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Paul employs negatively charged terms (“son of the slave,” “according to
the flesh”) that allude to portions of the Genesis narrative where Ishmael
and the circumecision covenant are featured (Gen 16—17, 21). On the cne
hand, Paul wants his readers to link the “Judaized” Gentiles with Ishmael
and his sorry fate:

* Both represent attempts to produce heirs for Abraham by human (nat-
ural or “fleshly”) means—Ishmael through concubinage, the Gentiles
through circumecision.

* Both accept circumcision as adults (Ishmael is thirteen in Gen 17).

¢ Both are nonetheless disinherited.

On the other hand, Gentile late-comers are meant to be associated with
the late-in-coming Abrahamic son of promise: {saac/Christ:

* Both become heirs of Abraham by supernatural means—Isaac by su-
pernatural birth to Sarzh, the Gentiles by the supernatural birth of
baptism.

* Both receive the inheritance, the promise of blessing “to the Gentiles”

{Gen 22:18).

Paul's point is clear: Circumcision is of no avail (see Gal 5:6). In light of the
expulsion and disinheritance of Ishmael (Abraham'’s firstborn son “after
the flesh,” and his first son to be circumcised), it is an inescapable conclu-
sion that circumcision is no guarantee of the Abrahamic inheritance of the
promised blessing.'?® Indeed, circumcision may have been necessary at one
time, but even then it was not sufficient for what mattered most.'?” Indeed,
even Abrahamic sonship is no guarantee of the inheritance, because not all
sons are heirs! Paul wishes the Galatians to be the right kind of Abrahamic
sons: namely, son-heirs.'3

In speaking of the apocalyptic images of the “two Jerusalems,” Paul once
again draws his themes from the Old Testament.!?! Paul’s statement about
the “present Jerusalem” being “enslaved” reflects his prior assessment of the
servile effects of the Deuteronomic covenant on the nation of Israel in his-
torv."*? The Judaizers, who think that covenant fidelity still requires nomi-
stic service at the central sanctuary in earthly Jerusalem, are still bound
to the curses pronounced and effected by the ancient covenant which first
established the law of the central sanctuary, that is, the Deuteronomic cov-
enant.’® Paul employs his “allegorical” argument here as another way to
demonstrate from the Torah that Christians are no longer under the “warks
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of the law” (or its “curse™}, since Christ’s death has effected the termination
of the Deuteronomic covenant.

Paul’s view of “the Jerusalem above” being “free” is based upon his ear-
lier demonstration in Galatians 3:6—14 that Christ's death has exhausted
the curses of the Old Covenant and released the blessings of the New. As
a result, Jews and Gentiles are offered a new way of sharing the Abraha-
mic blessing and inheritance of divine sonship: by faith in Christ. Paul’s
allegory presents the essential shape of the new covenant in terms of the
eschatological reality of divine sonship. Muller observes:

When Paul returns to the theme of the sonship of Abraham at the
end of this fine of thought [i.e., Gal 4:21-31], he explicitly raises
the issue of the kind of sonship of Abraham it is that gains one
entrance into the covenant community. Sonship of Abraham, in
one instance, is leshy. In the other it is sonship of God and is cov-
enantal. It is precisely this distinction that Paul exploits to disin-
herit, as it were, circumcision Jews who reject Christ. Abraham’s
true offspring belong to the covenant made with Abraham and
that covenant was constituted by faith in God, not by fleshy de-
scent. If the Jews do not manifest faith then they are outside the
community of Israel (see Gal 6:16). Ishmael, who can claim fleshy
descent and who was circumcised (Gen 17:23), does not share in
the covenant! 3+

Paul’s argument has come full circle. The starting point of the probatio—
Abrahamic sonship—is now definitively revealed in terms of its essential
and abiding reality, that is, divine sonship according to the New Cove-

nant.

The “Works of the Law” in Light of Galatians 34

The vantage point afforded here at the end of Paul's argument in Galatians
3—4 enables us to achieve a better comprehension of Paul’s critical phrase,
“the works of the law.”

The primary reference of “the works of the law” is to the Levitical admin-
istration of ceremonial law (Exod 23—Lev 27) which was “added because of
transgressions” (i.e., the calf; Gal 3:19) resulting in a more elaborate system
of mediation (3:20) and thus greater distance between Israel and God.!3

This Levitical law may have been intended as nothing more than a tem-
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porary remedial punishment for the first generation, but its bicovenantal
system of mediation was rendered permanent with the institurion of the
Deuteronomic covenant. Thus, “works of the law” may be identified more
specifically with the Deuteronomic covenant as the final and definitive so-
cioreligious constitution of Israel as a nation-state.'*®

As such, a secondary sense of the phrase may be discerned. The recent
wark of J. Dunn is relevant here. Dunn interprets “the works of the law”
in the light of the Antioch incident (Gal 2:11-16), which highlights the
boundary-defining effects of the “works of the law.” As “boundary mark-
ers,” the works of the law preserve the separation between lsrael and the
Gentiles:

By “works of law” Paul intended his readers to think of particular
observances of the law like circumcision and the food laws. His Ga-
latian readership might well think also of the one ather area of law
observance to which Paul refers disapprovingly later in the same
letter—their observance of special days and feasts (Gal 4.10). But
why these particular “works of the law”? [. . .] From the larger cul-
tural context, provided for us by Greco-Roman literature of the
period, we know that just these observances were widely regarded as
characteristically and distinctively Jewish. Writers like Petronius,
Plutarch, Tacitus, and Juvenal took it for granted that, in par-
ticular, circumecision, abstention from pork, and the sabbath were
observances which marked out the practitioners as Jews. . . . Itis
clear, in other words, that these observances . . . served to ideniify
their practitioners as Jewish in the eyes of the wider public [my
emphasis].13”

There is much to be said for Dunn’s approach. For one thing, he views
“works of the law” primarily in terms of the covenant obligations assumed
by Israel in response to God's redemptive grace.!3® For another, he sees
the priority of the Abrahamic covenant—rather than the Mosaic—as the
foundation for God'’s saving plan for the nations fulfilled through Christ.'*
With his covenantal, relational approach, Dunn offers a more accurate and
balanced view of Paul's understanding of divine righteousness and justifi-
cation than Luther or Calvin,'*

There are, however, some deficiencies with Dunn'’s interpretation. He
overlooks the penitential purpose of the boundary-defining laws. As has
been shown above, they were addced after (and because of) [sruel's rebel-

lious acts. Consequently, he misses the sell-retiring nature of the laws
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peculiar to the Deuteronomic covenant, and overlooks the promises con-
tained in Deuteronomy that point to a future act of divine renewal, eventu-
ally fulfilled in the new covenant grant of Christ’s spirit of divine sonship.
Indeed, once the new covenant is established, the “works of the law” are no
longer necessary or proper. Instead, there are more appropriate and suit-
able obligations that serve as New Covenant boundary markers, for ex-
ample, baptism.'*!

Conclusions

In Galatians 3—4, Paul argues for the priority and primacy of the Abra-
hamic covenant—rather than the Mosaic—as the foundational covenant
with Israel and ultimately with all mankind. Paul sees the Abrahamic cove-
nant as reaching its definitive form in Genesis 22:15-18, when it is ratified
by God through a solemn oath promising blessing to the nations/Gentiles
through Abraham’s seed. Unlike the covenant of Genesis 17, the covenant-
oath of 22:15-18 is not conditioned on Abraham'’s circumcision or any
other practice or observance of Abraham or his descendants—certainly
not the Mosaic law,

In contrast to the Abrahamic covenant, the Mosaic covenant—at least
as renewed after the golden calf and other rebellions—is secondary and
subordinate in Paul's eyes. For Paul, the Mosaic system as finalized in the
Deuteronomic covenant can not be the economy of salvation, because un-
der it Israel did not receive—and is not receiving—the blessings promised
to Abraham. Instead, curses have come. Therefore, the Mosaic covenant is
a temporary, penitential, and highly mediated arrangement which is valid
only until the coming of the definitive “seed” spoken of in the oath of the
Agedah (Gen 22:18). The Book of Deuteronomy—the final form of the Mo-
saic covenant—reflects its sclf-retiring nature, when it speaks of the inevi-
table failure of the people and the actualization of its severe curses, after
which there will be a new exodus and a supernatural initiative on the part
of God to “circumcise the hearts” of the people.

Jesus Christ, the “only Son” of the Father who is sacrificed on the moun-
tain *upon the wood,” takes on himself the Deuteronomic covenant curses
at the cross, thus enabling the blessings of the Abrahamic covenant-oath
to flow once again to the Gentiles. Thus Jesus fulfills the sacrifice of the
Abrahamic covenant typified and prefigured at the Agedah by Abraham’s
one “seed,” Isaac.

Paul sees at the center of this whole process the reality of divine sonship.
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God has acted as a father toward Israel, bringing him to life as a son (Exo-
dus and Sinai covenant), subjecting him to the pedagogy of the Law (Le-
vitical and Deuteronomic codes), and bringing him to maturity through the
coming of the one Son (the New Covenant) while opening the way for the
other nations of the human family also to enter into this filial relationship.

Throughout our study, we have seen vindicated our original assump-
tions that Paul's thought is strongly covenantal, his use of the Old Testa-

ment thoroughly contextual, and the structure of his argument chiastic
and filial.
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declare that circumcised Gentiles are “severed from Christ,” On this, see J. T. San-
ders, “Circumcision of Gentile Converts,” BR 7 (1991) 21-25, 44; P. Borgen, “Paul
Preaches Circumcision and Pleases Men," in Paul and Paulinism (ed. M. D. Hooker and
S. G. Wilson; Londen: S.P.C.K., 1982) 37—46; N. J. McEleney, “Conversion, Circumci-
sion, and the Law,” NTS 20 (1974) 319-41.

110. Sec B. H. Brinsmead, Galatians—Dialogical Response to Opponents (Chico,
CA: Scholars Press, 1982) 80; R. Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. Paul
(New York: Herder and Herder, 1964) 62-67; and O. S. Brooks, The Drama of Deci-
sion: Baptism in the New Testament (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1987) 92—111 {who
agrees that Paul has baptism in mind from 3:1-4:7 but argues that baptisim is simply a
dramatization of faith).

111. Brinsmead, Galatians, 160.

112, Brinsmead, Galatians, 194,

113, Brinsmead, Galatians, 201. See also Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism,
532-33 n. 39: "The Sitz im Leben of this creative act of justification is baptism, and the
gift of the Spirit the means. For Paul, baptism, justification of the sinner, and creation
are inseparable (Il Cor 5:17; Gal 6:15)."

114, Sce Brinsmead, Galatians, 141; B. Byrne, ‘Sons of God'—Seed of Abraham’
(Rome: Biblical Institute Press, 1979} 171: “ ‘Al are sons of God through faith in Christ
Jesus’ because faith, acted out in baptism, has brought about the being ‘in Christ.” " See
also Schnackenburg, Baptism in the Thought of St. Paul, 124-25: “It is clear that for
[Paul, baptism] possesses the same importance as faith. . . . This fellowship of Christ
through baptism . . . brings us into the sonship of God."”

115. Brinsmead (Galatians, 159) argues that Paul’s opponents were from, or similar
to, the Essenes, and thus placed much less emphasis on baptism.

116. See Brinsmead, Galatians, 73.
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117. See 1 Pet 3:21, "Baptism . . . now saves you . ., as an appeal to God for a clear
conscience through the resurrection of Jesus Christ.” E. G. Selwyn (The First Epistle of
St. Peter [New York: Macmillan, 1977] 205) comments: “Baptism [as] a seal of contract
given by a good conscience towards God is not far removed from . . . {the] application of
the word sacramentum, ‘military oath,’ to Baptism and the Eucharist.” For the OT roots
of sacramentum as “covenant oath” in Tertullian, see D. Michaélides, Sacramentum
Chez Tertullien (Paris: Etudes Augustiniennes, 1970} 73-194.

118. See M. G. Kline, By Oath Consigned (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1968) 81: “Asan
oath-sign of allegiance to Christ the Lord, baptism is a sacrament in the original sense
of sacramentum in its etymological relation to the idea of consecration. . . . For, as we
have secn, covenant oath rituals were enactments of the sanctions invoked in the oath.
Indeed, from these historic antecedents we may infer that baptism as an cath ritual
symbolizes in particular the curse sanction, the death judgment threatened in the cov-
enant.” See also C. F. . Moule, "The Judgment Theme in the Sacraments,” in The
Background of the New Testament and Iis Eschatology (ed. W. D. Davies and D. Daube;
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1964) 464—81; A. Mawhinney, “Baptism, Ser-
vanthood, and Sonship,” WTJ 49 (1987) 35--64; and P. D. Gardner, “ ‘Circumcised in
Baprism—Raised Through Faith,” WTJ 45 (1983} 172-77: “Christian baptism is 2
sign . . . of coming under the . . . covenantal dominion of the Lord. Christian baptism
is thus the New Covenant sign of consecration.”

119. W, Bousset (Kyrios Christos [Nashville: Abingdon, 1970] 158) thinks Paul's "mys-
tical” view of baptism as “sonship through the miracle of the sacrament” in Gal 3:24-29
is in stark contrast with the “sober judicial rigor” characterizing Paul's view of sonship
and servanthood elsewhere in the Galatian Epistle. But Bousset assumes a false dis-
junction between the "sacramental” and the “judicial,” perhaps failing to see how oath-
swearing and covenant-making in the Old Testament—oparticularly the divinely sworn
covenant oaths—shaped Paul's sacramental outlook.

120. On the covenantal background for Pauls notion of lsrael’s sonship, see
J. M. Scott, Adoption as Sons of God (Tithingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1992) 121-86; Byrne,
‘Sons of God'—'Seed of Abraham, 17485,

121. B. M. Grant {The Letter and the Spirit [New York: Macmillan, 1957] 52-53)
identifies the law that Paul regards as “invalidated” by Christ with Deuteronomy. Eu-
sebius takes a nearly identical approach in Book One of his Demonstratio Evangelia
(in The Proof of the Gospel IGrand Rapids: Baker, 1981] 1-62), arguing that “the polity
of Mases” (i.e. Deuteronomy)} was too nationalistic to serve as a universal religion for
mankind and thus had to be replaced. T. R. Schreiner (“The Abolition and Fulfillment
of the Law in Paul,” JSNT 35 [1989]: 47-74} makes similar observations.

122. Byrne, ‘Sons of God'—'Seed af Abraham,’ 176.

123. On huiothésia as “full {legal} rights of sens” rather than the less precise “adop-
tion of son” see Hughes (“Hebrews 1X 15f[.," 85 n. 217); Byrne, ‘Sons of God—'Seed of
Abraham,' 183; and Scott, Adoption as Sons of God, 174-77.

124, Byrne, ‘Sons of God'—'Seed of Abraham,’ 184, citing M. D. Hooker, “Interchange
in Christ,” JThStud ns 22 (1971) 349-61; bere 352.

125. See F. Qcdriz, Hijos de Dios en Cristo: Introduccidn a una teologia de la partici-
pacion sobrenatural (Pamplona: Universidad de Navarra, 1972).

126. See Kwon, Eschatology in Galatians, 82—89.

127. T. L. Donaldson, “The ‘Curse of the Law’ and the Inclusion of the Gentiles: Gala-
tians 3:13-14," NTS 32 (1986) 94112, here 106. Donaldson argues that Israel’s plight is
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an intense form of the universal plight of mankind: “Being under vopos [law] is a special
way of being under té otoyeln Tol xdopou [the elements of the cosmos], becausc only
under the former can the true nature of the bondage to the latter be clearly scen” (204).

128. See also R. E. O. White, The Biblical Docirine of Initiation {London: Hodder
and Stoughton, 1960) 21: “Clearly, the circumcision of non-Israelite people did not
qualify them for covenant privileges, nor did the circumcision of [shmael bring even a
son of Abraham into the covenant.”

129. Curiously, Paul nowhere explicitly states this simple but profound inference:
rather, he lets his readers draw it themselves.

130. See Kwon, Eschatology in Galatians, 93-95.

I131. See A. T. Lincoln, Paradise Now and Not Yet: Studies in the Role of the Heav-
enly Dimension in Paul's Thought with Special Reference to His Eschatology (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1981) 9—32, for a useful summary of the background in the
Old Testament and intertestamental/apocalyptic literature. See also R. L. Wilken, The
Land Called Holy: Palestine in Christian History and Thought (New Haven: Yale Uni-
versity Press, 1992) 65-81; R. ]. McKevlvey, The New Temple (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press. 1969) 141-44. For the rabbinic view of the heavenly/earthly Jerusalem(s),
see Z. Vilnay, Legends of Jerusalem (Philadelphia: Jewish Publication Society, 1973)
128-32, 155-57.

132. For an explanation of the geographical link between Jerusalem and “Sinai in
Arabia,” and their connectian with Hagar and Ishmael, see M. McNamara, Palestinian
Judaism and the New Testament {(Wilmington, DE: Michael Glazier, 1983) 247-52.

133. The dramatic tension in Gal 4:29-30 about }shmael’s disinheritance and expul-
sion indicates Paul’s sense of imminent fulfillment relative to the impending judgment
on the earthly Jerusalem. See N. T, Wright (“Putting Pau) Together Again,” in Pauline
Theology [vol. L; ed. J. M. Bassler; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1991] 208—9), who argues
that the anti-Jerusalem and anti-Temple sentiments found, for example, in Stephen's
speech and the apocalyptic discourses in the Gospels were widespread in early Christi-
anity and also reflecred in Paul's Epistles, as in the passage in Galatians,

134. Muller, Trinity and Marriage in Paul, 83.

135. See F. Matera (Galatians [Collegeville, MN: Michael Glazier, 1992] 93), who
observes that, since the reformation, “works of the law" have been equated with all law:
recently, the view of Sanders and Dunn that “works of the law” are ritual "boundary
markers” nearly represents a return to the Patristic and Medieval interpretation. See
e.g., Aquinas, Commentary on Saint Paul’s Epistle to the Galatians {Albany, NY: Magi,
1966) 54: “The ceremonial works are properly called the ‘works of the Law.’ " For fur-
ther discussion see T, R. Schreiner, “The Abolition and Fulfillment of the Law in Paul”
JSNT 35 (1989) 47-74, esp. 59; and R. H. Gundry, “Grace, Works, and Staying Saved in
Paul” Bik 66 (1985) 7-8.

136. M. Simon (Verus Israel [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1986] 88) explains the
patristic outlook apropos the “works of the law” (e.g., Didascalia Apostolorum, Justin
Martyr, Irenacus): “Here an interesting distinction is made between the two codifica-
tions of the covenant. In the former case the code consists of the law, i.e., the Deca-
logue, whose content is primarily moral, and of those precepts which were promulgated
befare the worship of the call. This code is simple and easy to fulfil, Insofar as it takes
any account of ritual ohservances, of oblations or sacrifices, these are presented as
discretionary observances and as prefigurations of things to come. The second code,
however, the dewterosis . . . is the primarily ritual code that Moses received during his
second sojourn on the mountain. It is this code which the rest of the QId Testament,
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and especially the Deuteronomic and Levitical codes, is concerned to develop and fill
out, and which was imposed on the Jews hecause of their idolatry. It was meant for the
Jews alone and was the instrument of divine punishment.”

137. ]. Dunn, “New Perspective,” in Jesus, Paul, and the Law: Studies in Mark and
Galatians (Louisville: Westminster/ John Knox, 1990) 190-91.

138. J. Dunn (*The Justice of God,” JTS ns 43 [1992] 1-22, here 17-18) comments:
“Any thought of using the law to gain access to that covenant relationship with God is
wholly lacking and wholly antithetical to the spirit of the covenant theology classically
set out in Deuteronomy.”

139. Dunn (“New Perspective,” 197) notes: “From the beginning, God's eschatologi-
cal purpose in making the covenant had been the blessing of the nations . . . (Gal 3.8;
Gen 12.3; 18.18). So, now that the time of fulfillment had come, the covenant should
no fonger be conceived in nationalistic or racial terms. . . . The covenant is not thereby
abandoned. Rather is it broadened out as God had originally intended. . . . This is
roughly the argument of Galatians 3—4."

140. Dunn (*The Justice of God,” 17} notes that appreciation for the OT and Jewish
contextof Paul'sthought “would haveshort-circuited the old Reformation disputes: . . . 1s
‘the rightecusness of God' subjective genitive or ohjective genitive? ... And does the
equivalent verb, ‘to justify, mean ‘to make righteous’ or 't count righteous? . . . Once
we recognize that righteousness and justification are the language of relationship it
becomes evident that both disputes push unjustifiably for an either-or answer.”

141. Cf. Gal 3:27: "As many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ.”
See A, F. Segal, Paul the Convert {New Haven: Yale University Press, 1990) 138: “For
Jews and gentiles to attain the same level of ritual purity so as to engage freelv in these
intimate social activities, there must have been a radical cultic boundary-crossing rit-
ual. For Paul that ritual was baptism. By means of baptism the believers take off their
old physical body and invalidate old identities. On re-clothing they put on Christ.” He
adds: “The alternative to ceremonial Torah is not lack of Torah but 2 new apocalyptic
form of it, which . . . has as its center the identification of Christ as the Glory of God
and the consequent irrelevance of all special laws of Judaism” (143).

Chapter 10
HEBREWS 1-%: COVENANT, OATH, AND
ROYAL PRIESTLY PRIMOGENITURE

1. On the notion of “covenant” in Hebrews, see V. B. Gordon, “Studies in the Covenantal
Theology of the Epistle to the Hebrews,” (Ph.D. Diss.; Fuller Theological Seminary,
1979); S. Lehne, The New Covenant in Hebrews (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990); G. Vos,
“Hebrews, the Epistle of the Diatheke,” PTR 13 (1915) 587-632; idem, “Hebrews, the
Epistle of the Diatheke,” PTR 14 (1916) 1-61; idem, Redemptive History and Biblical
Interpretation {ed. R, B. Gaffin; Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1980)
161-233; and $. R. Murray, “The Concept of Atnfxn in the Letter to the Hebrews,”
Concordia Theological Quarterly 66 (Jan 2002) 41-60. The following commentators
understand diathéke as “testament” rather than "covenant™ G. Vos, The Teaching of
the Episile to the Hebrews (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1956) 27-48; G. W. Buchanan,
To the Hebrews {AYB 36; Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1972; reprint, New Haven: Yale
University Press} 151; T. G. Long, Hebrews (IBC; Louisville: Jjohn Knox, 1997) 99;
H. W. Attridge, Hebrews (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress, 1989) 253-56; P. Elling-
worth, Commentary on Hebrews (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1993} 46263,
V. C. Phitzner, Hebrews (Abingdon New Testament Commentaries; Nashville: Abing-




et of in-
. Catholic,
smdnidual
! orga-

— ogical

faon €5-
e Bible,
bk aims to
™ 3CCes-
pecialist.
iral schol-

such as

THE ANCHOR YALE BIBLE REFERENCE LIBRARY

KINSHIP BY
COVENANT

A Canonical Approach
to the Fulfiliment of God's

Saving Promises

SCOTT W. HAHN

YALE

YALE UNIVERSITY PRESS
New Haven & London




Published with assistance from the Mary Cady Tew Memorial Fund.
Copyright @ 2009 by Scott W. Hahn.
All rights reserved.
This book may not be reproduced, in whole orin part,
including illustrations, in any form (beyond that copying permitted by
Sections 107 and 108 of the U.S. Copyright Law and except by reviewers

for the public press), without written permission from the publishers.

Designed by Leslie Phillips.
Set in Fairfield type by pix,

Printed in the United States of America.

Library of Congress Conirol Number: 2008940687
ISBN 978-0-300-14097-2 (cloth: alk. paper)

A catalogue record for this book is available from the British Library.

The paper in this book meets the requirements of ANSI/NISO 739.48-1992
(Permanence of Paper).

5 7 9 10 8 & 4




