.Whis leads to the confession that
“good does not dwell within me, that is in my flégt.18a)>® His acceptance that Sin
dwells within him (v.17) contrasts with his acknedgement that good does not dwell
within him (v.18)>° Where Sin is, good cannot be. Yet, despite remjiiat good does

not reside within his being, he continues to pur$he good” (vv.18b-19). He holds out

% Middendorf argues that tligw does not pursue “righteousness” through the lavaiige “he has no
doubt about the futility of pursuing ‘a Law of riggousness’ (9:31)” since acquiring righteousnegs “b
works” (v.32) “is an impossibility” The “I” in the Storm 194). Such a conclusion conflicts with the
speaker’s attempts to attain life through his obeci. Only after the desperate attempts to obey tthee
&ydd conclude that he needs God's help. Prior to théa,however, he pursues life through his obedience

" If he has adopted Ben Sira’s depiction of the patife, he would assume that the struggles toyobe
are the tests of Wisdom so that as long as heragaistriving to obey, Lady Wisdom would eventually
reward him with her presence and gifts (cf. Sil420; 6.18-37; 14.20-15.10). His failure and fratsin
are only temporary.

8 On the translation of v.18, see Keck, “Absent Gbod

%9 The verloikéw is used in both instances.
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hope that he can overcome the power of Sin thaatiested his flesh. Again, though, the
reality of Sin’s rule turns the speaker’s good iesinto evil, and rather than obeying the
Torah, he breaks it and does evil. Repeating th#s® conclusion of v.17, the speaker
declares in v.20 that Sin dwells within him. He keggned the full extent of his death,
realising now that he is incapable of putting higntions into action. Verse 21
encapsulates the speaker’s problem as a rulecofWithen | will to do the good, evil is
present with me” (v.21). Confidence has given wagisillusionment as the reality of
death has settled in.

The moral optimism of the human agent is also Iggited through the absence of
the divine agent. Throughout the narrative of Rosnaii—25, théyd acts on his own.
God is not mentioned as thg) struggles to transform his willing into doing. Wiéhthe
divine hand can be seen at various points, for @kam giving the law and presumably
in creating théyw, he offers no assistance to the human agent. f2dgi contention to
the contrary by some prominent commentators, thi@eiSpirit is not mentioned as
assisting théyd to fight against Sifi° Theéyd; stands in a similar place as the human
described by Ben Sira in Sirach 15.11-20. Havirghbzreated with the ability to choose
life or death, the human agent stands alone gutizion. It is his decision which path to
take, and God will not interfere since “he [Godygdnim into the hand of his inclination”
(v.14b). Likewise, théyw stands alone, and when faced with the choicdebli death,
he chooses life. As he pursues this path, he fimatshe must walk it alone, just as Ben

Sira said.

8 Cranfield,Romans1:359-60; Dunn, “Rom. 7,14-25,” 262; Packer, “aihed Man’ Revisited,”
80; Garlingtonfaith, Obedience, and Perseverant26—29. Laato asserts that Paul’s silence means
nothing Paul and Judaisml23-24), but while one cannot always read betwkeelines, in this instance
his silence speaks volumes especially since hedmasasted life in the flesh with life in the Spif7.5—6)
and will do so again (8.5-13). Moreover, Laato’ggastion that “the positive attitude of the ‘I tavds the
spiritual law (7:14) without doubt” (ibid., 124;.cEranfield, “Sanctification as Freedom,” 37) asi$e®m
the Spirit is inaccurate. Paul indicates that bistemporaries had a “positive attitude” toward lthe (Rom
9.30-10.4; Phil 3.2-6), but he would not claim tiety had the Spirit of Christ residing within thésee
RidderbosPaul, 128-29). Also, the struggle described in Rom #2D4does not indicate that the speaker is
a Christian (contra Dunn, “Rom. 7.14-25,” 271-73yliBgton,Faith, Obedience, and Perseverant20—
21) for the same or similar tension is describedewish (cf. Pr. Man.) and Greco-Roman texts (Eteip
Medeal077b-1080). Similarly Campbell's remark that naleey that Romans 6 is about Christian
existence although the Spirit is not mentionedeHails to take account of the context (“Identitg9).
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Ben Sira claimed, though, that Wisdom would evdhtwessist those who endured
her trials (Sir 4.11-19; 6.18-37; 14.20-15.10). diseipline was only temporary, and
afterwards the human would enjoy all Wisdom'’s bagsePaul, however, denies this
aspect. No divine Spirit, no Wisdom, not even toeah can assist thew as he attempts
with all his will and might to keep the divine lahat promises to reward him with life.
Having been placed in the service of Sin, the lannot help théyw escape Sin’s
enslavement nor can it assist him to obey the cammants. Théyd is truly alone.

To summarise: In Romans 7.7-25 Paul engages vattwib-ways tradition. He
models the human agent, identifiect@as, after the human described in, among other
places, Sirach 15.14-17. Here Ben Sira develo@sifteind in Moses’ exhortation to the
people in Deuteronomy 30.15-20. Life and deattsatdefore the human in the form of
the Torah, and all that is required is for onelteyoits commandments. The human
possesses the capacity to obey for God has giverirbe will. God himself assures that
the human can determine his or her own destingayihg the human to himself or
herself. Like this description of the human agém,speaker of Romans 7 is offered the
law that leads to life. He thinks that he can olbeg his repeated attempts to obey reveal
(vv.15-20). God himself, just as Ben Sira said {Sir15), leaves the human alone to
determine for himself what path to take.

Having adopted this understanding of the humantapewever, Paul proceeds to
expose its fallacies. Thew does not possess the ability to obey becauseaSitaken it
from him. The result of all his efforts to obeynisthing less than death, for under Sin’s
control he has chosen the path of death. The latwths supposed to give him life, in

reality, becomes the instrument of death.

B. Sin’s Takeover of Human Capacity

In Romans 7.7-25 Paul depicts life under the lagviarthe process critiques the
view of the law held by some of his Jewish conterapes. Specifically, he targets the

two-ways theology advocated by Ben Sira and othedsbased in a particular reading of



171

Deuteronomy 30.15-28.1t was already noted how Paul’s description ofithgis

similar to the human of Sirach 15.11-20. Both aeated with “free will” and the
capacity to obey; both are confronted with the “laiiife;” and both are left by God to
determine their own destinies. Obedience to theidative means to life, which while
defined differently is the goal for both. Paul @&®h Sira are both dependent on
Deuteronomy 30.15-20. These parallels suggesPtuadthas something similar to Ben
Sira’s view in mind as he writes Romans 7.7-25.iAgjahis optimistic analysis of
human capacity, Paul argues that it fails to act@amrthe radical nature of Singxptic).

In this context Sin stands not simply for wrongdpar inappropriate, base desires.
Rather, Sin is a demonic-like being that invadeshihman realm, asserts its rule over the
human, infects his flesh, and leads to his demi&th the introduction of this third agent,
Paul charges that the two-ways scheme as exendgtifid8en Sira is too simplistic.
Although thezyw thinks he possesses freedom and has the abilityetg, Paul denies
that he can act because he is ruled by Sin. Thedttion of this third actor leads to a

re-evaluation of the human’s moral capacity.

I. The Concept of Sin

There is virtual agreement among scholars that persbnifiesiuaptic. in most of
its occurrences in Romans 5-7. In the view of mammwmentators, Paul’s description of
apaptio is linked with an “apocalyptic” background and ergtood as more than the act
of disobedience or wrongdoing. “Sin” (with a capla is a cosmic power, even a
personal being, with its own agency that invadediiiman realm and works against God.
Comparing “sin” with Satan’s deceptive tactics @fCor 11.14), Kdsemann writes about

“sin” in Romans 7.7-13, “Here sin is a power. It.has a demonic charactéf.&uaptio

®1| am not saying that the two-ways soteriologicaldel was Paul’s only target. | am only suggesting
that it makes a viable candidate, and one thahbtbeen seriously considered. Nickelsburg is tilg o
scholar, to my knowledge, that has seen in Romadhs #o-ways scheme (“The Incarnation,” 593-96).
He argues that the whole of Rom 5-8 is structurethe two-ways, two-spirits motif. This seems,
however, to equate any mention of “two ways” anféie two-ways tradition. For other potential
backgrounds, see Borgen, “Contrite Wrongdoer,” thieddiscussion of thakrasiatradition below.

62 KasemannRomans198; cf. Grundmanngfieptave,” TDNT 1:311.
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is not the act of wrongdoing, but a personal béivag deceives, enslaves, and ultimately
kills.

This widely adopted view has been challenged ienegears. Kaye notes that the
instances in whichpeptia is described in personal terms in Romans 5.12r17a7-25
are consistent with the literary style of the pgesaand do not require the conclusion that
auaptio is a powef? Additionally, he maintains that throughout Roméamsptic refers
to human'’s actively doing wrong. Wasserman hasntécelaimed “that proponents of
this theory have done little to defend it in higtal terms and that they deny Paul the use
of metaphor and personificatiof*"Yet, the literary arguments made by Kaye are not
conclusive and obvious parallels appear acrosageraf Jewish literature in which a
demonic being is described as ruling over and tiindwman agenfs.

The description of Sin as a personal being hasfgignt parallels with the account
of personal, cosmic beings in the Dead Sea Sciidlls. Two-Spirits Treatise describes
the rule of two cosmic beings, the Prince of Lighnsl the Angel of Darkness, that wage
war against each other and its assigned lot of hitgn@lQS 3.13-4.26). Although
cosmic beings, they are also described as dwellittgn each individual. While some
have used this statement to eliminate any cosntioms) the claim likely attempts to
explain why humans act wickedly. They are not amiger the lordship of a wicked
cosmic being, this same being also invades andisiwéhin each individual, including
the righteous, causing all to act wickedly. Inibtiting the evil deeds to the spirit
dwelling within and ruling over each individualgtluthors do not absolve the individual
of his or her deeds. The human is still guilty, etteough the Angel of Darkness causes

one to disobey.

83 Kaye,Argument of Roman84-57. His study remains the most carefully adgtlellenge to the
“power” reading.

 Wasserman, “Paul among the Philosophers,” 402E@bes, “Paul’s Principalities and Powers.”
Many who have rejected the “power” interpretati@vd opted, on the basis of philosophical traditidois
interpretingiuaptia as the irrational, base passions that residemihch individual (see below).

% Wasserman has dismissed these parallels withoiimenent: “one finds little basis for such
conceptions of sin in Jewish texts that descrileenitbrk of nonhuman or demonic beings. With the ipbss
exception of col. 3 of thRule of the Communifyom Qumran (1QS 3), there are virtually no extamnts
that depict external powers entering the body amdrolling the person in the way that the [apoctb]p
theory envisions” (“Death of the Soul,” 798).
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Paul’s description of “Sin” as a personal beingipares with the description of
“Mastema” mewnn) and “Belial” b»-52) as personal beings in many Jewish texts. The
wordsmpen andsy'sa mean “enmity” and “worthlessness” respectivelyt inuhe
literature they are also names for real beingsrtilatover “demonic” armies and assert
their rule in the human realm by causing humarectavickedly (cfJub. 11.5; 1QS 2.5-
9; 10QM 1.1; 13.2-4; 4Q286 7 ii). Whether the autisaeferring to the actions of enmity
or worthlessness or the Beings designated by theses is unclear at times (e.g. 1QS
10.21; 1QH 10.22). Nevertheless, in some texts personal beingidentified by these
names. Like the authors of these texts, Paul qoaifttay “sin” in a general way as
disobedience, and he can also use the same wdestobe a personal being that rules
over humanity apart from Christ.

Another analogous concept is the Rabbinic teachimtihe “Evil Inclination” 6
11).%¢ The rabbis generally described sin as rebelliiresy God and in a concrete form
as disobedience to the TordHlhey surmised that the cause of sin was the husnan’
impulse to evif® The Evil Inclination was part of the human natbegause it was
created by Go&’® Alongside this anthropological understanding @f Bvil Impulse, the
Rabbis personified f? At times the Rabbis went beyond mere personificatd equate
the Evil Inclination with Satan and the Angel ofddle “Resh Lakish said: Satan, the evil

prompter, and the Angel of Death are all orie”. Bat.16a [Soncino]). The Evil

% Statements about the and its tendency toward evil are found in the GEif 6.5; 8.21; Deut
31.21), and these may be the basis for later id&agde Ben Sira can describe the human “inclindtias
morally neutral (Sir 15.14), the authordEzrarepeatedly uses the expression “evil heart” (20-€f.

“evil thought” in 7.92; see Stond,Ezra 63—67). Some Dead Sea Scrolls also describleutiman as
possessing an “evil inclination” (cf. 1@H8.22—-23; CD 2.14-16). A formal contrast betwe&voad and
an Evil Inclination appears in later texts, sucira3ud.20.1,T. Ash.1.3, and the Rabbinic literature, but it
is not clear when exactly the contrast was firstettgped. For discussion of these texts and otless,
Porter, “Yecer Hara,” 136-56; Marcus, “Evil Inclifan in the Epistle of James.” The date of the Riilb
tradition makes a formal comparison with Paul difft, but this only affects arguments attemptingrace
dependence.

%7 SchechterSome Aspects of Rabbinic Theold2i9—41.

%% h. Sabb105b;Sifre Deut.33.

% The Rabbis argued that the tyads in the wordhs™ in Gen 2.7 indicates that God himself created
humanity with two “inclinations,” both a good onedaan evil onel{. Ber.61a;Sifre Deut.45). They also
based this idea on the occasional spellingrfwith two betls instead of onex¥) (e.g. Deut 6.5; 11.13n.
Ber.9:5) or the plural use of “hearts” (Ps 7.1@; Mishle12) (see Porter, “Yecer Hara,” 101-02; 110-11;
Moore,Judaism 1:479-80, 484-85).

Oh. Sukkatb2b. See Mooreludaism 1:492.
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Impulse from this perspective is more than the humalination toward evil or even a
personification of the passions. The Evil Inclioathas become a personal being with its
own agency. In the interpretation of Genesis 4 Gean. Rab22.6, the Evil Inclination is
identified as the Tempter who lies behind Cain’gaeun of Abel. The movement from
inclination to personal being is available alreadthe biblical text which describes sin as
crouching at the door. To be sure, the Rabbis &tyiclescribe the Evil Inclination in
impersonal terms, but they can also speak ofat pesrsonal being. This provides a clear
historical parallel to Paul’s use @faptic as a description of human wrongdoing and as a
power that reigns over and in each hurftafd.background for interpreting Paul’s
language of “sin” as referring to a personal bestpere despite Wasserman’s hasty
dismissal of it.

Kaye’s arguments against the “power” reading areenserious than Wasserman’s
since his actually deal with Paul's statementscldans that “sin” always refers to the act
of wrongdoing in Romans and that the depictionsif™as a personal being is the result
of the personal tone of 5.12-21 and 7.7-25. Neidngument, however, is conclusive.
First, Kaye is correct that “sin” refers to actseefl at times in Romans (cf. 5.20). Those
who seek to distance “Sin” as a power from theoasinning, as if Paul had no interest in
disobedience, are mistak&riNevertheless, the focus on the act of sinning doesule
out the possibility that Paul conceived of a polwgswn as “Sin” being the cause of
disobedience. The either/or mentality is not hdlgecond, Kaye rightly notes the
personal tone of 5.121 and 7.#25, but his argument assumes that the literary form
caused Paul to describe “sin” in a personal manfestr.could Paul not have used the
personalised literary form because he needecdeitpoess the personal nature of Sin?
Which came first, the form or the concept? Themoiseason to assume that Paul only

portrayed Sin so personally because of the litei@ry. Indeed, with an apocalyptic

"L Several scholars have argued that Paul is workitigthe two impulses teaching in Romans 7
(Davies,Paul and Rabbinic Judaisn@3—-27; Marcus, “Evil Inclination in the Letter6@aul,” 15-16;
Shogren, Reduction ad absurduin Cf. the critique by Porter, “Pauline Concep#;~13.

"2 This is a problem found in the, otherwise outstagdwork of Martyn. See e.g. h@alatians 95—
97.



175

background in mind, it is likely that Paul couldrfvay Sin in such personal terms
because it had become something that had its oemcgd’ It is a being with its own
history and action:

These objections to the interpretation of “Sin‘aasosmic power in Romans 7.7-25
are unfounded. It is most likely that Paul did g@ve of “Sin” here as a quasi-personal
being with its own agency.Sin is a foreigner to the human realm, and it ireghthis
realm because of Adam’s transgression (5.12). fouts name, Sin acts in the human
realm to cause humans to do evil deeds that ateacgrio the Torah. Sin’s stranglehold
over the individual must not be divorced from tleéual act of sinning, for it is when

humans sin that they reveal themselves to be UBidés control.

il. Sin’s Destructive Reign

Paul's statements about Sin in 7.7-25 assume ibiedapiction of Sin as a ruling
power associated with the old era found in 5.122-Gt2always opposes God and his will
and manifests its rule over humanity when individwect wickedly. Sin, Paul claims,
entered the world through Adam’s transgression,igbiebught death in its wake (5.12).
Paul establishes from the beginning of human hidtee connection between Sin and
death (cf. v.21). He describes in chapter 6 howeBglaves humans. It acts like a master
dictating to its slaves how they should use thediés to obey “its desires” (6.12) and to
act in lawlessness (v.19). With Sin as their mast@mans were free from righteousness.
Sin works contrary to God’s will and opposes gratedience, and righteousness.

In 7.7-25 the picture darkens. Whereas in chapte®sSin appears as an outside
force working with humans, in 7.7—25 it enters itite humari® Paul envisions the
power designated by the name Sin taking up reseeittin the individual human. From

its internalised position, it frustrates one’s vaitld determines his or her actions. The

3 See Southall’s critique of Kaye’s positionRediscovering Righteousness in Romagg—05.

" For the language of Sin having its own historg &athercole, “Sin in God’s Economy.”

> Southall questions the “power” and/or “personakiding on the methodological grounds that it fails
to adequately account for the literary motif ofgmnification Rediscovering Righteousness in Romans
105-11). In the end, however, he still argues Bzatl is doing something with “sin” beyond just
wrongdoing.

® Dodson, “The ‘Powers’ of Personification,” 109-23.
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description of Sin’s rule also intensifies in 7.3-h chapter 6, Paul uses master-slave
language to describe Sin’s relationship to humarfibyoughout chapter 7, he describes
the human'’s relationship to Sin through militargmenology. The human is sold into
slavery to Sintempapévog OO Y apaptiar) (v.14). The law of Sin “wages war”
(avtiotpatelopnt) against the law in the speaker’'s mind and takesas a prisoner of
war @iyueintiCw) (v.23). The human loses the battle that he attedio wage against
Sin (vv.15-20) and becomes a slave and a prisoner.

In vw.9-10 Paul writes that Sin was dead at onatdmit became alive after the
entrance of the law into history. The arrival of tAw is, for Paul, a historical event with
drastic consequences for the life of Israel. WBile entered the world after Adam’s
transgression and brought death along with it (5.1% not reckoned apart from the law
(v.13). However the parenthetical comment in vv1Bbe interpreted, Paul establishes
the law as a separate event in human history aphpes for the statements in 7.7-11.
The statement that Sin is not counted comparesthatistatement that Sin is dead apart
from the law. Describing Sin as dead does not rmearexistent, but rather powerléess.
With the arrival of the law, Sin gains a new leasdife, just as it had when Adam
transgressed the commandment. With the arrivdlefdaw, Sin acquires its own agency.

Sin uses its new found power to wreak havoc iditeef the individual who seeks
life through the law. It finds in the law a “bridgead” (vv.8, 11) from which to wage its
deadly attacks. The law becomes “the power of @inCor 15.56), and it provides no
assistance to the human to free oneself from @m$avement® It is powerless against
Sin (cf. 8.3). In the speaker’s current situatit Torah is outside him, imposing its
demands but offering nothing to assist him to 8atleem, while Sin dwells within him,

issuing its own commands and bringing them to ifsnit®

" Hofius, “Schatten Adams,” 130-31.

8 Cf. Ziesler, “Tenth Commandment,” 49.

" In v.18 the speaker remarks, “I know that gob@dgév) does not dwellofk oikel) within me.”
Prior to this he has acknowledged that the lavg@otl” aidg [v.16]; dyeddg [vv.12, 13]).4yabdg in v.18 is
not a general notion of what is right but speclficthe Torah. Theissem®sychological Aspect220;
Hofius, “Schatten Adams,” 139.
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Sin’s reign over the speaker is oppressive anduwlgste. Paul's description of the
human encounter with Sin emphasises how the hu@snd control. Under Sin the
human lacks the ability to do as one pleases. Hafaies that the liberation documents
given to a slave stated that the slave was nowtalie as he or she pleasétb(Gv 6 ko
0érn). Paul's statements in vv.15-19 parallel this expion, and in the negative form,
they “indicate for the slave that he is not lorchhself or his doings® Based on this
connection, Paul’'s description of the speaker’gilitg further highlights his bondage to
Sin and emphasises that he is “not the free subfeiis activity.®*

The human’s inability is highlighted through the2akger’s claim that the evil he does
was not done by himself but by “Sin dwelling in n{&’17, 20). Along with the military
terminology employed in vv.14, 23, this admissiodicates that, contrary to Garlington,
Sin’s attack on the human cannot be reduced to omeessiofi? Theéyd is entirely
incapable of bringing his will to do good to itsstted end because Sin dwells within him.
This statement in v.17, 20 is often viewed as Badmission that they is not guilty
of his sins. However, Paul does not absolveéihieof his responsibility. Instead, the
claim serves to enhance the picture of Sin’s atleempassing control. The human under
Sin’s rule is incapable of bringing his will to itstended goal, and he merely serves as a
pawn in Sin’s destructive garfiéThe human will indeed be judged for his
transgressions, as the cry for help indicates jyi24 he also realises that he remains
helpless in the situation. Sin’s rule is comprehenand deadly.

Sin’s indwelling rule does not mean that ¢hé ceases to act. The human still acts

on his will to do good, but through Sin’s decept{oril), he is tricked into doing eVit.

8 Hofius, “Schatten Adams,” 139: “,Tun, was man righll” und ,nicht tun, was man will” ist
mithin kennzeichnend fur den Sklaven, der nichtrideiner selbst und seines Tuns ist.”

8 Hofius, “Schatten Adams,” 139.

82 Garlington writes, “While Paul is no longeillingly a bond slave of ‘sin’ (6:15-18, 22), ‘sin,’
nevertheless, continues to oppress hiRdith, Obedience, and Perseverant23; emphasis original).

8 Cf. Bergmeier, “R6m 7,7-25a (8,2),” 109-10: “Died® vom ,Gesetz der Siinde* signalisiert somit
die Unfreiheit des Willens. ,Recht bzw. Unrechttan mit unserer Hande Wetkgeschieht nicht nach
unserer eigenen Wahl und Freiheit.”

8 For a perceptive analysis of how Sin deceivesCsterConversion 185-94. Cf. Gathercole,

“Sin in God’s Economy,” 166-69, who follows Chester
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The ethical categories of “good” and “evil” haveeheeversed due to Sin’s deception.
This has the practical result that when the spetdiieks he is doing the law he actually is
acting contrary to the commandmé&hPerhaps the closest analogy is Paul’s persecution
of the church (Gal 1.13; 1 Cor 15.9; Phil £6)n seeking to annihilate the church, Paul
was actually working against God and his Messiahwds sinning against God while
seeking to keep the Torah. This confusion ovemntkaning of “good” and “evil” is in
direct conflict with the two-ways tradition. Thisatlition holds that God himself made
known to humans the difference between “good” andl.” Moses said, “See | have put
before you today life and death, good and evil’{D&0.15 LXX). Similarly, when
describing the creation of humanity, Ben Sira tkittkat God himself gave humans
knowledge and “showed to them good and evil” (Si7) God'’s first commandment is
“beware of all evil” (v.14). Against this traditipthough, Paul claims that although God
revealed good and evil in the Torah, Sin has deckilie human. The content of each
category has been switched so that what God dedimesil, the human now calls good
and what God says is good, the human identifies/ésThe two-ways tradition collapses
when the human cannot tell the difference betwex @nd evil as God defines them.
Sin’s deception appears in the speaker’s confusi@n why his attempt to do good
manifests evil (Rom 7.15-20). Having been ensldoesin (v.14b), the speaker
unwilling produces evif® Haacker’s contention that “sin” means “weaknetist is the
failure to act on one’s good intentions, confusesdefinition of sin with the problem

created by one’s enslavement to sin, namely, thlgility to manifest one’s good

8 «Given that it is the commandment . . . that pdes sin with the opportunity to deceive the pre-
conversion self, it is difficult to see how the dption can involve anything other than a failuregcognise
certain actions as transgressions of that commanmnid if@hester Conversion 186).

8 Bultmann’s idea that Paul is critiquing the atlidwof self-righteousness that is manifest throthgh t
attempt to do the law must be rejected (“Romansdéin, Theology of the New Testame2d7—48; cf.
Bornkamm, “Sin, Law and Death;” KdsemamRgmans184—-204; Hubnet,aw in Paul's Thought70-78).
The problem Paul addresses is precisely the ogpalsé failure to actually do the law. For a crigof the
Bultmannian reading, see Raisanen, “Usérdfuuio andémibupciv;” Beker, Paul the Apostle239-40.

87 See ChesteGonversion 183-86; JewetRomans444; idem, “Basic Human Dilemma.”

8 Achtemeier rightly argues, “This passage doesiastribe the problems we have in trying to do the
good.” It rather discusses “the problem of those wéin do nothing but evil, since the power of siaro
them remains unbrokenRpmans125).



179

intentions as one pleas&sThe problem described in vv.15-20, as Meyer ardigsot
simple frustration of good intent, but good intenticarried out and then surprised and
dumbfounded by the evil it has produc&dThe production of evil, despite the intent and
attempt to do good, is positive proof that the hoimiagency has been lost to Sin, so that
his actions are now ascribed to “Sin dwelling in’fwy.17, 20). Meyer’s statement
indicates an important point that is often overle@kThe speaker did not actively choose
evil. He intended to do good and actually put htemtion into action. It is only when that
intention is manifest that he realises he has @etieSin’s deceptive work is revealed not
by causing the human to consciously do evil butayifesting his intention to do good
as evil. The speaker can, therefore, summariseamdition as: “So then | find the ‘law’
that, when | will to do the good, evil is preseritme” (v.21)** Evil manifests itself in
the very act of trying to do good because the atluategories have been reversed. It is
not just the case that evil is simply present witenspeaker desires to do good. Rather,

“evil is close at hangrecisely ad seek the good® As Watson argues:

[T]he relationship between willing the good andrapthe evil is not a merely
contingent one. Rather, Paul’s law is that willthg good has doing the evil as its
necessary consequence. The attempt to make omalscaconform to God's law, in
full recognition that what the law prescribes i$yhend just and good, generates only

8 HaackerRomer 145-46: Paul “deutet die Siinde . . . vielmehiSalswachheit, namlich, wie die
Fortsetzung lehrt, als ein Zurlickbleiben hinteileguAbsichten und ein Mi3lingen gerade auch des
Gutgemeinten.”

% Meyer, “Worm at the Core,” 76.

1 Some argue thabpoc is here a reference to the Torah so that the spéssaying, “I find with
reference to the Torah that when | will to do goewd| is always near” (Meyer, “Worm at the Core9;7
Keck, Romans190; SchreineiRomans376—77; DasPaul, the Law?231 [see for others]; JeweRpmans
469). More likely, though, Paul is summarizing whathas previously described in vv.15-20 as a™mile
general principle (WingeBy What Law?183-85; MooRomans460; HaackefRdmer 147; Starnitzke,
Struktur 260—61; WatsorPaul, Judaism, and the Gentife@93). The meaning “principle” or “rule” for
véuog was established by Raisanen (“Paul’'s Word-Plalftioagh translating it as either [so Witherington,
Romans201; TobinPaul's Rhetori¢ 243; NASB] loses the rhetorical effect). Moregwbe parallel
between v.10 and v.21 created by some is inacc(gatdra DunnRomans1:392; WrightClimax 198;
Das,Paul, the Law?231).ei¢c (wnv andeic Bavatov (v.10) are not the oppositeswf kaidr andto kakdv
(v.21) respectively. The former indicate the gdabloedience to the Torah, that is what the Toradnided
to give but actually gave. This cannot be saidlfierlatter since the Torah did not give eitkexéc or
kak6c. The parallel between v.10 and v.21 can only bmtaimed if one accepts Bultmann’s argument that
kaA6¢ andkaxdg refer not to obedience or disobedience to thefT;drat the end result sought by every
religious person, life, and its opposite, deathisée21 can be paraphrased as: “| have discoveecthti’:
because my good desires produce evil when | seekdyp the Torah (that is, ‘the good’), this medrat t
evil is inevitable when | try to obey.”

92 WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentife293.
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evil: that is the desperate situation of the pesshao is under the law of Moses and
who delights in it and acknowledges its goodriéss.

Despite the speaker’s belief, evil and good arewotpossible outcomes of his decision
to keep the commandment. Evil will always be thiecome of his decision and attempt to
observe the law. Thew cannot escape evil for it manifests itself eantetthat he
attempts to obey the Torah.

With the point that the speaker did not consciogsigose to disobey, we are at some
distance from thekrasia(weakness of the will) tradition that many haventified as the

background to vv.15-2%.In Greek literature, Euripides has Medea say,

Yet | am conquered by evils. And | understand theds | am about to do are evil,
But anger is greater than my resolves. Anger, #use for mortals of the greatest
evils. Medeal077b-1080%

The idea is even clearer in Ovid’s retelling of Medea story:

But some strange power draws me against my widl,dsire persuades me one
way, and my mind another. | see the better andoaepbut | follow the worseMet
7.20-21 [Miller, LCL])

The conflict between knowing what is right but dpimhat is evil expressed in these
statements reappears in a variety of philosopleimalexts as the philosophers debate the
reason for this conflict. The Stoic tradition cla&dithat the person does evil because he or
she lacks knowledge of what is rigfitThe Platonic tradition maintained that the problem
results from a conflict between the rational amational parts of a humah.The account

in Romans 7.15-20 is thought to describe an inaeflict between the speaker’'s mind

9 Watson,Paul, Judaism, and the Gentife@94. Cf. Epsy, “Paul’s ‘Robust Conscience’,” 172.

% See especially TheissdPsychological Aspect@12—-19; van den Beld, “Romans 7:14-25 and the
Problem ofAkrasig” Stowers,Rereading Roman260—64, 279-81; Tobifaul's Rhetori¢c 232—-36, 242.

(I am dependent on these scholars for the texeglliselow.) Also, Thielmarkrom Plight to Solution104—
07; Engberg-Pedersen, “Reception,” 47, 54-56; C#tmver of Sin190-91; LichtenbergeRas Ich
Adams 176-86; DasSolving 223-26. The criticisms of CranfielR¢mans1:359) and DunnRomans
1:389-40) miss the mark since they rely on idemthe¢yw as a Christian. There is no mention of the
Spirit in these verses (Cranfield) nor is the asguncreased because of an eschatological teri3iam(
cf. Chang'’s critic of Dunn [“Christian Life in a Blectical Tension?"]).

% GAAk VIKGPOL KOKOLG. Kol PovBdve pev ole Spav WéAlm Kokd, Bupde 8¢ kpeloowy TAV Eudv
Boudevudtwy, doTep peylotwv altiog kekdv Ppotolg. Translation from TobinRomans233; Greek from
Way, LCL.

% E.g. EpictetusDiscources2.17.18-19, 21; 2.26.1-7.

9" E.g. GalenHippoc. et Plat4.2.27; 4.6.19-22. Book 4 addresses the probfaheaelationship
between the mind and the passions.
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and his base desir&SHis mind wills to follow God'’s law, but his basesires, which are
located in his flesh, overwhelm him and cause limd evil. He does not take
responsibility for his actions but attributes tiwdl & the “passionsifuaptic] dwelling in
me” (vv.17, 20). Stowers concludes, then, thatstieaker suffers from a “moral
schizophrenia®

It seems clear that Paul is at least familiar whik perception on human ability, but
recent attempts to align Paul with either philosoghinterpretation or with the tradition
as a whole underestimate the differences betweehaRd the tradition. Paul's view does
not square with either of the standard positiorfsclvindicates that other issues have
influenced his view The reference to deception (v.11) and the speskerifusion over
what is happening (v.15) could indicate that tiseiésis one of knowledd8 These two
themes might connect Paul with the Stoic positidre speaker’s problem, however, is
not one of knowledge since he knows the law and vshexpected of him’* He even
recognises after further reflection that the outearhhis willing, despite his intention, is
evil. Verse 15 describes the speaker’s failurerésg the full extent to which he is
enslaved to Sin. Indeed, contrary to the Stoictsiit is precisely because good and
evil are made known to the speaker in the Torahhtddegins to sin (vv.7-11).

Paul's statements are closer to the Platonic jposibut it is not clear thatiptic
should be understood as “passion” or “desire.” WRiaul does write about “sinful
passions”{x mabnuate tdv apaptidv) (v.5) and the fundamental error committed by the

ey isembupta (v.7; cf. 6.12), his use afuaptic is distinct.auaptic causes one to have

% The scholars proposing this background have tifierences, some minor, some major, but the
basic outline of the interpretation is fairly castent. Huggins (“Alleged Classical Parallels,” 158}
proposes that the portrayals of Medea be classifietiatal fault” notakrasia(cf. Aristole,Poet 13.5
[1453a 6-10]). Fatal fault points to a momentargtake of judgment but not a lifetime of weaknesadQ
however, places his description of Medea’s strugglie beginning of her life, and, by returningttiater
in his story Met 7.92-93), he suggests that her life was markefihyre.

% StowersRereading Roman&80. Cf. Engberg-Pedersen, “Reception,” 51.

1% Tobin recognises the difficulty of placing Pauthin either traditionRaul’'s Rhetori¢ 235).
Stowers Rereading Romang&79) and Wasserman (“Paul among the Philosophplate Paul within the
Platonic tradition, while Engberg-Pedersail and the Stoi¢R39-46; “Reception,” 55-56) situates him
in the Stoic tradition.

191 For “deception” in the Stoic pattern, see Eurigid#iscourses1.28.6—8.

192 Keck,Romans188.
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emBuuia: “But Sin () apaptie), receiving an opportunity through the commandment
worked in me all kinds of desiredoar émbuuiar)” (7.8). Similarly, in 6.12 Paul
instructs the readers not to submit to Sin’s lol$ly allowing their “mortal bodies” to
obey ‘“its desires™ic émbupiaic adtod). % Sin expresses its reign by causing people to
have inappropriate desires, but Sin is not idehtacthe desires. Thew's problem is not
desire, but the rule of Sin that causes him tordé%i While Paul is overtly interested in
how “sin” expresses itself as “desire,” his undamgling of “sin” cannot be reduced to the
irrational, appetitive desires. The attempt toaguPaul within the Platonic perspective
confuses the result of Sin’s impact on ¢he with the actual problem from which thes
suffers.

Regardless of whether Paul's statements mirroeefkrspective of thakrasia
tradition, his overall presentation of the) differs at one crucial point, namely, the)
does not actively choose to sin. According toakeasiatradition, while the person
desires to do good he or shetivelychooses the evil. This is clear in Medea'’s stateme
“l see the better and approve, but | follow the s&dr(Ovid,Met 7.20-21 [Miller, LCL]).
Despite knowing what is correct, she, of her owlitiem, chooses to do evil. Thekrasia
tradition requires that one interpret the speak&amans 7 as consciously willing the
good and consciously choosing the evil. In Paud'sadiption of théyd, however, this
person desires the good but had his desire to dd tyasted into evil by Sin. He has a
single desire: to obey God’s will as revealed i Trorah'®® This alone occupies his mind
and is what he attempts to do. ¥yeé does not consciously engage in evil. It is instead
the consequence of Sin’s deceptive use of thevalil). There is no division in his

desire'® Theéyd's failure to actualise his desire to obey the Tidsathe consequence of

Sin dwelling within him (vv.17, 20, 23). Sin prewsrim from doing the good that he

13¢Cf. Gen 4.7.

194 Keck,Romans183.

195 Nygren,Romans291; Packer, “The ‘Wretched Man’ Revisited,” ThesterConversion 190-93.

1% Contra StowersRereading Romang279-80. Meyer rightly states, “Paul is not tatkabout the
conflict between the rational and the irrationatie human self, nor about two selves at diffelevetls, as
though one were under the power of sin and ther oibie Both ‘inmost self’ (v.22) and ‘members’ (82
are but two aspects of the same self that is ‘sotter sin™ (“Worm at the Core,” 76).
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sought by twisting his otherwise right desire t@pkhe Torah into transgressing the
Torah. The conflict between “willing” and “doingéfers to the conflict between thg)
and Sin, with the latter always turning the forrsgHoughts into the practice of elff.
The similarity between Paul’s statements andaltrasiatradition shows that he was
aware of this perspective on the relationship betweilling and doind®® The attempt to
place Paul within this tradition as it developedha philosophical debates, however,
leads to distortions in Paul's argument in Romaiis-25:%° Fundamental differences
exist, which should not be minimised, and theske#hces are significant enough to
indicate that Paul rejects the standard Greco-Rgrhdasophical solutions to the
problem of human inability. He stands as a crifithts conception of human agency.
With the introduction of this third actor, Paulaatks the foundations of the two-ways
paradigm. No longer is it just God and the indiabdiNow other agents are involved in
the relationship, agents for which the two-wayseselé cannot account. Paul’s criticism
is not just of the worldview held by the two-wayadition. His criticism has a practical
effect on the daily lives of those who attemptite by the two-ways perspective.
Fundamental to the two-ways tradition is the clémat the human can of his or her own
volition decide to follow the law and having matiattdecision put his or her will into
action. In his debate with other positions, Bera$makes human freedom and the
capacity to obey central to his argument. God &tighe human to determine his own

destiny (Sir 15.14). He has the ability to keepagbmmandment (v.15). When the human

197 Contra Packer (“The ‘Wretched Man’ Revisited,” and Engberg-PedersePaul and the Stoigs
244), there is no hint that thew occasionally does the good that he desires. de@mplete failure. The
suggestion that Paul is describing a ChristianamBns 7.13-25 cannot account for the completeréailu
and hopelessness of the speaker’s situation.

198 pletti argues that Paul is drawing on both Jewiabitions and thekrasiatradition with the result
that both Jews and non-Jews can identify withethie(*“Rm 7.7—25 encore une fois”).

199 Comparison should be made with 4 Maccabees. Tiwemexplicitly addresses from a
philosophical argument the issue of whether reasoncontrol passion or desires (1.1, 12-13). He lis
various examples of persons who controlled desitle igason, and he even cites the Tenth commandment
as the reason one should avoid desire (2.5). VWald's argument in Romans 7 is often paralleleth wit
Maccabees (TobirRaul’'s Rhetori¢ 230-31), differences are rarely noted. Especallgial is the explicit
interest in philosophy in 4 Maccabees. This isilagkn Paul, and at the least suggests more cawutim
comparing Paul with the philosophical schools. Athe author of 4 Maccabees thinks the law inssrtiog
mind in what to avoid, but Paul holds that the kstually empowers Sin to bring about desire (Huggin
“Alleged Classical Parallels, 159). Cf. also the n$the Tenth commandment by Philddacal 142-153,
173-174, an®pec4.79-131.
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sins, this is the result of his own will. God hastainly not caused the human to sin
(v.11-12), and since God is the only other agefan Sira’s two agent drama, the
human alone is to blame.

In contrast to Ben Sira, for whom the human agamtrohoose to sin, Paul asserts
that the human agent will sin because he is a seofébin. Sin’s reign over the human
results in a different understanding of human cipéuan that set forth by Ben Sit&
The human has no “free will” that allows him to olse between obedience or
disobedience, life or death. Whereas in Ben Su@® “ought” implies “can,” in Paul’'s

view “can” does not follow from “ought.” As Martyargues,

[W]ith a third actor in the drama, it is an undatstment to say that the assumption of
human moral competencannot be maintained in its old and simple forimaflis to
say, with a third actor having power to set upits “rule”—under God'’s ultimate
sovereignty, to be sure—we obviously have a maiaiha in which God’s
commandeering “ought” is far indeed from implyingimple “can” on the part of

the human agent. Indeed in the Apocalyptic Morarda generally there is no

human autonomyfor the human agent and his activity can be sgpdmeither from
the activity of God nor from the activity of therih actor.™*

Life under the law, for Paul, is an existence withagency, for the human loses to
Sin his or her ability. Under the law, human ageisaljlusionary. From Paul’'s
perspective, those who adopt the two-ways pattave failed to comprehend the depth
of the human condition. They do not apprehendrine heinousness of Sin and the

disastrous consequences it has for the human being.

C. Conclusion

In Romans 7.7-25, Paul critiques the widely-hetlwthat one can attain life
through obedience to the Torah. ke represents anyone who attempts to live by the
law and to acquire eschatological blessings thraudtarticularly, he corresponds to Ben
Sira’s description of the human agent (Sir 15.1)-—B60th look to the Torah as the means
to life and both attempt to obey it. For Ben Sira human is fully capable. Paul,

however, portrays the human as incapable and amisly committing the evil he

10 cf. Bergmeier, “Gesetz im Romerbrief,” 72-73.
M1 Martyn, “New Created Agent,” 10 (underline origindde is commenting on 1QS 3—4, but the
statement is applicable to Paul.
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sought to avoid. His life is marked by failure dnastration and ultimately results in
death. Sin reigns in his body, and while he resutis his mind, he finds that Sin
ultimately determines his actions. He is a prisararght in Sin’s web of death. Paul's
conclusion is diametrically opposed to Ben SirAgempting to acquire life through the
Torah only results in death.

Whereas Ben Sira sought to defend human freedomespdnsibility with his
argument that the human can respond to the diveneadd, Paul argues that human
freedom and ability are illusionary when one livesler the law. There is no
correspondence between ought and ability for thegmeunder the law according to Paul.
The human agent who desires to order his or heentitording to the commandments of
the Torah will always fail. The law, then, cannetthe means to redemption from Sin’s
hold. Life cannot come through the Torah sincepiugh of the Torah is a dead end—

literally.

2. Obedience Accomplished through the Spirit (8.1-3)

In Romans 6.1-8.13 Paul addresses the issue ohartas law-free gospel can
manifest itself in obedient people. In 7.7-25 rguad that a prominent Jewish view on
human agency, the two-ways tradition, cannot preducadequate obedience. The
human agent only disobeys. In 8.1-13 he adopthiandewish pattern of human agency,
which he modifies in light of his Christologicalrmmeptions. In this other perspective,
obedience is made possible when God resolves tnarmproblem and gives his Spirit as
a source of empowerment. This results in the @eaif human moral capacity and
ultimately in the human being obedient.

Paul has often been portrayed as a maverick Jeasevdeas find no home in the
Jewish world. This is the case particularly whelmodars describe Paul’s soteriology. All
other Jews, it has been claimed, held that salvatamne through obedience, but Paul
realised that salvation came through faith. Inréauttal of this reading of Judaism,
Sanders, according to some, failed to integraté, Rad the picture of Paul as an anomaly

within a grace-oriented Judaism sparked the Newdeetive. The attempt by Dunn and
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other New Perspective proponents to integrate iRtulSanders’ Judaism, however, has
come at a great price. We have already seen h&wemmans 7.7-25 Paul critiques a
common view of the divine-human relationship hejdsbme Jews. The New Perspective,
at this point, has sacrificed both Ben Sira’s claend Paul’s criticisms in the attempt to
make Paul fit a certain perspective on Judaismilsg®8en Sira only, Paul's perspective
does make him a maverick who has radicalised dizat®n and eliminated human
agency. Yet, the perspective offered by Ben Sitalena (the?) dominant Jewish view of
divine and human agency, was not the only Jewighaeation of the divine-human
relationship available. The pattern of divine amdnlan action developed in Romans 8.1—
13 bears a remarkable similarity to that of Haayot both present divine action as the
solution to the human dilemma, and both emphakse&twelling and empowering
presence of the divine Spirit.

In theHodayot the hymnist develops an extremely pessimistibrapiblogy. He
describes humans as sinful creatures bound bywageirnature to disobedience. As
“creatures of clay,” they are ruled by their peseespirits, and they only and always
displease God. The solution to this problem isréivintervention. Among the various
divine actions undertaken to alter the human’s @giposition, the constant thread uniting
them all is the divine Spirit. Temporally speakititg first divine action is election. God
decides prior to creation who will receive his grand mercy. These God assigns to walk
righteous paths, and he gives them his Spirit. &pde-temporal decision is manifest in
history by the imparting of his Spirit, who libegatthe human from one’s perverse spirits.
The Spirit gives knowledge to the elect, which deslthe human to obey the Torah. The
Spirit empowers the human to obey.

Paul shows a familiarity with this tradition in tveo three ways. First, thdodayot
explicitly connect the Spirit with predestinatigks the argument of Romans 8
progresses, Paul moves from the Spirit (v.27) &alestination (v.29; cf. 9.1-29). Paul
does not connect directly the Spirit with predestiom, but the movement from one to the
other may indicate that Paul had some familiariywthis Jewish tradition. Second, Paul

and theHodayotshare an emphasis on the divine Spirit as the snaobedience. The
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Spirit empowers one to fulfil God’s will. Moreovesoth authors have derived their
understanding of the Spirit from Ezekiel. A thirdgsible connection could be the
pessimistic anthropology. Both texts highlight humr@capacity, but thelodayot
expresses a much more negative evaluation of dagureliness of humanity.

While it is impossible to know if Paul had read Hhedayotor encountered a
Hodayotlike theology prior to or after his conversione thimilarities in thought,
especially regarding the Spirit, indicate that Raas not a maverick Jew, who had no
knowledge of Palestinian traditions. Indeed, timeilsirities suggest the exact opposite: in
Romans 7.7-8.13 Paul participates in an intra-Jededbate over the divine-human
relationship and specifically the human capacitghey. In contrast to the two-ways
paradigm advocated by Ben Sira, Paul follows aticaddescribed in thélodayotthat
highlights divine action at every point and viewsstas the source for human action. The
Spirit is imparted to humans as the enabling agert,his presence establishes human

agency.

A. The Christological Modification

The centre of Paul's thought emerges in the altarathe makes to this pattern of
divine intervention. Christ’'s death on the crasthe decisive point when God broke into
the age of the flesh (7.5) to resolve the humasndiha created by Sin and exacerbated by
the law*? Paul modifies the pattern of the divine-humantifeship to account for this
event (1) by making it, rather than the pre-tempdeaision of God, the point at which
God intervenes and (2) by redefining the divinentdg around Christ.

Whereas the Torah was incapable of dealing with “&®od condemned Sin in the
flesh” of his Son, who was sent in “the likenessioful flesh and for sin” (v.3). Three
points should be noted about this verse. First, kaslacted with the specific purpose of
destroying Sin’s hold over humanity. With a senseamy, Paul writes that “God

condemned Sin.” The expression is striking, forwaey act (sin) and Being (Sin) that

12 Martyn writes, “There, in the thoroughly real evefChrist’s crucifixion, God’s war of liberation
was commenced and decisively settled, making thesahe foundation of Paul's apocalyptic theology”
(Galatians 101).
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lead to théyw deserving condemnation (v.1; cf. 1.18) is now ghdrby God and bears
the full weight of his wrathcatakpivw is always used in a forensic sense in the NT and
LXX to denote the reality that punishment will come those guilty of sinning"3In
some occurrences, the term has the added notioot @nly passing sentence, but also
bringing about that sentent¥.This double sense appears herdn condemning Sin
itself, God at the same time breaks its strangld-bwer the human ageht

The irony continues: whereas Sin brought deatheéy (7.11; cf. 1.32; 5.17), it is
by another’s death that Sin is condemfEdin the flesh” (8.3) refers to Jesus’ physical
body as the place where the condemnation takes.dtas in the very place that Sin had
exercised its deadly rule (7.14, 18) that it itseffinally killed.*® There is also a reversal
of roles here. The death that the experienced in his body is transferred to the Son
who, having embodied Sin in his flesh, assumestlis death for him. The
condemnation that all individuals deserve (cf. $i$8emoved from them. As the act of
baptism symbolises (6.3-7), believers are idewtmgth Christ in his death and
resurrection with the result that they no longee lio Sin. The transition from being
“fleshly” and under the law happens not in the abseof death, but through death (cf.
7.4). What is avoided is the death (that is, thedeonnation) due because of one’s
sinfulness since this is taken up by the Son whmd“in the likeness of sinful flesh,”
had Sin condemned in his fleSH.

Second, the Son participates in the human dilemhenvine comes “in the likeness

of sinful flesh” ¢v opoLwpatL oapkog auapticg). The phrase “sinful flesh” recalls the

13 Cf. Sus 1.53; Mk 10.33; Rom 2.1.

Y4Cf. 1 Cor 11.32; 2 Pet 2.6.

15 5chreinerRomans402. Moo limits it to the judicial sensB¢mans480—81).

18 God’s act of condemning Sin, however, is not depenon the believer’s fulfillment of the law as
Elliott contends Rhetoric of Roman£48). Similarly, Lowe argues that there is nodemnation for those
in Christ (8.1) because ofdp) the Spirit's transforming work (v.2) (“There o Condemnation™). This
interpretation misreads v.2 as referring to saieetiion and ignores the description of God'’s adChrist in
v.3.

7 Dunn,Romans1:422.

18 Bell, “Sacrifice,” 8.

19 One should not press the point too hard that @odlemns Sin not Jesus (such as Wriglimax
213, does), for it is in Jesus’ flesh that God’sacondemnation is executed (Gathercole, “Jestify
Faith,” 177). Jesus bears God’s wrath when he emab@in within his flesh.
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claim, “I am fleshly, sold into slavery under SifRom 7.14). The combination of the two
terms “flesh” and “sin” as descriptive of both #he and the Son signifies the Son’s full
identity with the situation of thieys.*?° The difficulty of this phrase is the notmolwyc,
which can express complete identity (Phil 2.7)ionlarity (Rom 1.23; 5.14; 6.5). Many
reject the idea of complete identification in 8&&huse this would indicate that Christ
himself sinned and would be deserving of punishriféntet, as Bell correctly points out,
Paul is not referring to “Jeseemmitting sinsrather he is saying that Jesus fully
participated in the sphere of humanity whesénéul existencés inevitable.** The Son
took the same identity as other humans, a flegdray Sin and subject to death, but
unlike other humans he did not succumb to Sin's ilHe conquered Sin by being
obedient to the point of death, the divine will fos life (Phil 2.7; cf. Heb 5.8-9). As

Fitzmyer writes,

He came in a form like us in that he became a mewfltde sin-oriented human
race; he experienced the effects of sin and suffdeath, the result of sin, as one
“cursed” by the law (Gal 3:13). Thus in his ownf$ed coped with the power of sin.
Paul's use of the phrasarx hamartiaglenotes not the guilty human condition, but
the proneness of humanity made of flesh that snteid to sirt?*
God’s solution to the human problem is for his dan to become human, and this
action, rather than protecting the divine from tioenan problem caused by Sin, identifies
the divine as truly participating init®
Third, God’s ability to solve the human problensét in direct contrast with the

Torah. The Torah is incapable of dealing with S lmecause of some inherent fault, but

120 contrast Witherington: “The likeness of sinfub$h’ means Christ had real flesh, but it was not
fallen and sinful flesh”"Romans213).

121E 9. Moo,Romans479-80. The sinlessness of Christ was a commiby @hristian viewpoint
(John 7.18; 8.46; 2 Cor 5.21; Heb 4.15; 7.26; 12P22). Barnick argues thgtolwpa always indicates
complete identity (“Sinful Flesh,”), but Gillmanedpite agreeing with Barnick’s conclusion about the
meaning of Rom 8.3, rightly criticises his lexisalidy (“Another Look”).

122 Bel, “Sacrifice,” 6—7 (emphasis original). Jewsitlesteps the debate owgoLwue by interpreting
oopE auaptieg “as the perverse quest for honor that poisonsydweman endeavor” so that there is no
problem with “Christ enter[ing] fully and withougservation into that social arena with all its evil
consequences, at the cost of his own liRdihans484). This concept of sin, however, is too lirdite the
social realm and fails to account for the problegated for the divine-human relationship (cf. alsoter’'s
work, Power of Sinwhich suffers from the same problem). See Barc¢layit Good News,” 103—-06.

123 Barrett, Romans156; KasemanRomans217; SchmithalsRémerbrief 262; ByrneRomans
236; FeePauline Christology247; Wright, “Romans,” 578.

124 Fitzmyer,Romans485.

125 Byrne,Romans236; cf. Dunn;Theology of Payl202—03.
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rather because it is weakened by the more powiel. God, working through his Son
and his Spirit (v.2), however, destroys Sin’s hatdthe human when the Son appears in
flesh. The seemingly powerful flesh that weakeredlaw turns out to be weak itself.
This contrast between the Torah and God servesigihten the significance of divine
action in Paul’s thought. Whereas the Torah ledtithman to confront the power of Sin
on his or her own, God invades the human realnestrdy Sin’s powet?®

The Christological modification extends also to toeacept of God?’ First, what
God did in Christ defines who he is. He is “the e raised Christ from the dead”
(v.11b; cf. 4.24). God is now to be understood ed (e Father and his Son is the one
who he raised from the dead (1.4). God is alseetarmlerstood as the one who invaded
the world by sending his Son to condemn Sin (8tB¢ach of these statements, Paul’s
understanding of God and his activity is connegtél the Christ-event. The events of
Jesus’ life, especially his death and resurrectiefine who God is.

Second, this redefinition of the divine identity mifasts itself in Paul's
understanding of the Spirit. While in the OT and@w& Temple Judaism the Spirit is
associated with God alone, Paul claims that that$pust also be associated with the
person and activities of Jesus. The Spirit is mopby the “Spirit of God.” He is now
known as “the Spirit of him who raised Jesus frodead” (v.11a) and the “Spirit of
Christ,” the one resurrected and exalted by EBélthough often overlooked Paul only
rarely speaks of the Spirit as being “of Christo(R8.9; Gal 4.6; Phil 1.19; cf. 2 Cor
3.17)**° Dunn misunderstands the phrase “Spirit of Chi85m 8.9) to mean an
identification of the risen and exalted Christ wiitle Spirit. He writes, “As is generally

recognizedXpiotog [in v.10] is used here synonymously withOue 8eod = mvedua

126 y/erse 3a also clarifies the referenvéioc in v.2. While some scholars think “the law of Bgirit
of life” is the Torah under the influence of theiBde.g. DunnRomans1:416; idemTheology of Payl
647; SchreinefRomans400; DasPaul, the Law?228-32; Martyn, “Nomos;” JeweRomans481), the
opening clause of v.3 indicates that the Torah ctlimerate from Sin (see Cranfiel@pmans1:376;
Keck, “Law of Sin and Death,” 49; Fe§od’'s Empowering Presencg22—-23; MooRomans474—75;
Thielman,Paul and the Lan201-02).

127 5ee especially Watson, “Triune Divine Identity Is8, Fee, “Christology and Pneumatology.”

128 Cf. Meyer, “Holy Spirit,” 8-9.

129 This connection is made explicit in only three ofil45 occurrences afvedue in the Pauline
corpus (FeeGGod's Empowering Presenci4—15).
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Xprotod.”*® While Paul undoubtedly links the Spirit and Chtijether, it is not clear
that he intends the two to be identified as bi&irst, in other passages Paul clearly
maintains a distinction between the Spirit and Séelg. 1 Cor 12.4-6; 2 Cor 13.14; Eph
4.4-6)? These passages should be borne in mind when disgube three passages
that link the Spirit and Christ with a genitive.cead, Christ’s relationship to the Spirit is
analogous to God’s relationship to his Spirit. Brit is the presence and experience of
God, but not the full embodiment of the person otiGThat the Spirit is distinct from
God the Father is clear because it is through et $hat one addresses God as Father
(v.15)133 Just as the “Spirit of God” is not God (the Fa}ttemself, neither is the “Spirit
of Christ” the risen Christ. He is the presence axyerience of Christ, which is why Paul
can write “Christ in you” (v.10a), but not Chrightself. Paul is not identifying the Spirit
as the risen Christ, but he is attempting to exphes understanding of God in light of his
understanding of God'’s action in Christ. In so dpine views the “Spirit of God” as the
“Spirit of Christ,” for he has already related Gaxad Jesus as Father and Son (1.3—4; 8.3).
Identifying the Spirit with both the Father and Sesimply a further extension of Paul's
attempt to redefine the Jewish concept of God af@@sus.

Third, the linking of the Spirit with Christ not bynsignals a drastic redefinition of
God, but also distinguishes Paul’'s conception wheéi empowerment from his
contemporaries. While other Jews pointed to theitSys the means to obedience, Paul
insists that the Spirit must be connected with §htt is not enough to claim that the
Spirit of God helps one. Rather, the Spirit thaists must be the Spirit of Christ.

This Christological modification to the patterntbé divine-human relationship
already found in thélodayotis significant. Whereas in thi¢odayot God’s acts of
deliverance were attributed to the outworking meiof his mysterious will to elect some

unto salvation, Paul claims that God has invadeeé in his Son (cf. Gal 1.4; 4.4-6). The

130 Dunn,Romans430; cf. Sanday and HeadlaRpmans197 (but note the qualifications on pp.199—
201); LeenhardtRomans207; StarnitzkeStruktur, 178; Jewett, “Question of the ‘Apportioned Spitit
197.

131 Cf. Calvin,Romans165; BarrettRomans159; Moo,Romans491; SchreineiRomans413-14.

132 5ee Gabriel, “Pauline Pneumatology.”

133 Fay, “Was Paul A Trinitarian?” 342.
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theoretical consequences are that Paul both ori@mis engagement with humanity
around the Christ-event, and he redefines the @drde50d around Jesus Christ. The
practical result is that human agents, now fremf8in’s grasp, are able to lead, through

the Spirit of Christ, obedient lives that emulatedG act in Christ.

B. The Establishment of Human Ability
Much like theHodayot Paul sets forth the Spirit as the divine agen eimpowers

the human to obey God’s will. The Spirit is GodrslaChrist’s presence in the
intermediate time between Christ’'s ascension asddturn. As the embodiment of the
divine presence, the Spirit's task, according #-83, is to enable those “in Christ” to
please God by fulfilling the righteous requiremehthe Torah. In this capacity, the Spirit
creates human agency where Sin had prevented it.

Developing the antithesis of 7.5—-6, Paul contrastsSpirit with the flesh in 8.4-13.
mvedue is the divine Spirit imparted to believers, aigé can be understood as a personal
power or, more likely, a sphere of influeiééPaul’s use of the termipt is deliberately
ambiguous. Here it likely summarises the arguméits-25. Being enslaved to Sin and
attempting to acquire life through law observargcwilive according to the “mindset of
the flesh,” which results in death (8.5-6). TheriBflesh dualism is used in 8.1-13

primarily to highlight the change in aeons that besurred because of God’s act in

134 There is general agreement that in Romans 8.4« and odpé are not anthropological terms
for the constituent parts of the human being. Rigethough, van Kooten has argued for the
anthropological reading?@ul’s Anthropology383—-88). He suggests that to live by the “flests the lower
plain of human existence, means acting immoralty faflowing base desires, but to live by the “dpiras
the higher plane of existence, is to act morallg snconformity to God’s Spirit. Thus, throughoubiRans
8.4—13 Paul is not speaking of the divine Spiritamhguides the human agent in the fulfilment of junst
requirement of the law, but of the human, who, hgwieen assimilated to Christ through baptism, ssts
mind on the things of the “spirit” and acts accagly. Four points, however, demonstrate that Paabt
thinking about the constituent parts of the hunfarst, the termrvedpe occurs 34x in Romans, and the
overwhelming majority refer to God’s Spirit not theman'’s spirit. Second, tlépZ-Tvedua dualism
appears 3x in Romans prior to 8.4-13, and in eadiux is the divine Spirit (1.3-4; 2.28-29; 7.5-6).
While oapt is anthropological in 1.3 and 2.28, 7.5-6 develbpespduua-mredua contrast, which is also
found in 2.29. In this contrast, as the paralle? i@or 3.3—6 showsyebuw is the Spiritoapg in 7.5
indicates a realm within which humans dwell. ThirghZ andmvedpe in 8.1-13 derive their meaning from
7.5-6. To introduce an anthropological meaning waaluse great confusion. Fourth, in 8.1-13 Paigdgel
on Ezekiel's portrait of divine intervention. In &del 11.19-20, 36.26-27, and 37.1-14, the divipieitSs
imparted to the human and enables obedience. Thea@kground is unmentioned by van Kooten. These
four points indicate that Paul is not usingé andmvedpe in an anthropological sense.
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Christ. The movement from one aeon to the nextdiga change in lordship® The
human who is “in Christ” no longer exists in thesh or under Sin’s control. Now he or
she lives in the age of Christ and under the “loasof the Spirit.

Paul’s description of the Spirit is deliberately sp to contrast with the power of
Sin. Both Sin and the Spirit are external agerds ithvade the human realm and take up
residence within the human. From this internal fp@sj Sin enslaves the human as a
captive of war and rules over one’s actions (7.28), The human loses the ability to
enact his or her will. Every action done is atttdzito “Sin dwelling in me” (vv.17, 20).
While Sin destroys and prevents human agency, piré &eates it. Like Sin the Spirit
establishes itself in the human. The indwellinghef Spirit is repeatedly emphasised in
8.9-11. Those who are “in the Spirit” are those/irom the Spirit residesifkéw).
Resurrection is accomplished by God through hisitSphich dwells within believers.
The possession language is found also in the esipre¥Christ in you” (v.10). Paul’'s
typical pattern is to speak of the believer beimgChrist.” Here he reverses the formula
in order to highlight the indwelling power of God e characteristic of the believer and
as the source of the believer’s ability to obey.i/Raul can describe both Sin and the
Spirit as dwelling in a human, he does not thin&utihem ruling in the same manner.
Where Sin usurps thgd’s ability, the Spirit gives ability. Sin preverttee human from
acting upon his or her desire to obey, but theitSgmiables obedience. Paul views the
Spirit as the enabler who establishes human ageondfat the believer is neither a
puppet moved at God’s whim nor an independent acpgrdble of acting apart from the
Spirit.

One should take note here of the scriptural backgtdor Paul’'s understanding of
the Spirit's agency. Like thdodayot Paul’'s view of the Spirit is informed by Ezekgel’
statements about God giving his Spirit to enaldepiople to obey. The Lord tells Israel
that he will give to them a new spirit (Ezek 11.38;26), which is identified as his own

Spirit (36.27; 37.14). This new Spirit, which isthringer of life (37.14), leads them in

135 sandersPaul and Palestinian Judaism97-98.
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obedience to the commandments (11.20; 36.27).ded not use the exact language of
Ezekiel as thélodayothad done, but the background should be clear éndige Spirit
and life are connected together throughout Romdhsl8. The Spirit is called the “Spirit
of life” in v.2, and those who have “the mind oétBpirit” have “life and peace” (v.6)
because “the Spirit is life” (v.10F° Paul even goes so far as to attribute the future
resurrection of believers to the Spirit's preseinceneir lives (v.11):*” Paul also
emphasises that the Spirit dwells within the barewas just noted. Finally, he argues that
the human is able to be obedient because of th#'Spmpowerment (vv.4, 13). The
believer fulfils the “righteous requirement of ta@” because the Spirit resides within
and gives the ability to obey. This is preciselyatvBzekiel was told would happen to the
people: “I will put my Spirit in you and cause ytmuwalk in my statutes and to keep and
do my judgments” (36.27).

This background in Ezekiel seems rather clearithsisometimes conflated with
Jeremiah’s promise of a “new covenant” (31[38].34)3° The two are not identical
however. Jeremiah relates that God “will put my latheir minds and write it on their
hearts,” which leads to obedience because eachrpkn®ws the law (vv.33-34). Ezekiel
writes that God implants his Spirit and through 8perit one obeys the law. Paul’s

statements are based on Ezekiel's because he dlaahe Spirit is imparted to

136 The referent ofrvedue in v.10 is disputed. Based on the contrast withd{n” some suggest that it
is the human spirit that is “alive” (WrighElimax 202 [he has since changed his view; see “Romans,”
584n.269]; FitzmyeriRomans491; NIV). The broader context, however, indisateatrveipw is the divine
Spirit: (1) life is connected with the Spirit thighout this section (vv.2, 6, 11, 13); and (2) adewg to
v.11, which is expounding on v.10b, the humaniggilife because of the divine Spirit dwelling viith
(see BarrettRomans159; DunnRomans1:427; FeeGod’'s Empowering Presenc®50-51; Schreiner,
Romans414-15).

BINAY acceptsdix tod évowkodrrtog edtod Treduatog év tuiv at the end of v.11, which means
“through his Spirit who is indwelling in you.” Antarnative textual tradition hasx t0 évowkodv adtod
muedpe €v Lulv: “because of his Spirit who is indwelling in yo:he first reading means that the Spirit is
the agent who gives resurrection life, while theosel indicates that possession of the Spirit ig¢lason
God makes alive. Both variants are strongly suggbtihereby making external evidence inconclusive
(Cranfield,Romans1:391-92). SchreineRpmans417) rightly notes, against Fe8dd’'s Empowering
Presence543, 553), that the Spirit is the active agenbwhngs to life in Ezekiel 37. Those who accept
the genitive reading typically view the Spirit asiatermediary agent in the act of resurrection Ntdo,
Romans493; Wright, “Romans,” 585). The two readings ao¢ that different then, and whichever variant
is original, the basic point remains the same: ¢imbse who have the Spirit will experience life.

138 50 BruceRomans161-62; Lyonnet, “Rom 8,2—4 & la lumiére de Jééi et d’Ezéchiel 38—40;”
Zeller, Brief an die R6merl53.
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believers not the law. As in Romans 7, the law iesmautside the human as a demand
that must be met. Paul claims in 8.1-13 thatmé$ not because it is placed within each
person but because the Spirit directs the livabage “in Christ.” This subtle difference
between what God puts in each person is importarRéul’'s argument. He is able to
distance himself and his gospel from the law, whit® maintaining that the law is
fulfilled by those who believe his gospel.

The Spirit establishes human agency when it creh&epossibility for obedience by
freeing the human from Sin’s enslaving rule. “Taw lof the Spirit of life in Christ Jesus
has set you free from the law of Sin and deat2)(&aul’s claims about freedom in
chapter 6 and 7.1-6 culminate in this statem&t.is here that the readers learn that
their freedom has been accomplished for them bythet. Paul uses the same slavery
language (although not the military terminologyppict the human’s service to both
Sin and God, but, in a striking paradox, while stgmo Sin is bondage, slavery to the
Spirit is freedom. “But having been freed from Sjioy became slaves to righteousness”
(6.18). Again: “But now having been freed from Sint enslaved to God” (v.22§° The
freedom from Sin accomplished by the Spirit, rathan resulting in licentiousness,
creates the possibility for the believer to obeylGavill. The Pauline conception of
freedom is not one of an absolute freedom whetwrbeliever becomes an autonomous
being. In Paul’'s worldview, the human is alwaysrmested with one ruling power or
another, either God or the agents of evil (Sin twedFlesh)-** Freedom from Sin, for
Paul, is freedom to God, and it is when a persamited to Christ and walking by the
Spirit that he or she is truly free.

The Spirit not only frees the human and therebgiterethe possibility for obedience.
He also functions as the empowering agent througtnwbelievers “please God” (8.8).

Positively, the Spirit assists believers to do @&y what Sin had prevented, namely,

139 Because he identifies the speaker of Romans Thsistian, Cranfield is forced to take the claim
of freedom in 8.2 in a weakened sense as indicatigpartial freedom from Sin’s tyranny
(“Sanctification as Freedom,” 38—40).

1“0cf. Gal 5.1, 13.

141 Kasemann, “Primitive Christian Apocalyptic,” 136.
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fulfil the Torah’s righteous requirement@koiwpe tod vopov) (v.4). A significant
number of scholars contend that in v.4 Paul coesirto describe what God has done in
Christ for believers?? Because of the judicial language in vv.1;85ikaiope t0d vépou
is “the righteousness required by the law” (Byroe)the just requirement of the law”
(Moo), which Moo explains as “the demand for perfdmedience, or for
righteousness™? Calvin and Moo argue that the law’s demand cabedtatisfied by the
human agent. Christ, however, because of his pgbrigleedient life or death (or both)
has satisfied this requirement, which is transtétoethe human when one believes in
him.** The Christian does not activity fulfil the law, te passiveinpw6i, which must
be given its full weight as a divine passive, irdés *> Unlike the¢yds who sought to
keep the Torah by his own volition, those in Chiligtre described as those “who walk
according to the Spirit,” havé dikaiwpe tod vopou fulfilled on their behalf. The
passive indicates that God is the one who actsaliigfies thékaiwpe of the law.
Kasemann pointedly writes, “God alone fulfills witet demands. He does it
paradoxically on the cross with the sending of3os as a sin-offering, and therefore
apart from and even in opposition to our cooperettd® This is implied also by the
participial clause that characterises those whefiiinom Christ’'s death. The participial
is not conditional (“if we walk”) nor modal (“by ewalking”) but descriptive of those in
whom the law’s righteousness is fulfillétl.Likewise,év fuiv, translated as “in us,”

suggests that this requirement is not accomplislydzklievers:*®* Moo summarises the

142 E 9. MelanchthonRomans 166-67; ZieslelRomans208; Wright,Climax 212; KeckRomans
200; PateReverse of the Curs266—67; LichtenbergeBas Ich Adams196—97.

143Byrne, “Living Out,” 569; idlemRomans237 (cf. FitzmyerRomans487); Moo,Romans482,
484.

144 Calvin, Romans 160; Moo,Romans483.

145 Keck, “Law of Sin and Death,” 52; Byrne, “Livingug” 569; Moo,Romans482—84; Fitzmyer,
Romans487.

196 KasemannRomans218-19.

147 Conditional: FitzmyerRomans488. Modal: CranfieldRomans385; VanLandinghandudgment
and Justification 238 (although the ultimate conclusion drawn Bsthtwo is radically different).
Descriptive: MooRomans484.

148 50 Keck,Romans200; cf. FeeGod’'s Empowering Presencg36n.191.
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thought: “[T]he law’s just demand is fulfilled inhEistians not through their own acts of
obedience but through their incorporation into €ifi*

Despite the theological attractiveness of thisrprgtation, it should be rejected. The
passive voice does not automatically indicate dh\antion and preclude all human
action'*° Rather, the passive prevents one from assumingh&duman agent acts alone
after God has freed him or her from Sin’s enslavem#ithout the passive, one could
parallel Paul's statement to Ben Sira’s conceptibWisdom assisting the obedient. In
Ben Sira’s view, the human remains the primaryraetod it is precisely this conception
that Paul avoids by using the passive. The hunmalRaul’s view, never acts without the
constant reminder that it is God himself who isragrthrough the human to fulfil the just
requirement® The Spirit is not merely an aide who comes alafgsas Wisdom was for
Ben Sira. Instead, the Spirit indwells the humaah actually brings about the fulfilment
of the “just requirement.” Paul’s use of the passiempares with the use of the hiphil in
theHodayotto express the notion that God is the underlysgse of the human’s
obedience (see 1@#8.13). The passive is absolutely necessary analginot be
downplayed or ignored, but neither does it rulefourhan agenc¥?? The point of the
passive is to make human agency actually possibtgdunding it in divine action.

The broader context further supports interpretidga® being about human action.
The argument throughout 7.7—-8.13 concerns thetabilithe human to fulfil the Torah,
and the issue in 6.1-8.13 is whether Paul’'s law-§@spel results in sinful behaviour or

obedience. His interlocutor holds that obedienamnlyg possible when the human orders

149 Moo, Romans484.

150 schreiner notes that the use of the passivemgbov in 2 Cor 10.6, Phil 1.11, Col 1.9, and Eph
5.18 do not exclude human activilggmans405). His examples, however, are not particulsilgng, for
the point in the verses is often that God has domeething for the human or it is an activity thet human
can accomplish alone.

151 Compare the logic of Phil 2.12—13. Paul exhoresRhilippians to “work out your salvation with
fear and trembling” and grounds this command indiine act: “for ¢ap) God is the one working in you
both to will and to work concerning his good plaasu

152.cf. Zeller,Brief an die Rémerl53: “Das ist zunéchst passiv als Intention deskas Gottes
beschrieben, geschieht aber durch unseren aktiamdgel* geman der Wirklichkeit, in der wir uns nun
befinden, namlich dem Geist.” Contrast Engberg-PsePaul and the Stoig871n), who thinks the
passive is irrelevant and to give any emphasisisoto fall under “the long shadow of traditional
Protestantism.”
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his or her life around the Torah. Paul has arghatla Torah-centred existence actually
results in disobedience (7.7-25), and he now caeplbhe argument by claiming that
only those in possession of (and possessed by3tGh8pirit fulfil the Torah. His gospel
about Christ does result in obedience. Tiheat the beginning of 8.4 indicates that the
purpose for God’s liberating act was to securéhforself an obedient people. Far from
resulting in sinful behaviour (cf. 3.8), Paul’s plamation of the gospel was intended to
result in obedience (cf. 1.5; 15.18). The humareurige law could not obey the divine
demand placed before him and instead he “borednid death” (7.5). The believer,
however, no longer lives under the law or in tlesH, and he or she instead bears fruit
unto God (v.4). As 7.6 indicates the human’s triamsifrom being in the flesh and under
the Torah’s rule is so that one might serve Goaling to the Spirit. This is exactly
what Paul expresses in 8.1-4. God has freed hufransSin’s grasp, and this results in
obedience.

In 8.3—4 Paul argues that his gospel has the specifpose of creating an obedient
people who, with the Spirit's enablement, fulfietiorah’s just requirement. The issue
remains of whato dikalwpe tod vopov means. The terdikaiwpe is used by Paul only
in Romans. In 1.32 and 2.26 it has the meaningifiartte.” Significantly, in 2.26
circumcision is excluded from “the requirementshaf law” (o Sikatwpate Tod véuov).

In 5.16, 18 it is used rhetorically in contrastiwdtctakp e andrapantdue, and means
“righteousness” or “righteous act.” Since Paul egiabout human action in 8.4,
dikatwpe cannot mean the righteousness required by theldhe life that the law
intended to give. To accept either of these wouddkemattaining righteousness and life
dependent on the human agent. Paul maintains iraReffcf. 3.20-24; 11.6) and his
other letters (cf. Gal 2.15-16; Phil 3.9) that tiuenan cannot attain righteousness or life
through obedience to the law or any other humareavalir.

The singulabikaiwpe is striking since it does not match Romans 2.26coaform
to the Septuaginatial use. It is rarely used inLtKX with reference to a single

commandment, and when so used the specific commertdmalways identified in the
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immediate context (cf. Ex 21.9; Num 31.21; Ruth) 4°7In Romans 8.4, though, no
specific commandment is clearly identified. Watsitverefore, thinks Paul “construes the
law not as a multiplicity of demands but as a slagicomprehensive demand” that is
different from theypappa (cf. 7.6), and Schreiner indentifies specificahlg “moral
norms.™* Yet this reading also attributesixa{wue a meaning that is unparalleled in
the LXX. Althoughéikaiwue can be used in the singular to classify multiple
commandments as a whole, these are always ideritifidhe evidence of the LXX,
therefore, is not helpful for establishing Pauksaige.

The identification with the “moral norms” suggestgadSchreiner is unlikely. Not
only is the category “moral norms” anachronistigt Baul only rarely appeals to the
Torah’s commandments themselves for ethical instué® Moreover, at points where
Paul could have used the Torah to direct his cadiens, he does not. For example, the
situation of the man having sexual relations withdtepmother in the Corinthian church
(1 Cor 5.1-13) could have been resolved by appgédinhe Torah (cf. Deut 23.1 [22.30];
27.20)*’ The avoidance of the Torah is significant inda&tien Paul does appeal to the
commandments as ethical injunctions, he reduceseheCommandments to a single

commandment: love your neighbour (Rom 13.8-10)! Ba@s not revitalise the “moral

15350 ZieslerRomans207; WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentife99. The phrase &ikaiwpo
tod véuou appears in the LXX only at Num 31.21.

1% WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentife99; SchreinefRomans407; idem, “Abolition and
Fulfilment,” 59-65. Cf. DunnRomans1:423; BayesWeakness88—92.

155 E.g. Num 35.29 which concludes the laws about givenand the cities of refuge.

%8 |n the undisputed epistles, Paul appeals to DBdtid 1 Cor 9.8-10, but he denies the literal sens
and interprets it allegorically. Also, 1 Cor 14 @4authentic) is often understood as a referendbé
Torah. Here, however, Paul does not appear to aapecific command in view, but he makes a deduictio
from the narrative of the Torah. This verse palalieen 1 Cor 10.1-14 in which Paul appeals to &sven
recounted in the Torah as instruction for the chuhote here that Paul does not utilise specific
commandments but narrative events. The Sinai ktgisl is not drawn on.

157 paul’s conclusion, “Purge the evil from among y¢L'Cor 5.13), is likely drawn from
Deuteronomy (17.7; 19.19; 21.21; 22.21; 24.7; 8f5). Yet this command lacks any specificity and
functions as a refrain indicating that evil is mmbe found among the people of God. In his study o
scripture and ethics in 1 Cor 5-7, Rosner is ohlg & identify general motifs from the Torah thate
influenced Paul's argument in 5.1-1a(l, Scripture and Ethi¢$1-93). Where he is able to locate
specific commands that may have influenced Paelidbas are too widespread to claim that Paul is
actually expecting his readers to obey the Torabiamandments. Rosner finds no specific commandments
that Paul tells his readers to follow. There setmime a serious methodological flaw in Rosner’s and
others’ works, namely if there is similarity, thBaul is dependent on the Torah and he expecteiters
to obey it. Paul's ethics are undoubtedly simitart, his lack of specific reference to the Torahdates that
he does not view the Torah as something to be doobeyed by his congregations.



200

norms” of the Torah in his churches, and whileditscs are virtually identical to the
Torah, he does not claim the Torah’s commandmenssipport for his positioft®

Elsewhere in the Pauline corpus, the venpotv or the nounrinpwpe occur with
the nounvouog five times. Except Galatians 4.4, which is irrelet/to this discussion, and
Romans 8.4, the law to be fulfilled is identifiexpécitly as the love commandment (Gal
5.14; 13.8, 10). In Galatians 5.13, Paul exhorsréfaders to not misuse their freedom to
satisfy the flesh, but “to serve one another ireldo¥e continues, “For the whole law is
fulfilled in one word, in this: love your neighboas yourself” (v.14}° The parallels
with Romans 8.1-13 are clear. The Roman Christesgjith the Galatians, have been
set free from Sin and the flesh and now they liseoading to the Spirit. The primary
expression of the Spirit’s guidance in one’s l§ddve®® Romans 13.8-10 is even more
explicit. Paul writes, “For the one who loves areotfulfils the law” (v.8). After listing
several of the ten commandments, including the cangiment not to covet (v.9), he
concludes, “Love for a neighbour does not prodwale Eherefore, love is the fulfilment
of the law” (v.10). The entire law, including thenbral norms,” is reduced to the single
commandment “love your neighbour as yours&it.The love commandment functions as
Paul’s summary of the entire ethical instructiortia Torah:®?

Although in 8.4 Paul does not explicitly mentioe thve commandment, the

repetition of the fulfilment language in 13.8—10kas the connection likely. It is not

1% See Moo, “Law of Christ;” WesterholrRerspectives408—39 (esp. 431-39).

159 The connection between 5.14 and 6.2 is disputkd.ldtter reads: “Bear one another’s burdens and
thus you will fulfil the law of Christ” ¢rvaminpwoete tov véuor tod Xplotod). See BarclayQbeying the
Truth, 126-35, for the options.

10 This is probably why “love”dydmm) appears first in the list of the “fruit of the i (Gal 5.22).

161 Ziesler argues that the “just requirement” istéreth commandment, which thes was unable to
keep but believers d&Rpmans207). The connection with the love commandmentase likely, however,
since Paul uses the tenth commandment to summvenisethe law demands of those under its rule aed th
love commandment to summarise how one lives acegrtdi the Spirit. The tenth commandment, as a
prohibition—"You shall not"—stands negatively fothat the law demands, while the love commandment
presents positively what believers do. Cranfielglias that the righteous requirement of the lawlfdléd
by those who walk according to the Spirit when thaye faith in God, which is revealed in their oieet
lives (Romans1:384—-85). Yet this reading conflicts with Pawdigument that the law does not rest on faith
but doing, “the one who does these things will liyethem” (Lev 18.5 quoted in Rom 10.4; Gal 3.13),

Gal 3.11-12 makes clear (cf. Md®pmans482).

152 For the identification of the “just requirementtbé law” as the love command, see also Bruce,

Romans161; FeeGod's Empowering Presencg37; Kruse, “Paul, the Law, and the Spirit,” 128
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necessary for the readers to understand on thedading of 8.4 that loving one another
is the fulfilment of the commandments. As the lefi®gresses, they would make the
connection (Paul hopes) and realise that in expg$sve to one another, especially
across the divide created between the weak anaigs(i@l.1-15.13), they are fulfilling the
law’s requirement. In 8.4 Paul is describing thecome of God'’s act in Christ and is not
detailing how the community will enact the fulfilmieof the law*®® The outcome of
God'’s act is that believers, in contrast to&hé, will be obedient (cf. 8.8). The righteous
requirement of the law is fulfilled as the Spirit@hrist produces in us the love that
Christ showed in his death for us (cf. 5.5-8).

This enactment of love is possible only becauséthat of life dwells within
believers and serves as a source of power. Likethesability to avoid committing evil
deeds is possible only by the Spirit: “For if yowelaccording to the flesh, you will
certainly die. But if by the Spiritrpedpati] you put to death the practices of the body,
you will live” (8.13). “The practices of the body&fers to the acts and thoughts of the
flesh that are manifest in the body. To live “acbog to the flesh” is to perform “the
practices of the body.” The expression connectk bathe description of Sin as dwelling
within the body (6.6) and causing the body to di24; 8.10). Through the Spirit's
enabling guidance, one is able to kill these esédk. Paul likely placedcipat. at the
beginning of the clause for emphasis. He wantsdhders to understand that they cannot
overcome the flesh and Sin alone. Only with thei8phelp can this be accomplished.

Moo rightly concludes:

Holiness of life, then, is achieved neither by own unaided effort—the error of
“moralism” or “legalism”—nor by the Spirit apartdm our participation—as some
who insist that the key to holy living is “surremtler “let go and let God” would
have it—but by our constant living out the “lifelaged within us by the Spirit who
has taken up residence witHff.

163 Romans 8413 is, in form, a description of the benefits ofrtgein Christ and how those in Christ
act (Moo,Romans486; FeeGod’'s Empowering Presencg&39). Underlying this description is an “implied
exhortation” for the Roman Christians to see thdweseas those in Christ and therefore to act acoohd
(Lambrecht, “Implied Exhortation;” Engberg-Pederdeaul and the Stoi¢250-52). This implied
exhortation should not be dismissed, but neitheukhit be made the central point. The failure éddtthe
two together appears in each of the studies jusidndt is the tension between these two that alBaul to
leave undefined the “righteous requirement of &ve.’l

184 Moo, Romans495-96.
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As with the passive voice and the reference t&ihiet in v.4, the emphatic
placement ofrvetpat reminds the readers that the obedience requirdddarises from
a unification between the divine and human agdrts.presence of the divine Spirit does
not negate human action. Rather, it enhances tpertance of the human act. Paul’s
warning is addressed to an agent who, becauserdt@lileath and his indwelling Spirit,
now possesses the ability to please God. Paulsuatof the moral capacity of those in
Christ is radically opposed to the description wftan moral capacity in 7.7-25. The
human’s essence has been completely reformed,amdimder the lordship of Christ and
led by the Spirit, one is able to be addressed mithal demands and to fulfil them.

The warning in v.13 should not be passed over tockty, for it provides a crucial
key to understanding Paul’s view of agen®yHe threatens eschatological death to any
who, despite being united to Christ (“brothersgntinue to live according to the flesh.
His warning also indicates that, in some mannernel life is dependent on obedience.
VanLandingham argues vehemently that this versieates that eternal life is contingent
solely on what the human does. He writes, “Thisdittbonal sentence indicates that life or
death depends on what the believer does, not tiie.’SP° While Christ’s death rectified
the past transgressions of the believer and en#i@gsossibility, with the Spirit's
inspiration, for him or her to act righteously, tgcome at the judgment is ultimately
determined by his or her obediertfé&Whether one lives or dies is determined by his or
her obedience or disobedience, and God’s actio@hirist and his Spirit play no part in
determining one’s eternal destiny.

VanLandingham'’s interpretation is questionablewaharous points. He ignores the
connections between the Spirit and life earligthm section (vv.2, 6, 10). These

statements culminate in the emphatic claim of vttidse in whom the Spirit dwells will

1% Warnings of this sort are fairly common in Pal#ters, e.g. Gal 6.7-9; 1 Cor 10.1-13; 2 Cor
13.5. See Schreindlew Testament Theolqdy73-85.

186 vvanLandinghamJudgment and Justificatio239.

187 vanLandinghamJudgment and Justificatio35. VanLandingham'’s entire project is deeply
concerned with demonstrating that humans haverthiien” free will and that the Spirit does noteaff
this. Because of this particular understandingeé fwill, he consistently sets the action of hunegeinst
God’s, and he insists that the Spirit does littierenthan “inspire” (meaning: encourage) obedierée (
p.187, 238)
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be raised, just as Jesus was. Literally, “your aidrodies will be made alive®® If the
genitive is the correct reading, then the connadbietween the Spirit and life is even
greater, for it is “by his Spirit which is dwelling you” that God makes alive. The future
life of the believer is attributed to the presentéhe “Spirit of life” within the believer.
This reference to the “mortal body” prepares ondlie phrase “practices of the body” in
v.13 and suggests some continuity between the geafibodily resurrection because of
the Spirit's presence and the act of obediencéemart of the human with the Spirit's
enablement. When the warning of v.13 is read withis context of the Spirit's
connection with life, the conclusion emerges thatleliever’s act to destroy the
practices of the body that results in life is tlhewarking of the Spirit’s life-giving
presence within the believer.

This conclusion (that obedience is the outworkihthe Spirit's act to make alive)
does not negate the human act of obedience, reitdeaause Paul, unlike
VanLandingham, finds no conflict between the divamel human agents. On the contrary,
this conclusion actually enhances the significasfagbedience. The warning, on the one
hand, prevents one from drawing the conclusionfaai eliminates human agency with
his emphasis on God’s invading action in Christ #r@Spirit. The warning is addressed
to the human agent, and even with the Spirit's esmgsment, the human must act in
obedience. Believers are not mere robots contretthe Spirit, as the non-Christian is
under the control of Sin (7.7-25). Without the gad-enactment of Christ’s death, the
believer declares himself or herself to be sepdraten the Spirit that gives life. On the
other hand, Paul does not reverse his claims abloat God has done and is doing. As
seen already, even the warning, with the emphéimement ofrvedpatt, underscores the
importance of divine action for human action. Therming, with its mixture of divine and

human action, indicates that Paul’'s conceptiormefdivine-human relationship cannot be

188 Engberg-Pedersen argues that the phrase “theisadyad” in v.10 must be taken seriously as a
claim that the Roman Christians’ bodies have tdigd and become “a hollow shell . . . as comparitd w
thepneumainside the shell” (“Material Spirit,” 192). His grhasis on the problem found in the body,
however, does not explain Paul’s statement in thal the body will be made alive. Paul speaks here
neither of the body “literally die[inglcompletely we might say),” which must mean something like th
body ceasing to exist, nor of it being “transfornoedhpletelyby thepneuma (p.193; emphasis original).
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reduced to an oppositional framework. The diviné hnman do not stand opposed to
one another. The warning rather reveals the joininge divine and human agents. God
now participates in human obedience, and his emgegewith the human makes human
action all the more important?

Paul’'s view, therefore, is at some distance froenttto-ways paradigm. While Paul
lays both “death” and “life” before the human, heed not Christianise the two-ways
pattern'’® In the two-ways scheme, the human staideebefore life and death, and he
or she makes the decision to follow one path oother independent of divine action. In
Paul’s view, however, the human agent does notidtafore life and death alone. The
Spirit of Christ dwells within him or her. The pegge of the divine agent from the
beginning is a significant difference between Rad the two-ways schemg-
Additionally, it would be inaccurate to describe theliever’s obedience as a “response”
to God’s act in Christ, as some have done who desBaul in terms of covenantal
nomism'’? Conceiving of obedience in this manner makessié@ndary step following
from God'’s act. For Paul, though, obedience isrdiooation of God’s act. There is no
separation between God’s deliverance of the hum&hrist and God’s Spirit
conforming believers into the image of Christ. ladeChristian obedience is the re-
enactment of the Christ-event in the daily livesha individual and the community, and
this is done when the Spirit empowers believerpt to death the practices of the body”

(8.13) or, stated positively, to “fulfil the righias requirement of the Torah” (v.4}

189 4IF]or Paul, God'’s saving agency includes humaenmy within its scope, establishing it on a

wholly new foundation rather than excluding or éfiating it” (WatsonPaul, Judaism, and the Gentifes
213).

170 Contra DunnRomans449) and FeeGod’s Empowering Presencg58), who suggest that Paul is
following Deuteronomy 30.15-20. In one sense, emegyworks with the two-ways scheme, for “life” and
“death” are the only two options. The issue thelnas one formulates the actions of the divine amahé&n
agents in relation to the two ways.

1 This difference is completely missed by VanLantismg Judgment and Justificatio239), who
seriously underestimates the significance of thetSpnvolvement.

12 Hooker, “Paul and ‘Covenantal Nomism’,” 52; Gaglian, ‘Obedience of Faith’264—65; Yinger,
Judgment288-90; DunnTheology of Payl632. Each of these acknowledges that the terweftantal
nomism” is inaccurate, but they contend that thedstructure of covenantal nomism is identicaPal’s
framework. For a reply, see O’Brien, “Was Paul a&wntal Nomist?” (although he misses some key
issues).

173 cf. GormanCruciformity, 56—61. He describes Christian love as the Spwitrk to replicate
Christ’s love in the believer and the community.
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Obedience is not simply the human’s independeiporese to God’s gracious deliverance
from Sin. Rather, it is a continuation of God’s@oas work in the believer's life.

Like theHodayot Paul holds the divine and human agents togeflogrthe hymnist,
God's gift of the Spirit of knowledge is the enaetmh of the pre-temporal decision by
God to elect him into the community of the redeenmidds Spirit imparts knowledge to
the human and empowers him to resist his own argattailings. His obedience to the
knowledge given by the Spirit is the expressiootl’'s mercy working, through the
Spirit, in him. God’s hand is seen at every stage this does not eliminate the need for
the human to act upon the knowledge he receivdactnthe failure to be obedient is a
sign that one does not possess the Spirit andftiers outside the bounds of God’s
grace.

The similarities with Paul, given the Christolodiogodifications, are obvious. God’s
gift of the Spirit is the continuation of his wairk his Son which has brought freedom for
the human from Sin’s control. Those freed by Clwideath are united both with Christ
and with others so that they form a community kn@srihose “in Christ.” Those in
Christ possess his Spirit, who in giving life atgees power to resist the flesh. Their
obedience is the outworking of God’s mercy in thiges and the evidence of the Spirit in
their lives. Just as in thdodayot God’s activity is clearly visible at each poiAtso, as
in theHodayot the failure for the human to be obedient is eva#ethat he or she does
not possess the Spirit of Christ and remains uBdes control.

The insistence by both the hymnist and Paul thegehn their salvific communities
lead lives pleasing to God does not collapse imtorks-righteousness.” Both do make
eternal life contingent on the human agent’s enantrof God’s work in them. But
neither author describes human activity as indepetnaf divine action. This is a
significant difference from what has traditiondligen understood as “works-
righteousness” or “legalism.” Legalism refers te ttuman agent acting apart from divine
assistance with the goal of attaining (eternad) &if righteousness. For both Paul and the
hymnist, any attempt to be obedient apart fromndivntervention is simply impossible.

Both hold that human action is the expression efdivine impartation of life, so that far
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from trying to earn life, the human is revealing tlie already possessed. The failure to
obey reveals that one does not have life. The ebediof the believer, in either the
Essene/Qumran community or the Christian commuisitgbsolutely necessary so that
without it salvation is impossible, but it is nbetsole means to attaining salvation, even

at the final judgment, for obedience is the outimglof the divine act’

3. Conclusion

Romans 7.7-8.13 is a unified section in which Raglies against the presumption
that obedience is only possible when one’s liferisnted around the law. This lifestyle
does not please God and will not result in life bhebsing, for it only brings death. God
has acted in his own Son, Jesus Christ, to deStrog hold over the human agent, and
the result is freedom to live for God through mspewering Spirit. The Spirit leads the
human in the act of fulfilling the righteous reamrent of the law and in putting to death
the evil practices associated with the flesh. Odyeck is produced through the Spirit, and
the charge of the interlocutor is found to be gadiass.

On the issue of divine and human agency, this@ecti Romans indicates that Paul
did not set the divine and human agents in opwstt one another. Paul rejects, on the
one hand, the model set forth in the two-ways ti@alin which the human agent must be
emphasised at the expense of the divine agenth@©ather hand, while Paul’s
pessimistic anthropology leads him to emphasisésGaat in Christ, this is not done at
the expense of the human agent. The freedom aed@dn secured through Christ
creates the possibility for human action so thatithman becomes a real agent. The
human and the divine Spirit work together to mamthe life given because of Christ’s
death. There is no opposition between the divirlelaiman agent, as if when one works
the other ceases. Rather, Paul holds both togathamg that only when both act

together can the human obey in a manner pleasiGgtb

" «preserving ourselves is not an independent ttfiagis added paradoxically to the divine
preservation. God'’s preservation and our self-piadi®n do not stand in mere coordination, but in a
marvellous way thegre in correlation. One can formulate it best in thiésy: our preservation of ourselves
is entirely oriented t&od’s preservation of us” (BerkouwefFaith and Perseveranc&04; emphasis
original).
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The conclusions drawn from this study of Romans-8.%3 can be related to two
recent debates about Paul. First, scholarshipemaket to read Paul’s letters in light of a
monolithic understanding of Judaism. More recertbuwever, scholars have begun to
take the diversity of Judaism seriousfyand in this section of Romans, Paul witnesses to
this diversity. Here he engages in an inter-Jewetbate carried out on two fronts. In 7.7—
25 he challenges the two-ways tradition on anthicgpoal grounds. The human cannot
keep the law in a manner sufficient to bring alddet A divine action is required to
resolve the human problem (v.24). Sanders dismigsednthropological element of the
argument by claiming that it produced excessivereglctions because the human plight
is a deduction from Paul’s claim that God acte€mist to redeem ali’® Paul’s real
reason for rejecting the law, Sanders argued,dause he believed that God acted in
Christ, not because he thought humans were incapédlleeping the law. Sanders is
correct that Paul’'s rejection of the law as God&ams of salvation arises from his
conviction that God acted in Christ, and this pbias not been adequately appreciaféd.
Nevertheless, it does not follow that Paul did d@telop a coherent anthropological
explanation for why the law is not God’s meansalvation. Paul’s pessimistic
anthropology may be a secondary deduction drawn fiis belief that God acted in
Christ to save, but it becomes an important pairitis claim against Torah observance as
the means to divine blessing. In 7.7-25 he engagesvish view of law observance
solely on Jewish premises (that is, he does notiore@hrist except in a parenthetical

comment [v.25]), and he disputes the claim thataareactually fulfil the law on

17> See Elliott,Survivors of Israel

176 sandersl.aw, 79-80. On the movement of Paul’s thought fronutsmh to plight, see Sanders,
Paul and Palestinian Judaism42-47, 474-502. Thielman claims that Paul’'s ghdumoved from plight to
solution because he, like other Jews, thought were still in exile because of their disobedierfe®n
Plight to Solutioncf. Wright, New Testamen268-72; note also Scott, eBxile; idem,Restoratio. The
Christ-event resolved the problem of the exile,ciitame about because of the people’s unfaithfsilttes
the covenant. This argument is questionable ongtwands. First, it is not clear that all or evemajority
of Jews thought they were still in exile (SeifriBlind Alleys,” 86—92). Second, Sanders did not yiémat
in Jewish thought there was a plight from which husineeded redemption. Rather, he claimed that Paul
perceived of the plight in much deeper terms. Tdet®n necessitated a more profound understanofing
the plight so Paul configured the human plightreda/ement to Sin.

" This is due partly to confusion over the meanih§anders’ claim thatthis is what Paul finds
wrong in Judaism: it is not ChristianitfPaul and Palestinian JudaisrB52; emphasis original).
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anthropological grounds: because the human isvaseof Sin, he or she always does
evil and will never attain to the life promised e law. The argument is not nearly as
convoluted as Sanders claimed when read againbatii@rop of the two-ways tradition.

In 8.1-13 Paul challenges another Jewish persgeetithough without the
straightforward polemical engagement. This othespective is basically that of the
Hodayot Paul actually has several points of agreemetit this view. Both have a
pessimistic anthropology, prioritise divine actiand claim that obedience is possible
only through the empowering of the divine SpirietyPaul finds this option flawed
because it lacks any reference to Jesus as thadfiebkere Sanders’ insistence that Paul
rejected Judaism because it lacks Jesus as th&t Shentirely accurate. Divine action for
Paul must be understood as the Christ-event, aild ®aul has a doctrine of election,
this too must be brought into conformity with Godtion in Christ.

This study of Romans 7.7-8.13 shows that Paultgjae of his contemporary Jews
cannot be limited to a single line of thought, Wiegtthat be the claim that all Jews were
legalists, Judaism was not Christianity, or Judaisstricted God’s grace to Jews alone.
This latter interpretation, associated with the¢atbed) New Perspective, finds, in fact,
little basis in Paul’s critique at this point of Rans'’® The New Perspective has rightly
emphasised the social context in which early Clangly and especially Paul’'s mission
and theology developed. Nevertheless, Paul's oppogb the law cannot be restricted to
Jewish exclusiveness without neglecting major padiof his thought. The argument of
Romans 7.7-8.13 makes little sense against thalbgelof ethnic pride. Paul’s problem
with his fellow Jews is not simply that they claihat a person must obey the law nor that
they confined salvation to only those who borerttegks of the Jewish nation. He
certainly had problems with these issues, but rtiae that, he objected to any view that
denied to Jesus the central place.

A second point at which this interpretation of Rosd@.7—8.13 can help clarify

recent debates is Paul’'s conception of salvatiehthe role assigned to Paul’s antithesis

178 Cf. Moo, “Israel and the Law,” 207—08. Contra Lengcker4 Ezra and Romans 1-1233.
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between faith in Christ and works of the law. Itsweted at the beginning of this chapter
how Paul’s antithesis has been interpreted in tesgholarship and how these various
options have controlled how one interprets othpeets of Paul's soteriological thought.
This complex history of interpretation and the fameéntal character assigned to this
antithesis in some circles makes discussion dfficdlt. Here the purpose is simply to
offer some comments on what the antithesis andrigasbteriology broadly might mean
in light of the interpretation of Romans 7.7-8.1f&ed previously.

One argument typically advanced in favour of intetipgmiotig Xpiotod as
Christ’s faithfulness is that the traditional reagl(“faith in Christ”) accords too
significant of a role to human faitfi’ Regardless of whether the other arguments for the
faith of Christ are persuasive, this one failsaavince. As explained above, Romans
8.13 ascribes a major role to the human agentulimate possession of eternal life.
Justification, as with salvation broadly conceivisdgrounded for Paul in divine initiative
and sustained by divine actions, but this doesnmakte the human agent passive. The
divine act in Christ (the gospel) brings forth fe#tnd obedience as the human
acknowledgment of what God has done. Priority aBaglongs to God, as those who
argue for Christ’s faithfulness correctly note, this does not negate the human act. The
elimination of the human agent in justificationtytic Xpiotod is unnecessary. While
this point does not abolish the possibility tha thith of Christ interpretation is correct, it
at least shows that the theological argument doesark **°

If justification by faith alone in Christ alonevwgewed as the totality of Paul's
soteriology, then the correct interpretation munstoenpass Paul’s exhortation to
obedience and those statements where he inditeatesliedience is part of the means to

life. Bell's claim that for Paul “salvation is ndependent on sanctification” cannot

179 Cf. Hays,Faith?, 150-53; idem, “Paul’s Hermeneutics,” 129-30. THewlogical argument is
usually supported by interpreting Paul’s use of &dddoik 2.4 in Romans 1.17 (cf. Gal 3.11) as refgrtn
Christ (see Campbell, “Romans 1:17,” 281-84; H&wsth?, 279-81).

180 For more comprehensive arguments against intémgrefotic Xpiotod as Christ’s faithfulness
and in favour of interpreting the phrase as a esgfee to the human act of faith in Christ, see Dt®mngce
More;” Matlock, “Detheologizing;” idem, “Rhetoricf gistis;” Cranfield, “On thdllotig XpLotod
Question;” Silva, “Faith versus Works of the La®27-34; WatsorPaul, Judaism, and the Gentifes
238-45.
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account for Paul’s expectation that believers'dibe marked by obedient®.
Additionally, Paul's warnings that disobedient bers will be punished and may even
lose their salvation cannot fit within Bell’s schenit will not suffice to claim that Paul's
warnings and judgment by works language only refersewards, since, as Romans 8.13
makes clear, eschatological death will come evehddeliever who does not “through
the Spirit put to death the practices of the body.”

In Paul's broader conception of salvation, the sitbetween faith and works that
is fundamental to the justification passages cahaatad so as to exclude the human
agent from acting within the salvation processthieannot be disconnected from
obedience since for Paul faith entails obedieneetdils the Galatians that neither
circumcision nor un-circumcision matter. What hakue is “faith working through love”
(Gal 5.6). The goal of Paul's missionary work igptoduce among the Gentiles “the
obedience of faith” (Rom 1.5; 16.26). However tleaitjval relationship be understood,
there is a link between faith and obedience, arsdcitnnection is fundamental to Paul’s
soteriology*® Faith, in Paul’s thought, functions as the soufimem the human
perspective, for good deeds. Genuine faith musaletself in obedience to Christ’s law.

Romans 8.4-13, along with other passages, inditaatshe human must be
obedient in order to enter into eternal life. Pawiew, however, cannot be described as
“legalism” or “works-righteousness” since he holdat the obedient life necessary in
order to enter into eternal life is produced thitotige Spirit's power. Schreiner aptly
writes, “[P]erseverance is the fruit of faith amdgnded in God’s sustaining and electing
grace. Yes, works are necessary to be saved. Nasthot works righteousness, for the
works are hardly meritorious. The grace of Goipswerful that it not only grants us
salvation apart from our merits, but also trans®rs.*® The transformation brought
about by the Spirit reveals itself in the human whiee human acts in a manner pleasing

to God. And this act of obedience done by the hutheough the Spirit is absolutely

181 Bell, No One Seeks for Gpa74.

182 On the grammatical construction, see Garlingkaith, Obedience and Perseverant6—31.

183 5chreiner, “Perseverance and Assurance,” 53. @fsov,Paul, Judaism, and the Gentife813—
14.
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necessary. Salvation cannot be reduced solelystdigation. It must also encompass
sanctification and culminate in glorification. Wit obedience in this life, one will not
enter into the next life, but entrance into thetriéa is solely according to God’s grace.
Paul is not opposed to human “doing,” even withia $alvation process, but he is
opposed to a human “doing” that seeks to fulfil ldng as the means to divine blessing.
God’s blessings have already been poured fortesns) death and resurrection, which
means that human activity is not oriented towatai@inhg what God himself has already
given. Rather, human activity is the outworking3xd’s transformative grace as the
human is brought into fellowship with Christ and body through the Spirit for the

purpose of being conformed to the image of Chnstia the end being glorified.



CONCLUSION

Throughout the Second Temple Period, Judaism wastaatly redefining itself in
light of various challenges that arose. Whethes¢hssues be the return from exile, the
Maccabbean revolt, or the Roman invasion, Jewmattd to correlate their
understanding of God and the sacred scripturesthétiimmediate problem. This study
has been principally concerned with how ancientailmd viewed divine and human
agency. In the introduction the question was ragdsulit the legitimacy of this topic. It
was argued on the basis of Josephus’s portrayhkafewish schoold.W.2.119-166;
Ant.13.171-173; 18.11-25) that the topic was discubgexhcient Jews and that
different perspectives were put forth by the thgeleools. Plotting the schools along a
single line, Josephus places the Essenes and Seddaicthe extremes and sits the
Pharisees in the middle. Josephus’ model is nehtartainly masks the complexity of
these groups, but his portrayal of the schoolscatés that the topic of divine and human
agency is not only a modern one. Josephus’ statismeen the way for a study of
ancient Jewish views on this issue. This studynoasittempted to defend Josephus’
representation of the schools, but it has takeiowsdy Josephus’ claim that a diversity of
views were put forth by Jewish thinkers.

This study has used Sirach and Huaayotto represent the ends of Josephus’
spectrum. Ben Sira opposes those who overemphasigs mercy or deny their
responsibility for their sins (chapter 1). He enyglohe two-ways pattern to argue that the
primary actor in the divine-human relationshiphe tndividual human (Sir 15.14-17).
The human possesses the moral capacity to obey@all observance leads to life and
blessing. Rather than placing obedience withinwegantal context of pure grace, Ben
Sira models the divine-human relationship after@neator-creation relationship. In this
relationship God is viewed as the giver of commagai® and creation obeys those
commandments. The giving and obeying of the commmamdis is foundational to the
divine-human relationship not because it signifiaee electing grace, but because this is

the way that God interacts with all of creationhls portrayal of the divine agent, Ben
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Sira’s primary focus is God as judge. Even hereugh, his real interest lies with the
human agent since the act of judgment is the rieracf God to what the human has
done. Ben Sira’s view of divine and human agenayripises human action throughout.

At the other end of the spectrum sits Hadayot(chapter 2). This text could hardly
emphasise God'’s gracious saving acts more. Humrardeacribed as mere creatures,
frail and sinful beings destined for death. Godrowmes the human’s creaturely
limitations by electing some and giving his SpiAtedestination is stressed throughout
theHodayotbecause it brings the focus onto God and it gelténol the problem of the
human race. Through the Spirit the human is givemtedge and purified from
transgression. The outcome of all these divineiadtsat the human can obey the Torah.
Transformation from a creature of dust comes sdlelyugh God’s grace, and even when
making the claim that humans obey, the hymnistsisoremains on God. The view put
forth in theHodayotopposes the view taken by Ben Sira.

This argument for the diversity among Judaismdisarely with neither the old
perspective claim that in general Judaism was iggahor Sanders’ claim that with the
exception o4 EzraJudaism was a religion of grace. The perspectvedivine and
human agency put forth by Ben Sira andHoglayotindicate that Judaism was not
monolithic. Attempts to discover in these textsrgle pattern, such as covenantal
nomism, will inevitably flatten out the distinctisithat are visible on the surface of the
texts. Covenantal nomism runs counter to Siractssience that life comes through
Torah observance, and it misses out ortHbdayots stress on the continuing role of the
Spirit. This study, therefore, has questioned th@ieability of covenantal nomism as the
basic soteriological structure of Second Templeaiund. It would be too much to
conclude from this study that covenantal nomismoihere found in Second Temple
Judaism. It may capture well the ideas of somestdoiit it was not the only view taken
by Jewish thinkers.

A return to the older claim that all of Judaism Wlagalistic” is inaccurate also. On
the one hand, the term prejudices the analysi® sif@as negative connotations in

contemporary usage where it typically refers t@empt to earn one’s salvation through
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works which results in boasting about one’s woBexn Sira rejects boasting and egotism,
but he does argue that “life” is attained throubledience. In order for the discussion
about the relationship between grace and worksaeenforward, scholars must realise
that prioritising human agency is not the samdegalistic works-righteousness.” On

the other hand, the charge that Judaism was légalennot account for texts like the
Hodayot Here one finds a form of Judaism that prioritidegne agency and speaks
primarily, almost exclusively, about grace and ngeElection by grace is foundational to
theHodayot The charge of legalism is nothing less than disto.

With this spectrum of views, it becomes possiblsitoate Paul firmly within his
Jewish context without dismissing or downplaying éimphasis on divine grace, which
has often been judged as distinctive. This stuey i&omans 7.7-8.13 as a way into
Paul’s thought (chapter 3). In this passage Paga@es in an intra-Jewish debate about
human ability and divine intervention. Romans 75w&s paralleled to Ben Sira and the
two-ways tradition that he used. Pauhs is the human agent of the two-ways tradition,
who is standing before the options of life and desatd has the law of life available to
him. Paul opposed this view through his portrayé&io as a malevolent power. In
Romans 8.1-13 Paul adopted a perspective simithetdodayot Paul traces all divine
action back to the Christ event. Here God hasvetexd into the human dilemma by
sending his Son to destroy Sin’s hold over humaihitgontrast to the incapable human
of Romans 7, the human in Romans 8 is empoweregkeb$pirit to obey. Paul argues
that human obedience is necessary for salvatidrthisuobedience is generated by the
divine Spirit that indwells and empowers each humvho believes in Christ.

Taking the diversity of Judaism seriously allow do place Paul within the Jewish
spectrum. His claims about divine action do nodneebe softened, nor is it necessary to
dismiss his criticisms of obedience to the lawresreans to life. The complexity of
Paul’s view, in that it prioritises divine actiorhike also encompassing human action, fits
squarely within the spectrum of Jewish views dutimg Second Temple Period. Paul's

claims about Jesus as the Messiah certainly lagstdewish contemporaries considering
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him beyond the pale, even ascribing to him the giary charge of “apostaté.The way
he formulates the relationship between divine ammddn agency, however, is not itself
outside the spectrum of possibilities. What ultielaputs Paul beyond the tolerable
limits of Judaism, in the minds of many of his eamporaries, is not his claims about
grace, faith, and the relegation of works, butdt@éement of Christ at the centre of his
worldview rather than the Torgh.

In the analysis of Romans 7.7-8.13, this studychaienged attempts to limit Paul's
critique of Judaism solely to Christological clairttse place of Gentiles within the people
of God, or anthropological differences. Paul argagainst a Ben Sira-style theology that
attributes salvation primarily to law observancaul® critique is anthropologically
oriented and concerns the human act of “doing.sBhiould not be understood as a
blanket rejection of human obedience, but Paul tllesissue with forms of human
obedience that are motivated by the attempt tandtfa. Paul’'s disagreement with other
Jews, however, is not confined solely to anthrogiclal ideas. Had the apostle Paul read
theHodayot he probably would have found much of it favouealblut his fundamental
problem with it would have been its lack of Christpcal reference. Here his
disagreement with other Jews is Christological. M&ee seen also that the claim by
Dunn, Wright, and others that Paul’s principal peat with other Jews concerned the
acceptance of Gentiles into the people of God bdsasis in Romans 7.7-8.13. This may
be the case elsewhere, but it does not explaitothkty of Paul's debate with other Jews.
Paul’s ability to argue on multiple levels shouildonsidered more seriously in the
attempt to relate him to his Jewish contemporaries.

All three texts maintain that obedience is a nergssomponent in salvation. Ben

Sira argued that obedience was the means to lifd¢e theHodayotand Paul according

! See Barclay, “Paul among Diaspora Jews.” It shbeldoted that how Paul was viewed by his
contemporaries is not his own view of himself. hdltigh rejecting certain aspects of his past (Ph#BL),
he continues to think in very Jewish terms. Hisastlare Jewish even if he does not tie them ta tirah,
he shares the same scriptures and is deeply icfaeloy them, and he is genuinely concerned abeut th
salvation of his fellow Israelites according to flesh (Rom 9-11). Whatever aspect of Judaism Paul
rejects, it is not the whole structure of JudaiSee Hagner, “Paul as a Jewish Believer.”

2 |dentifying Paul as an apostate and outside thitdiof Judaism does not make him unique. The
sectarian scrolls identify certain other Jews (keeg after smooth things”) as apostates.
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to Romans 8 describe obedience as the outworki@pdfs Spirit in the person’s life. No
one can conceive of a “saved” person who doesv®ir obedience. Even in the case of
theHodayotand Paul, both of which stress the priority ofiievaction, the human agent
is not portrayed as merely a passive recipientaég The human'’s life is transformed,
and this transformation leads to obedience. Inde&tput obedience one simply cannot
enter into eternal life. In arguing for the necsef obedience, Paul and thl®dayotdo

not adopt a Ben Sira-like view that ultimately igtites salvation to human deeds. They
seek rather a unification of the divine and humgenés through their stress on the divine
Spirit as God’s empowering agent. Through the Sgna human obeys. Any claim that
prioritises the human must be rejected and any thatveliminates the human must also
be dismissed.

This latter point is significant for how one conss Pauline soteriology. It cannot
be reduced to the claim that salvation is accorhetissolely by God apart from the
human. Paul’s view of divine action takes up withgelf the human agent. The whole of
salvation can be attributed to neither at the egpaf the other. Paul, to be certain,
prioritises divine action, and he seeks througastetters to highlight God’s work and
not his own. Yet, he never eliminates himself aaetive agent. He is rather the agent
through whom God works and simultaneously the agewbork.

One should also note that much of the discussiontativine and human agency in
these three texts revolved around particular so@bipassages. Ben Sira derived the two-
ways pattern (Sir 15.14-17) from his interpretattdieuteronomy 30.15-20, and he
showed a keen interest in the creation accountd {S1-14). In the Praise to the Fathers
(Sir 44-50), which is a rehearsal of scripturadliians and is an exercise in
interpretation, Ben Sira draws attention to thedid& lives of Israel’s heroes. The
Hodayotrelied heavily on the scriptures in its anthrogidal claims. Particularly of
interest were the accounts of Adam’s creation fdwst (Gen 2.7), his punishment for his
transgression (3.19), and the traditions that cefbe these two (e.g., Pss 8; 103). Its idea
of the Spirit as given by God was derived from Eekkl and 36-37. In his critique of

the two-ways pattern in Romans 7.7-25, Paul engagk®euteronomy 30.15-20 and
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the way that it was interpreted by others. AlsqylBainderstanding of the Spirit's
empowerment was based on Ezekiel 11 and 36-3Thr&k sources consciously used the
scriptures to formulate their views of divine andrtan agency. This study has not
pursued the hermeneutical issues raised by thisgemgent with scripture, and profitable
research could be carried out on this issue.

Another matter that would benefit from more reskamncerns the place of other
Jewish texts within the spectrum of views availabléhe Second Temple Period. This
study employed Ben Sira and tHedayotto represent the end views, but it might be the
case that a text pushes beyond these two in dsitging of the divine or the human
agent. One might take, for example, the Two-Spifteatise found in 1QS 3—4. Running
through this text is a rigid determinism that se¢oextend even beyond the statements
about predestination in thdéodayot The views held by Jews of this period might elsen
further apart than this study has demonstratedudysof how the two-ways tradition was
developed in, for examplé,Enoch94-104 Psalms of Solomo®.1-5 and} Ezra7.3-24,
127-29 would also be worthwhile. Here the issugcoiptural engagement would come
to the forefront, and one could track both how thaslition developed and changed and
how it functioned within the broader claims abouwirte and human agency made by
each author.

Additionally, this study has focused on Palestinlawish views of divine and human
agency. A wider referent that includes both Diaapi®wish and Greco-Roman sources
would be extremely helpfdiThe philosophical schools debated vigorously the
relationship between fate and free will. A studytledse texts that attempts to correlate
them with Paul would help clarify Paul's place wiithhe Greco-Roman intellectual
world.

Some questions about Pauline soteriology still ramaanswered. Particularly, the

function of the antithesis between faith in Chast works of the law is not fully

% See already WatsoRaul and the Hermeneutics of Faith
* See the studies by Barclay on Paul and Philo ({tByGrace of God | am what | am™) and
Engberg-Pedersen on Epictetus and Paul (“Selfeseiffty and Power”).
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resolved. Some implications for how one understanesntithesis were drawn at the end
of chapter 3, and the point was made that the itapoe of the antithesis may have been
overstated by some scholars. Further study neealddiess the rhetorical function of the
antithesis as well as its overall function withiauPs thought. Moreover, this study
confined itself almost exclusively to Romans 7.7-38 The results drawn from this study,
therefore, need to be placed into a much broadgegb This broader context needs to
discuss statements like Galatians 2.20 and Phalifgpo2.12—13 as well as concepts like
grace and judgment by deed8his study is a starting point for a broader steet of

how Paul viewed divine and human agency but mond vgoneeded.

This study has been an initial and a limited atteatglealing with the issue of divine
and human agency in Second Temple Judaism. Asassh@ advances beyond Sanders’
description of Judaism as covenantal nomism, o&btions are now being reopened. The
old answers to some of these questions may probe &xcurate, but in other instances
new answers must be put forth. This study hopéste brought some clarity to the
variety of options available to Jews in the Secbadhple Period and to have provided a

way to understand Paul within that context.

® See Barclay, “Grace and the Transformation of &gen Christ.”
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