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Messiahship in Galatians?

N. T. WRIGHT

Introduction

Question and Method

My question in this essay brings rogether an unusual combination. Most
scholars who write about Galatians pay no attention to messiahship; most
who write about messiahship spend little time on Galatians. A long tradition
of Pauline scholarship has assumed that Paul used the word Christos simply as
a proper name, and even those who have allowed Paul some residual messianic
meaning have not usually seen such meaning in this letter. Why, people might
ask, would this letter, warning Paul’s gentile converts against the attractions
of Judaism, make use of such an obviously Jewish notion as messiahship? I
nevertheless want to propose that Jesus’s messiahship is central and vital in
Galatians. For reasons of space, I shall concentrate on chapter 3 in particular.

In my proposal I am encouraged by Matthew Novenson’s recent book Christ
among the Messiahs:' Novenson has made a strongcase for seeing Christos in
Paul neither as a name, norexactly as a “title,” but as an “honorific,” some-
what like Augustus in the triple phrase Imperator Caesar Augustus, where

1: Matthew V. Novenson, Christ among the Messiahs: Christ Language in Paul and Messiab
Language in Ancient Judaism {New York: Oxford University Press, 2012). -
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Imperator is a title, Caesar the personal name,” and Augustus an honorific,
adding an extra halo of meaning. Novenson wisely restricts himself to certain
key texts, and though he naturally mentions Galatians (particularly 3:16), he
does not venture far into its complexities.
There are problems of method and historical background in approaching
a question like this, but there is no space here to set them out. In particular, I
regard it as a red herring to discuss Christos as the possible carrier of Paul’s
incarnational Christology. First-century meanings of “Messiah” were varied
and complex, but incarnation was not among them.” When we look not only
at key texts but also at actual first-century men and movements who grabbed
at vague royal expectations and bent them to their own purposes,* we see that
expectation was focused primarily on the nation, not on an individual;® that
a variety of scriptural texts was available to back up messianic claims;® and
particularly, that though we must assume that messianic or similar movements
were inevitably “political,” looking for a radical change in their society, this
too does not make them monochrome. A movement that beats its plowshares
into swords and marches on Jerusalem is “political”; so is a movement that
symbolically reenacrts Joshua’s entry into the land by plunging people into
the Jordan.
How then can one make the case for messianism in Galatians? I begin with

two preliminary points concerning large-scale features of the first-century
landscape.

The Landscape

First, as I have argued before, the idea of Jesus as Messiah was alive and
ell, actively not merely presuppositionally, in every other form of Chris-
tianity we know in the first century, including the Gospels, Acts, Hebrews,

2. Which, admirtredly, was already carrying an important connoration (heir to the divine
Julius Caesar) as well as its denotation by the time Augustus was putting it on coins.

3. Cf. Jacob Neusner, W. S. Green, and E. Frervichs, eds., Judaisnis arid Their Messiabé at the
Turn of the Christian Era (Cambridge: Cambridge Uni
against uniform notions of “messiahship.”

4. CL. N. T. Wright, The New Testament and the People of God (London: SPCK; Minne-
apolis: Fortress, 1992), chap. 7.

S. “The main task of a Messiah, over and over again, is the liberation of Israel, and her
reinstatement as the true people of the creator God” (ibid., 320); how this- happens varies
considerably: so 307-20, esp. the conclusions 6n 319-20. I therefore resist Novenson's sugges-
tion (Christ among the Messiahs, 3n6) that 1 have simply picked up from earlier scholarshipa
monochrome messianic portrait and applied it to Paul,

6. E.g.; Gen. 49:10 (the “scepter”); Num. 24:17 {the star and the scepter); 2 Sam: 7:4-17;
Pss. 2; 8; 110; Isa. 11:1-10.

ersity Press, 1987), a sustained polemic
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Revelation, and also the apostolic fathers.” Some who suggest that Paul must
a : . ; oll ide
have abandoned messianic belief as irrelevant or even repellent to the wider

sentile world do not seem to notice that the same should then be true for

Luke, or John; or Ignatius of Antioch, and it owiosw—% is'not.’ dqn,.nmnw: .ﬁrm
cmperor Domitian’s investigating Jesus’s blood relatives on the mmmsﬁﬁmpﬂn
that they were partof a royal family,? and Josephus’s referring to James as “the
brother of the so-called Messiah™ (had Christos been a mere name, one would
ot write “so-called”).” The carliest church was firmly 3.08@ in mn,.mwm-vmmnm
messianism.'" If, therefore, Paul made no use of the messianic m.,,m:_,r.nm.sg of
the word Christos, he would be the sole exception in an oﬁrﬁssm,n ,:ESwwmm.:%
messianic movement,'> making it all the more peculiar ,ﬂrmm,rm .uuro.:E distin-
guish the word Christos so carefully from both [ésous and Nv:‘N.Cm.; .

r Second, we must remind ourselves of the Eaamgou‘m n:& .nr<n.~.mo Jewish
practice of retelling the single ancient biblical story. 2% ?ZM itself con-
tains such retellings; such as those o UQ:QGSOEM\»@o% the ém,nmmz.sm
Aramaean” speech (in chap, 26) and the great prophetic covenant narrative

7. Lassume that the Gospel of Thomas and similar texts ncn.ﬁ‘,m.cg H&c M(.wc:wm.nmw?w% mw
the eadiest: see N, T. Wright, Judas and the Gospel of - Jesus: E,& - We Missed the Truth about
Christianity? {London: SPCK; Grand Rapids: Baker _wccwmaweco‘v. Adolf Peissm:

8. This theme has been repeated with monotonous regularity, from >L_p m:g ﬁw,ﬂ_wwaﬂwwsm
century ago in Paulz A Study in Social and ?&,G.S.a History Fc:&c.:wﬂor n.n,r,:, mcﬁ:mn::mw
GHNV,\EWU “The dogmatic Messiah of the Jews s fereered to his :M,::.c nmEy::. v_ _:\ ﬂ el
Ch rist could fové From place to place”;toseveralin our cé): dayie:gi 7u,. Zetterholm; ed.,
Messiah in Early Judaisin and Christionity A?:::G:vc_wm“ _‘.‘c_.,:.mmm, 2007), %, e

9. See N. T Wright, The Climax of the.Covenant: Christ w:& the ?E..,w.m T)E ~.=«m. o _Km %mwna,\
(Edinburgh: 78T Clarky Minneapolis: Fortress; Emwr 41-43. The Domitian story is.in Eus

ius, Hist. eedl. 3.19-20. 5 Sy e
?:T_.,ow ﬁﬂ.nwﬂ%w&”ﬂ..ww.wccw cf, Wright;New ,N,;.N..véﬁ:«‘im andthe ?c\.\? c\x “A.._c,z.w wuﬂuww WMNM SM
leave out of theaceount the fanious but r.:::ééam:m w,mw,mum.a about 7;:; EW“,:A. GWN u,u.\ﬁclvuﬂno.
N. T Wright, fesus and the Victorvof God Gh::_.,:,: vwm\,f ?.r:_‘_n.,u_x..rw” For :_r.vur 5)+ yw Sm
11. O,:n can alse cite the use in Antioch-of Q\:‘E.:a.:m: A>Q.m«.:“.rm‘v, ,..< :,cw, E,:mmw DM "
Hengel, Between: Jesus and Paul: Stidies inthe Earliest E istoryof. m.\,\mxwm?w::wr ﬂw*»:_v.w& O<<A Mm
Fo:,.%:ﬂ SCM; 1983),.72, doesnot :wa&m ﬂ._rﬁ arr word had been “firmly established . . . a
¢ cr ¢ over a fairly long period of time.” e
?.o_mw.w%% ug%:wwﬁ.\,.,\ﬂwmm:mﬂ \N‘\:mewﬁ:&‘ and the Star: The E essiahs of Q.u.m. Cg& ,v,wm .,mmﬁo.wmm:mw
Other Ancient Literature (1995; New. York: Ucﬁimn_mw WES, N,,mnmw_ &mawmm .mv.mo.w:‘vwwwmmm
the claim of John G Gager in The Origins of Anti-Semitism A,Oxh.oa“,C.x cm . .J_MM‘MMW_BE%
1983) and Lloyd Gaston in Paul and the Torah ,A<u:mc~.22w C,:EwJSM n,u. . :zmu Solumbia
Press, 1987) “that Paul did not regard.Jésus as the messiah.” Col _:v,i.,mwv om. m g but it
is precisely the obviously messianic Eom:.:ﬁ of that passage that rmv;w‘: Ew:M\.ﬂo, Mw.o\w w&mm.
as a statement of Paul’s own position; ef. A:Chester, gm‘.vﬁmv u:&‘ w»m?i:ﬁr .\NE N,M. Mes
sianic and Visionary Traditions and New Testament Christology (Tiibingen: Moht Siebeck,
: b3
Noow,wu. %M NMWM distinction, see Wright, Climax of the Covenant, 44; .m:m, e MWOEM%MMWWMM
inThe New Interpreter’s Bible;ed. L-E. Keck et al.; 12 vols. [Nashville: Abingdon, 1 R

583-85.




6 Justification

in chapters 27-30. There are the psalms, particularly 105 and 106, and the
Davidic psalms, which indicate the transfer of the Abrahamic promises to
the royal house.™ The prophets tell the same story, looking back to Abraham
from the time of exile and looking onward to redemption. The narrative
prayers of Ezra 9; Nehemiah 9, and Daniel 9 do the same, with the Daniel
narrative linking up with chapters 2 and 7 to provide a long-range story of
successive world kingdoms that will be overthrown by the coming kingdom
of God. We know from Josephus that Daniel was being read in the first
century in terms of a world ruler who would arise from Judaea.’ The same
point emerges from many Second Temple texts, both the complacent list
of heroes in Sirach and the history of revolutionary zeal in 1 Maccabees 2.
Works such as the Animal Apocalypse in 1 Enoch and the historical visions
of 4 Ezra and 2 Baruch tell the same story from different angles, as do some
of the Qumran documents. We might also compare, of course, Jubilees,
Pseudo-Philo, and many others, '

Six things about these narratives need to be noticed. First, they are of many
types, shapes, sizes, and emphases. There is no standard model. Second, they
always get the historical order right: whichever heroes or villaing they choose,
they know and use the full implicit narrative, Third, however they tell this story,
they always perceive it not merely as an ancient story from which one might
cull types and patterns, examples and warnings, bur as a single continyous
story in which they themselves are now living. ,

Fourth and most important, almost all these retellings of Israel’s story are
more about Israel’s rebellion and sin, and God’s judgment upon them, par-
ticularly in the exile, than they are about a smooth upward journey toward the
light. (Obvious exceptions might be Psalm 105 and Sirach.) The nineteenth-
century idea of immanent development has no foothold in these texts. Ancierit
Judaism regularly told its story in terms of persistent failure and God’s fresh
redemptive actions; the Abrahamic covenant was-invoked not as the start of
a triumphalist progression, but as the ultimate hope for grace when other-
wise the story had become a nightmare. The “apocalyptic” message of most
of these extremely varied Jewish texts nests within the solid and unbroken
covenant theology they all evince.

Fifth, we see the same tradition of Jewish-style storytellings continuing
through the first two generations of the Christian movement, notleastin the

4. Pss. 2, 72; of. Ps. 89,
Josephus, LW, 6.312-15; sée discussion in Wright, New Testament arid-the People
2-13.
6. On all these now see . Calduch-Benages and . Liesen, eds., History and Identity: How
FLater Authors Viewed Its Egrlier History (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006).
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Gospels; Acts, and Hebrews: The New: Testament asa érow.nw however varied
its sociocultural context; does not abandon the Jewish tradition of fresh tell-
ings of the biblical story as a covenantal narrative ﬂ.rmn.rmm _.umm.mm& through
many dark and catastrophic times but was now emerging into clarity and focus
because of Jesus.V Paul does the same in Romans 9 and 10, . |

Sixth, and most obviously relevant to our topic, these mmm.;_wm mnw@smsn.w\
point forward to a coming climactic figure, and that figure is often; admit-
wmm:\ not always, messianic: the warrior king in the Psalms of Solomon, the
lion in 4 Ezra, the fountain and vine in 2 Baruch, arguably also the _NHMw
white bull in the Animal Apocalypse, and not least the world ruler $.\rov in
first-century readings of Daniel, would arise from .?mwnm. One nn.EE indeed
turn the point around. Not all Israel stories climax 2::. a mem_mr. Not al}
Messiahs, when they are there, look alike. But all Kmmm&:_:mﬁmn:\wm come
at the point where an implicit Israel narrative is being resolved. ﬂrwv\ come
in fulfillment of the ancient promises, especially those to Abrah am, wsm they
concern the rescue of the nation from the appalling mess into which its' many

rebellions have landed it : . ... _
You will see where this is going. But before we move to exegesis, let me

introduce you to some statistics.

Vital Statistics , ,

We have all léarned to beware of word statistics. They can _n.ﬁ.& to mere
concordance worship; or zﬁ left-brain attempt to turn Hrn&,oww inito math-
ematics. Nevertheless, the word usage in Galatians does, think, offer a straw
in the wind. o

If you were to ask someonie re ; , b aiiens
about, they might say “salvation from &?: “Pauls gospel; ,.i “:mﬁmnmz.o.s v
faith.” They might perhaps say :vm:_um theology of the Qo%.w or _um.& s critique
of the law.” Those have all been major themes in 902»93@ om. interpreting
this letrer. Oc,:‘,\ﬁ.mm? Galatians has regularly been invoked in %mn:mmwowm of
soteriology, where those ideas cluster together. But 1,,.5 .mrmwﬂ ::.vanm raise a
question mark. Paul never uses sézein, sotér, ot soteria 5,.@&.&6:? He ﬂnm-
tions hamartia only three times.” The dikaios root, likewise, is comparatively

asonably biblically literate what Galatians is

17.5¢ce Matt. 15 Luke 1524:25-27,44-46: Acts 7: Heb. 1 ~ Amﬂ.:ﬂraﬁ in N, H /x\imwvmw&w\,\ and
the Faithfulness of God, vol: 2-[London: 'SPCK; zﬂ..::nw:ucrm” M‘A:,Qr.mf.woaby. n_ﬂwswmgarmmwmu
gested thatthere are “enmibedded” seriprural narratives in James (e.g; u;uci% 21 7=18san
mention of Abraham and Rahab.in 2:21225); This:seems to be far-fetched. i

18. Gal. 1:45 2:17; 3:225 of those; 1:4 is inf an opening formula; and w.;.rw goes n_omo,q with the
two occurrences of hamartolos (2:15; 17); suggesting that the concern is there with the status

of gentiles rather than with actual sin.
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infrequent, as is stauros and stauros.® The gospel, euangelion, is found seven
times, as is the verb euangelizomai, almost all in the first two chapters.?

A higher strike rate occurs for pistis, “faith” or “faithfulness,” which occurs
twenty-two times, and for the law, #nomos, which is found thirty-two times, almost
as many as ou, ouk, and ouch (36x altogether), or Paul’s vital connective gar
(37x).*' Even theos is found only thirty-one times, and preuma a mere eighteen;

* Out beyond them all is Christos, forty times or more (depending on variant read-
ings), and backed up with a couple of key messianic references to Jesus as “Son of
God.”® By contrast, the title kyrios is found only five times: twice in the opening
and closing greetin gs, and once in the reference to James, “the Lord’s brother. "2
Even the proper name “Jesus” is found only eighteen times, again allowing for
variant readings. Christos, in other words, is far and away the most frequent term
in Paul’s theological vocabulary in this lecter. We might contrast Romans, where
we find 155 uses of theos and 68 of Christos; similar proportions occur in the
two Corinthian Letters. To find words in Galatians that occur more frequently
than Christos, we have to look to hymeis in all its cases (47x) and, inevitably, kai
and de (58x each).® Christos is not far behind even these.

Now perhaps this means nothing at all. Perhaps Paul uses Ié<oms oF Christos
interchangeably, and here just happens more often to call him Christos,as a
mere proper name.* But there are enough scholars who have insisted, against

the trend, that Paul does use Christos with active and not merely residual

19. One use of dikaios itself {Gal. 311 Ly 4 of dikaiosyne (2:21; 316, 215 5:5), 8 of dikaioo
(2:16 [3x], 17; 3:8,11, 24 5:4). We find stairosin 5:11; 6:12, 145 and staiiroo in 31y 5:24;6:14.
The resurréction is mentioned only in the opening greeting (11, though itis arguably present
just below the surface of the argument in many passages-in the letrer: see N T Wright, The
Resurrection'of the Son of God (London: SPCK; Minseapoli Fortress, 20037, 219-25.

20. We find euangelion in Gal. 16, 7,:015.2:2, 5,7, 14: euatigelizomai in 1:8 (2%, 9011506,
13, The importane word epangelia; “promise,” is found 10x, with one e of the cognate
verb, almost all'in the second half of chap.'3: epangelia'in 3:14, 16,1 75 A82x), 21,22, 29: 403
28;.epangelloma;i in 3:19, ;

2.
23;

21. Two other regular conmectives, ard and our, dppear oily 6x cachs alla, “bue,” is found
23x; the preposition dig occurs 19%.
22. For “Son of God,” see 2:20;4:4. 6 (and'cf. 1:16).

23.See 1:3; 195310, 6314, 187 The reference in 4:1is partof the iHustration of the young
“master” of the household, which could cournt-as anoblique advance hint for the arsival of the
“Sonof God” in 4:4. .

24. Thus, e.g., in T Corinthians-: theos, 106x, and Christos, 65%;in 2 Corit thians, theos, 79x,
and Christos 47x; in 1 Thessalonians, theos, 36x; and Christos, 10x.

25. Counting the contracred form kiagd for kai ego.

26. Thus Chester, Messiab and Exaltation; 114.(c£. 111y, tepresenting the majority of scholars:
“The sheer quantity of usage of Christosinitself proves nothing.” His next senténce; however.is
a challenge: “What matrers s the way (and contexts) in which it is used, and these suggesthardly
anything specifically messianic.” That depends. "When a scholar resolutely puts the telescope
to a blind eye, there is no knowing what sigrials may-go unnoticed: The'master archis is W. G
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messidnic significance here, that Em arguments do turn on this, .mm,& M.me Mw
ok mﬁcocim& to look afresh at the way, and the contexts, 52 ic g w &
ord is used.” That is the task to which I now turn. I shall mmmcﬁmwmn,ﬂ m.ﬁ
Christos does indeed mean “Messiah” in Galatians ub@%mw,&:‘m meaning rﬂkm,
active within the argument, not merely as a residual memory memc,na.vmrmm t e
word Christos seems to be at the rmm:.,ﬁ of Paul’s m:nowﬁonmﬁﬁ nn&wﬁﬁ@mﬁ HM;
Galatians; a1 m third, rather obviously granted the 3&. two but not grante
the Emmcﬂm om{mnmc,_wad? that the first of these explains the wmnc‘:&.

13
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My first and most important move has to do w«;r the nar mmmm&wmm &owsom
nates Galatians, The very idea of such a narrative has cﬁg .vnmwwz n, om «
ascribed to Paul’s opponents rather than to him. But I persist.* T rac:m out
the letter, Paul regularly sees Jesus as the one in éra,::,,?ﬁw : rw:.mu w,w_.\mwmmu
and often dark narrative has come to mz%ia:m.ri m*:g&‘vﬁdwﬁw.m.z;__mwMsrsm
The point is obvious, in the light of our S@Q quick su 3@ cm?wmﬁwm” MMM,M :
Temple, and cardy Christian _,Q&,mm%m of mrw mﬁwﬁ\i CW Israe e._ ér& ; ,r, M

a narrative, starting with Abraham and QEQ::EW 4&9 V\M,,oum.uv and M he mzw
finding itself in deep trouble but ﬁwns,mﬂ:&sm a ﬁw%xmﬁ: m&:ﬁw% ,ﬁ‘ww,o:m
whom promises are ?E:m& afrer all, the .ﬁwcww_m ,,_m mw%w?«%u A:»M mon ,w EMM
age is ushered in—then, almost whatever éﬁ,ﬁm E,_mm: # wv,np_ , Mw vsr..» A
erﬁf the natural assumption would be that %&,wﬁmc: 3,?%& s A Mmmkmwn..
When we find, in a letter that frequently ﬁn:m,om m:w&mm to ﬁ.rmwm«mwg, that M e
person whose arrival has brought this narrative to its ﬁumnmﬁmg, mc,& and WM
mmno,:»%:mw& the promised deliverance wm,mm,m@\.mcuﬁc S h‘\& Ewcw, we ﬁwzmﬁ W
to {2 “same over.” This s the Messiah. And his E@mmmurmr% means what i

means within that narrative.

Kramer, Christ, Lord, Sonof God (Lendon: mm\‘.»ﬁ;, 19646}, :i wom %.zan.\\gM\%MMMMN,MA.@QGQ by the
article: 9In no case-can we discover an %@:%dmg wmumo: .mc._v. the ,mw,rw:w.;\» o N.Go&:.:m 5

27 5CENCAL Dabl; Jesus the Christ: The Historical ,D\_..w:ﬂ QN A_ :G.S M&m-MM\M - n.wm mwmns
D, H. Juel (Minneapolis: Forttess, 1991, chap: 1, though he maa&,y“a Ecﬁm Mv: 2 %M toe facm
with his first sentence: “Paul’s Christology canbe mwﬁnm almost 5 _W::,: q.o.,ﬁmwrmw, : w,ngmzv\ ik
ship of Jesos.” By the end of the essay however, he'is Qmmw zuﬁ,. ,@.r,m_f_m‘ :wﬂvda >,§M:m ially ha
a ?:&z,ﬁasmmw significance for the total structure wm F,,.i s A.\? —\,ic %Tv, .%..m“ Wg.ﬁjimw Aﬁow&omw
interestingly of, Glindher wcﬁ:rpzﬁwwm M\\Wa ﬂM:wm\wEM N\ WM‘MMNMMWN w_,wwm\ «_M:M.Em nu iy
16 765 Oscar Cullmann, The Christology of the Nert S seved. (1 repr.
MM&NW@MWW%%MMMWMM?Z Westminster, 1963), 134 {though Sr,;.rcm“ nwcwn_.cww%wcn%n%WMMM
way chat Lam doing); Albrecht Oepke, Der Brief A.mm Paulus an die Galater, T
Qw.wx\w Berlin: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, uwwwv,wu.@. .

28: See Wright, Paul-and the Faithfulness of God, chap. 7.
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The narrative in Galatians particularly comes in chapters 3 and 4 and isal-
luded to at many other points. The attempt of some to say that Paulis referring
to the story of Abraham only because his opponents have forced him onto their
preferred territory; and that he gives no positive sense to Israel’s long history,

is demonstrably flawed.?® That is not—to use the category regularly invoked

in support of such a position—how apocalyptic works. Apocalyptic writing
frequently retells Israel’s story, taking it through dark and gloomy pathways
but pointing onward to a sudden, surprising, yet appropriate and (not least)
covenantal resolution. So it is here: Payl is indeed an apocalyptic theologian,
but “apocalyptic” does not mean “nonhistorical” or “noncovenantal ”
Paul’s narratival world can run back to Adam, but in Galatians he takes it
back to Abraham. Galatians 3 engages with Genesis 15, where God makes the
covenant with Abraham, which brings into fresh focus the otiginal promise in
Genesis 12 that in Abraham all the nations would be blessed. ,ﬂ,ﬁ,n:mm:o: of
how this can come about, granted all the barriers that appear to be in the Way, is
precisely the question with which Paul wrestles throughout chapter 3, until the

eventual resolution in verse 29: if you are Christ’s, you are Abraham’s seed; heirs

according to the promise. In terms both of Paul’s argument and of the underly-

ing biblical narrative, this is the QED moment. We have a miniature version of

the story of Israel, worki ng forward from Abraham, through the puzzles and

problems of the law, and ending émnr_mu\uﬁ&em, Iw,oé, can this not be the Messiah?

The same is true of the further fresh telling of the ﬁcg this time echo-
ing the exodus traditions, in 4:1_7. This story ,nnﬁm‘gmrm:,.,n?n carlicr one, a
link made explicit in Genesis 15, where the “exod ymi
covenant with Abraham. Here the resolution to the problem of slavery is the

sending of God’s Son and then the sending of the Spirit of the Son. The obvi-

ous parallel in Romans shows that this too is clearly messianic: in Romans 8
another retelling of the exodus story, Paul draws on Psalm 2, where the Son’s
promised inheritance consists of the whole 89.&.%, Paul does not use Psalm
2 in Galatians, but its ﬁrm:um,Om \Qmﬂdmomﬁ.au Sinheritance,” is correlared in
Galatians 3:18 with the promise to Abraham. This theme then comes at what
we might call the messianic moment i the narrative in 3:29, being reaffirmed
at the “inheritance” moment in the miniature exodus narrative of 4:1-7: if a
son, then anheir through God (4:7). o

By itself, an exodus narrative would not generate a messianic fulfillment. T
was Moses who brought the people out of Egypt, under the ultimate leadership

Nw.ﬂm;a.msﬁrlmmo@wmnwu. mﬁmiqxbﬁwﬁ:ﬂm&c&\q Seripture: The Rbetoric of Ouotationsin
the Letters of Paul (New York: T&T Clark, 2004),:120. : ;
30. See Rom. 8:17--25.

‘exodus” promise is part of the

11
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of the pillar of cloud and fire. However, given the way in which, in Second
Temple Judaism, the ultimate redemption was seen as a new mx,OQCmv an echo
ot the exodus might well point to messianic fulfillment, as in HmmE.W, 40-55 mb.m
indeed Daniel 9. In Second Temple literature, whether “apocalyptic” or not, if
we found a passage promising a new nxoamm mnm Emrmmranmarm roleof one
man as instrumental in bringing it about, this would probably ?.w the Mes-
siah. If Paul is saying that those hopes are realized m:m,wrﬁmmma:% ﬁm,mﬁm,:oa,
and speaks of Christos and/or God’s Son as the one m%c:mr whom this rm.,m
come about, it is ridiculous to say that he g& not mean ,ﬁrm ém:.d B.nan this
meaning, or that this meaning was qu@_fﬁmam& v:w ,mrnAVWAMmmmm,ﬂ,uM _Q&mwmnm.

A more detailed survey of Galatians 3 and 4 fills out the point. The mEW.F
argument of wml\*w m,m,,ﬁ,mnm into four Hs:?“ mrr S,:Em H,r.e same story in
miniature.” In each case the story begins with the g%ﬂ. F%o@ cm.mmnmor
facesth mv_.h&_n,i into &:nr that history has run, m«na mvn,mnc,_mwm.., ,HO\NEMHOM as
hrot and the original purpose
s of Genesis 15 than are

the one through é_,aoiwrr,_VnQEnEﬂ 7 b S:.nvcH c
fulfilled. ;,,m:, cach case ,&ﬁm‘w ¢ much stronger echoes
usually brought out. Of course, the p ¢
de force on E,n_mﬁuwwﬁ_ 5@5:% texts and wor

find fanciful and unhistori al. Thisis 305&&:_

tin a manner we
in terms of Paul’s

¢ ,& ght way to approach

that when he w ot , ,
The context in Genesis offers many clues to a different and le s apparently

arbitrary way of reading the chapter, to whi n?én,,,mrm: c,h:,._mon the moment

we look at the thre e stages of Galatians 3. . u
, Starting in 3:6, Paul states the promise and ,ﬂr,e,:,nc,mmm;,%m,vgzﬁd“ God’s
e he worle ; n. but the curse of the Torah

purpose is to bless the world throu sh Abraha ) e ¢
has intervened to block this intention. For our purpose we simply: note ﬁ.rmﬂ
in 3:10-14 icis Christos who has come to set it all ﬁmwﬁ to enable the original

divine purpose to be fulfilled despite ﬁrn Ecn_,nm,mﬁm_ .

31. Thereis fio space here to explore the structural ?w_a:nm of nmm mnmﬂm:awv:ﬁ. it _,mm _.Mw%nwmmu_m
that mw:, 3614 has 1350:words; 3:15-22 has 156, wmwmlme with ww_m.ﬁénr m?.v,“ m,cﬁ M:,H. M = Mm
an mmm,:mo:i 100 words. Did Paul perhaps think of w“N,wme as a unit, ::%Sm t :.,ma v:.E Mn %I:H_Mw
(150; 156:187 words), flanked by anintroduction (3:1=5; 2.,:? 62 éwamv m:m,.fczﬁwﬁoz A,M :8-11,
with 31 words)? Or four units (150,156 87; 100 écamv,, é-&,n:ﬁ introductionan M\EM.MM_O_M.

32 8ec,cig.y Deissmann; Paul; 105; Philip BoEsler, Galatians Jﬁ.,c:aoz and H%w,é Yor E/%%ﬁ.
ledge; 1998), 193, Even James Dunn in-A Convmentary on the Epistle Ne. the Ga Mﬂ&ﬂmu 3
(Londoun: A&C Black; 1993); 184, who wants to rescue wa& m.HcEx%c charge of arbitrary or
fanciful excgesis, explains the argument as “thoroughly rabbinical.” :

33 See Wright, Clinax of the Covenant; chap. 7.
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What about the promise of the ,Mm:mmwwi has not m@??:w:w& ﬁrwm promise,
as so many have assumed.” The clue is in Wowdm:m 4 and 8,and in ﬁvﬂ_ﬂ.mmﬁmwww
of the messianic promises in wmmrsm;N,H&;wwwﬁra whole world is now G d’s
. and, subject to the rule of the Messiah. ,ﬁr,:mu despite the blockages put
i its way, the Abrahamic promise on the one hand has come ,%..no:mw the new
. “exodus and on the other hand has come through the messianic figure whose
‘ ,wmnmgnﬂ demands the extension of the promise from umw& to ,,S%E_ ﬁﬁw mm-
ure so designated in Scripture is the son of Uﬁ,&y who is the wo_._ of Oc : M:
Om_mamzmu it is the Christos, who is the Son of God. It ,vnnoBMwm B,Q.ommw.:m y
clear not only that when Paul writes Christos here he means .,znmm,ﬁr but
m,_mc that this Emmﬂ:m_mm Eo,nm,nrm:p,BQE vmnwmmo,:_&;wwwscé_mgmamsm of
2 now m_w._.,&nﬁ:#,ﬂ,,n&xw. Paul’s argument makes the sense .:, does Q:? o:,.ﬁrm
basis that this Chri os really is Isracl’s Messiah, the anointed Davidic king.

The same is true in the more complicated passage 3:15-22,* for which we
need a firm grasp on Genesis 15, which Paul is expounding. God promises
Abraham a reward, understood in terms of his inheritance (kleronomia), both
human and geographical. The promise is then spelled out and repeated (15:4):
Abraham’s own physical offspring will inherit. God then invites Abraham
to contemplate the stars and declares, “so shall your seed be,” houtds estai
to sperma sou—in other words, your family will be uncountable (Gen. 15:5
LXX). This is the promise that Abraham believed, with the consequence that
“it was reckoned to him as righteousness” (Gen. 15:5, quoted already in Gal.
3:6). The theme of kleronomia is repeated again and again (many transla-
tions fail to bring this out), and this is the point of the covenant that is then
made. Abraham’s sperma will be slaves for four hundred years, but then they
will be rescued and will finally gain their kléronomia, Thus when Paul speaks
of a diathéké in Galatians 3:18, continues to speak of the sperma and the
kleronomia in the following verses, and mentions the length of time between
the promise and the Torah, it seems perverse to deny that he is expounding.
the themes of covenant, seed, and inheritance as we find them in Genesis 15.
This is especially so when we glance ahead to Galatians 3:29 and see that those
are the terms in which he sums up the whole chapter. ,

We should then interpret Galatians 3:15-22 in parallel to 3:6-14: God makes
promises, the Torah gets in the way, but God’s initial purpose will be realized.
And the point of all this for our present argument is verse 16: the terms of
the covenant do not specify a plurality of families, but a single family, “who
is Christ,” hos estin Christos.® Postponing again the particular puzzles here,
we merely note that once again Christos is the final moment in the implicit
narrative. This is then picked up at the conclusion of the paragraph in 3:22,
where the Christos that inherits the promise is further defined in terms of
pistis, picking up the pistis of Abraham in 3:6-9. Again we should be clear
that we are looking at a narrative, from Abraham to the present time, which
(like so many of the Second Temple retellings of the story) passes through a
dark and puzzling phase but arrives at resolution. For Paul, the marker of that
resolution is Christos. In terms of the implicit Jewish narrative, there is every-
reason why this should mean “Messiah” and no reason why it should not.
The absence of messiahship in scholarship on Galatians is directly related to
the screening out of Paul’s retelling of the seriptural story®

Take that away and we are left w
argument about somcthing else. . . w
 All this comes to a head in 3:23-29. Paul does not now begin with Abra ham,
but with the Ez%,mmm?ﬁ has stood in the way both of a romises and of
cir pistis fulfills as , pt Israel under lo

t with somewhat problematic proof texts for an

Ambwvm ,u,:gn_ﬂy the close supetvision on night gi o
(3:25), until the eschatological moment. And the arrival ac the ¢ hatolonics
:5902,,mw;%@nivm& as ets Christon ,@,nwﬁ,..%m%:r Eo& ,(ﬁ,_w_ an implicit
i , ‘ particular character
. Messiah or someone

- this figure is

Jewish narrative m,_u,wm, arrives a ‘ t
there, we might exp ,.,%,m,mﬁuﬁngﬂmck c cither the
approximating thereto, and when the wo used to d e
Qvam.&& we should look for no other alternatives. It n akes no sense ﬁ.ﬁ, eny
that for Paul this word here means “Messiah,” or to suggest that messiahship

s N e g e s i
plays no significant role in Pa ul’s argument.

t an eschaton and

The final step in this partof our own argument is provided by 4:1-7. Here
Paul mm:w.%m Hew version of the nxomsm na mmm,:ﬁm.wz order (among .oﬁrma
mrw;;m& noiomw,ac%m,mﬂr,.w mmmwm:& mom&:mwoz; in 4811, Srm,wﬁ a5in HVM
nxo&mw,:,m&m,,,mwa, redemptive action unveils the full and true n?mmmﬁm.n o
God ?Em&b over mmum:mﬁ all pagan idols.™ And for a fourth and final time,

; i55p il “sina foreign land and wil he brought out and given
descendants, his sperna, will be staves ina forcign land and will then be broug :

he herirance at last. e R
ﬂjn,“wv_:%mﬁ . D.Davies, The Gospel and the Lands Early Christiaiity dnd-Jewish umxﬁmou}&
Dactrine (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1974) Ho_lw‘.o‘r,m\m.. m?)n._:Emﬁﬁmdmn.mw
Bruegeemann, The Laud: Place as Gift, Promise, and Challense in Biblical Faith (Philadelphia:

et 3kl ks e ‘

r 1977),.170-83. . : .
mcwwwwmmmmm mxwvm 3:6, 13215 Note that Exod. 3:16-22 harks back to Gen. 15: the wuwﬂwao of
the land of the Canaanites, the rescue from the enslaving nation, the coming out with great

34. See ibid., chap. 8. . :

35. This s the point, not least, of the much-puzzled-over 3:19-20; o which see ibid.; chap. 8

36. Whart is more, the argument of 3:16-22 has drawn attention to a double featuié of Gen.
15 that becomés prominent in Gal: 471-7 a5 stavery and freedom: (1) Abraham’s slave may have
looked as though he was to inherit, but in fact Abraham’s own son will do so. (2) Abraham?’s

POSSESSIONS; 1t
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the narrative comes to its climax with a particular figure. This time, how-
ever, the figure is not called Christos; he is called buios l@em Son of God;
and he @mmﬂoém *sonship, \x&owwm&& on ﬁwomm who Hmmn:\@ :9@ Spiritof
the Son,” so that they are no longer slaves, but sons. And in case we might
forget, “if sons, then heirs,” kléronomoi. Like the Abrahamic promise that
would come true when mmﬁ sins of the Amorite were ar last full,” so this
promise came true “when the fullness of time had come,” hote de élthen 1o
pléréma tou chronou (4:4): Paulis notem barrassed, as some of his readers
have been, ar a chronological sequence that ends with a final fulfillment.
Indeed, he has been developing the idea, in line with Genesis and Exodus,
on and off throughout the ch hapter. The chronological sequence of Israel’s
history, starring with \D&EM ham and surmounting all the problems and chal-
lenges on the way, has reached irs fullness. Any Second Temple Jew would
know that the figure who then ¢ emerges as the agent of that fulfillment might
well be the Messiah., When Payl calls this figure Christos. we should take
him seriously: ; T
Our preliminary con clusion, then, is that Christos in Galatans 3 and 4
really does refer to Jesus as Tsrael’s Messiah, through whom the One God
has accomplished the long-awaited liberation. The word cannot be reduced
to the status of a name, or even of 4 name with residual (bur theologically
irrelevant) memory of an earlier titular meaning,

This leads to my second ?7?325 that Christosin Galatians, whether or

mw.ﬁ,_ .ﬁ

10t carries positive m meaning, is the vehicle for Paul’s mcorporative

or participatory vision of the people of God,

Christos and Incorperation or Participation

Galatians contains some of the best-known statements of Paul’s theology
of incorporation or participation:. This category, increasingly recognized as
central, has nevertheless proved difficult to understand. My own proposalon
that front follows from my central argument here, but for the moment we

simply note the way in which, within the argument of Galatians 3 and 4, this
incorporation or partici pation focuses on Christos.

Galatians 3:24-29 offers 2 whole range of Christos-based Encm.m:wmm?m
verse 24, we 13:\% mﬁ,:ﬁ. that the long-awaited
i promises has arrived cugh a historical se-
ton. This results in just m ation on the basis of

39, Gen. 15:16 LXX, andpepierbnial,
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pistis, in being no longer under the paidagogos of Torah (3:25).% But this is

explained, notin terms of a forensic scheme as in Romans 3 butin mC.MDm of
incorporation 58 [ \3\.&8& as a resultof S%:nr believers:are said to be “sons
of God” (3:26). # This in turn is farther explained (gar) by the fact that they
have entered this inc orporative reality by being baptized eis Christon and by
putting on Christos (3:27), also presumably at the time of baptism. Christos
seems to be, for Paul, a kind of flexible receptacle into which people come,
whether by plunging into the water, which {asin Rom.6) mwarcrxam his death,
or by putting him on like a suit of clothes. Once that has happened, ﬁrwv\. are
then “in him.” Some have made heavy weather of the different prepositions
and cases, but so far this scems straightforward ro me.

Fhis complex statement of beli licvers’ eschatological ECEQ (3:24-27)
then leads to the real crunch of Paul’s argument. It is stated in two points,
one negative and the other positive, both vital for the whole argument of the
F:G. :03 again incorporative, and both again having Christos as the focus
of that incorporation. Negatively (3:28), ﬂro dis tinctions of Jew and Greek
or:slave and free have anc_sn, B,LC;::Q E& even the Two- ﬁga& creation of
male and mr:_hc is beside the point; Payl O?:::L% 5 re mn:.:F both to the

divided table : fel _OEL:@ in >:2:n and the threatened imposition of the
 Galatia.® Thes %S,ﬁc:m have been left

male-only rite of CIrCUmMICIs
rn,_::.mrrm, ays, bec cause “you are all one in A?ZCU (3:28b) 25: comes
Em:mn« £y ,n_,m:mm of 3:28b: “If
m,u and in accordance with the

oF

vou are Christou, you arc Abraham’s s sper
W,i:ime w::;m% kleronomoi.” This orSC:L% ?L& up the ke &y points of

3:16-22, and with it the meaning of Genesis 15: the ¢ promise of the single
sperma, which is not to be tl hwarted by Torah’s divisive work, and the re-
sulting A vwmrm::n and, indeed, messianic :}Q.,S:nn The fulerum of this
- final statement, too, remains Christos: the ei de at the start of verse
29 :&:;:S that Paul intends the genitive Christon to carry the same mean-
ing as en Christé at the end of 3:28. Paul’s whole argument has been that
the Galatian Christians are already part of the ,mmah:\om Abrabam. He has
made the point by telling the story m_,oE >v§r,§d to the present, .m.wzp one
angle after another, always bringing that great biblical narrative to its goal

the positive point in 3:29, TEE:F on %mn e

in terms of Christos.

40. This move froma kind of slavery to implicic freedom is the same move that we note in
4d-7and again in4:21-5: 1. Sl : ‘
41. T usethe surely not gender-specific “sons,” rather than, say, “children,” to resonate with
; )
Pauls.exposition esp; as it arrivesin 4:1-7 and with, ¢.g., Exod. 4:22. . i
(A2 Mightitalso have'been the case thatseveral Om Mrn, gentile converts were slaves, ‘while

the Jewish belicvers were free?
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Standing back from this tightly packed argument, we see preliminarily
what has happened. The narrative sequence of the Abrahamic promises and
their fulfillment has expressed that fulfillment in terms of Christos, not simply
in the sense of an individual Messiah whose arrival and achievement mark
the goal of the story and the accomplishment of redemption and liberation,
but in the sense of an incorporated body, a whole in whose identity believers
participate. The single family, the kleronomia promised to Abraham; was the
goal toward which the promises had always been aiming. Paul has given thar
single Abrabamic family a name: Christos. How does this work?

As we saw, Paul is here expounding Genesis 15 in its entirety. He isreading
itin the light of other passages such as 12:3% and the various repetitions of
the promise concerning the “sced” that will inherit the land.* The ¢ seed,”
indeed, carries much of the load both in Genesis 15 and m € salatians 3, andir
is here, particularly in Galatians 3: 16-22, that my proposal solves the double

problem of 3:16.%
First, it is routinely forgotten that throu ghout the Genesis passages the col-
lective noun sperma means not simply “descendants,” as though the spermu
were simply a collocation of individuals, but more specifically “family.” Thatis
the perfectly good English collective noun corrra esponding to sperima. Ironically,
commentators often point out the collective meaning of sperma in order to
criticize Paul for apparently ignoring it in 3:16, failing to see that it is sprecisely
the collective or corporate meaning that Paul intends in the cha apter asawhole.
People regularly take Paul to task for his s apparently individualizing exegesis
of sperma, and then continue to read the passage as being about something
else, as though bos estin Christos is simply a fancy and perhaps fanciful way
of getting from the distant patriarch to the all- mmportant Savior. Perhaps it is
we who have individualized Paul’s me caning,

Second, commentators on 3:16 have also o usually ignored the fact that here
Paul is building toward the chapter’s climax, in which the word Chriszos is

used incorporatively six times in the final six verses. The meaning of Christos
:Qm really does seem ro be alwn people of God,” “the people promised to
Abraham,” and tellingly in the fnal verse, “the promised sperma.” These two.
proble ,umalnmmammm the meaning of xmmBmu\u for sperma, and ignoring the

obvious incorporative meaning of Christos at the end of the chapter—cancel
@ﬂcﬂaa, in Gal. 3:8;.¢f.
. Gen, 131153 17:8; 24:7.

43. For what follows, see Wright, Clinax of the Covenant, chap: 8.
46. One might speculate on why-this has been avoided; perh hapsitis becatise of the assump-

tion thar Galatians as awhole Is talkingonly about the salvation of individuals sy notthe identity
of the church.
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each other outand provide an excellent; if striking, exegesis of w@.m. ﬂma is
well aware of, and mtends; the colleciive meaning of %S\E.a m_:nm lines it up
precisely with the incorporative Bmmism,cm Christos. w::m ms,mﬁ .n,a:mwnZw
meaning is “family,” it can also have its own vr.:wmr,amaw_rmw.s ﬂ:m om.mw‘.,m w
straightforward reading of 3:16: the promises did not say “to your mmmwmrnmu
as though referring to two or more families, but to one, anc your family . hos
estin Christos, which is Christos. The end of the chapter should leave us in no
doubt that this does not mean “which is the single mmwmon Jesus,” but rather,
“which is the single Christos in whom the people are now 58&53?@ »
[submitthatitith »m not been for that final phrase bos estin Christos—and
for the useful role it has 18& in enabling scholars to laugh up their sleeves
there need have been little

. 4
at Paul’s apparently bizarre exegetical h abits!
controversy about 3:16, or about Paul’s whole se L;wzmr of mmo:mf God made
, not hi s “fam I ;f " plural.

the proniises o \ﬁ%&%: and his family, singul;
This is of obvious and immediate relevance both to the Antioch :F&w:ﬁ in
mw:& mr«z %nﬁo were,

ch ,%?ﬁ 2 EWFR &E mrzcs of Peter m,:g Barn w

were ?:w Om a ?9

suppose that Paul is ¢ Chnio ‘ o
an ine 3\\53&:.@ i&i u r&” 1s ,&r t ?ca w:onw : mm_ wyv,wrﬁ? ,.u& nothing
( f F:& of

can stand in its way. m nee 3: ﬁclm?qﬂ
Moses the mediator, could not by itself create 9 c sing
5&85_, of the one,’ of mgr E:ﬁ:m_. sperma. God is one, r wever, E& asin
Romans 3:29, he %@Q@? promised and will produce ¢ family of Jews
and gentiles together. God will therefore deal with the Ecrrmvw that Torah
places between the Abrahamic ?.:::w? and %h:. fulfillment. The resule is
that now, as in 3:22, the ?o;w?n is given to @&RS&A on mﬁ basis of the pistis
Iésou A,?\?QE. This nycmmcmﬁom of the inco @cmm:,\ or ﬁﬁﬁr%%@? sense
of Christos is rammw z:\& ﬁﬁzrr? in the ! letrer

47, Paul seems to mmm:_s&mr& his hearers know uv‘nmaﬁ withou the later xwrmumzour nvmn
Christoscarries thisi :.‘.Q:ﬁonﬁ:& micaning: Heis, to be f::S capable of reasing people by mwfsm
something C,f?:r and explaining it only later, bat since 3 3700 mm.so:g“o_wmrwm @a:_smc MEM
grasped. (hencethe confusion among commentators who: ::é:&iﬁ nd 3:16 when they thes
ger to 3:19-20 1 weimust assume that he thinks ﬂrr w::: wiltlbe elear. e
B 48, Cf.-Sranley \fit;: with Seripture, 183 SDid Paul 1y ny\hﬁmmmm.ro ﬁl,ﬁm&m p%mwm
impressed by his argtiment from the singular formof the Greek noun fo& E;Dm_mﬂm‘sv 3: &7

49, There are the typical tises of en Chrisio, asin .TNN (the .mﬁ&m.d& wm .?mmﬁ that are “in
Christ,” differentiated presumably from the ordinary non Chiistian .Wéwmw m,vmﬁw_om;mﬂm\ﬁ Mvm.
region). Thereare the sharp warnings of 5:1-6; where Paul mm,euw,m of the mwc:w u?» M iat u,.ﬁmm om
gives; which would be lost'if one were to be separated apo Christon; and where he repeats 1
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We must conclude that the incorporative or participatory sense of Chyis-
tos has come to be used as a shorthand for “the church” or “the people of
God”—though, of course, the people of God have been radically redefined by
Paul, not least here in Galatians. The fulfillment of the Abrahamic promises
has been no smooth crescendo, no easy ascent into the light, no straight path
leading to glory. It has been a matter of shocking, startling, world-changing
divine action—as the promises had always foretold. The only way the covenant
can be fulfilled is through apocalypse, though the converse of this is that the
One God, when unveiling the new reality, makes it clear that this had been in
mind from thestart. o L

So how does this notion of “incorporation” or “participation” actually
work? And what must we say about the relationship between the two points
we have now established, on the one hand that Paul says Christos because he
is thinking of Jesus as Israel’s promised Messiah, and on the other hand that
when he says Christos he is thinking of this figure as the one in whom God’s
single family, promised to Abraham, is now summed up? The obvious answer
has long been resisted but now, I'suggest; should be crio:m,“ for Pa ul, the Mes-
siah represents his people. They are summed up “in him.” When God looks at

the Christos, he sees all those who belong to him, who ,,r,%m,n@:ﬁ “into him?”
in baptism, who are “clothed with him,” who are “one in him”—and who, in
particular, have died and risen with him, as in 2:19-20. To risk an overused
word, he constitutes their identity. They are, in other words, “Israel,” Abra-
ham’s family™ Incorporation and participation are central Pauline ways of
speaking about the church; for him, the church is Israel, and that identity is
focused on Israel’s Messiah. To expound this we need 4 new section

Messiah and Israel: The Heart of Paul’s Participatory Soteriology

These themes have been largely ignored for two reasons. First, the subject of
Galatians has been assumed to be soteriology, whereas it is in facr ecclesiol:
ogy, the definition of God’s single family and the struggle to maintain that
identity in the face of sharp pressure. (Soteriology is, of course; presupposed.)
Second, Pauline soteriology, especially here, has been identified in terms of

a different form the point of 3:29: i Christ 12501 neither circumeision nor uncitcamcision
matters, but rather “faith working through love” (5:2, 6). And the genitive in 3:29a is repeated
in 5:24: boi tou Christou, those who belong to Christos, have crucificd the fleshwirh its pas-
sions and desires, .

50. See Dahl, Jesus the Christ, 21: “Because Jesus is the Messiah, the ones who believe in him

are the ‘saints’ of the end of tinte, the ekklésia of God, the true children of Abrahan, and part
of the ‘Istael of God.”” See further Wright; Paul anid the Faithfulyess of God, ‘chaps. 11 and 15.
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“justification by faith,” and so it has been defined as &w. mow.mn omwoﬂmm OH
a Jewish scheme of thought identified in terms of “justification by wor s,
with the result that “Paulinism” itself has Vna: seen as the polar opposite
of “Judaism.” In consequence, Jewish categories of ﬁro:mrmlaﬁn,mﬂmrmr_wu
patriarchs, covenants, “Israel” itself—have been seen as part ,om the pro -
FEM,,W_MM thing Paul is reacting against. To ﬂr,n,nssﬂ.ﬂ.m,«% what we have here is
4 S&nm:wﬂmmamzmm TJewish QH_@mwﬁebm%)smoamm,pSm,,..;mrmﬁ‘0: both counts,
wﬁoﬂnmmm:ﬂnwﬂmm? has :nwﬁrnﬂimmaa nor recognized. . | -
, ;@?ﬁ then 2 the connection between Q@&&Qm as :znmm&rw_ and QQEV,NOM
as “the OEW in whom God’s people are W,mnc%,oﬁgm,. 1,6 o:w,‘,ﬁéroﬁ .nrow
?zin%m?ﬁ Here again, what seems ,oraﬂ»o:m to mc_ﬁn Qm us ‘r@m vwnnﬂ_a@mmmnmg
or simply ignored. On the evidence of this letter &@:w,,ﬁ‘mccwmﬂmm%wcm h the
, mily As we noted before,

resents Israel, ‘presents A .:Jr s We doted
v caders shaped their individual profiles

Mw N,\Q e y
in firs ,,(nm:Eim movements various ders thet ! al pr
and mm.cg%mz% to MWF rational uﬁ?»&a_ﬁ. v\*rmﬁﬁiw > vari mx,ﬂwoﬂmw‘sm ﬁw
P L hope of which it was a funetion. Ther n fluidity o

=

mmawm e have nhot proc ,ﬂnmm any startung s C 2sses, LhoUg xm; hiom
Abraham [*/n you all the nations w i be ble ;na ,v,,mnvwru in ¢ e
[saac and Jacob, has been plausibly suggested as a ?E&Em_m@m,wmf especially
iy ome might suggest that because

sromise 1o

»i

when “in your sced” is added to “in you. might s , ,
Paul saw the Christos as the true sperma Abraant, he v vas then Em;ﬂo m.mﬁw.mom
Emmwwmsﬂm% en Christo an d related language fron ﬂ,rmw ?wﬁrmﬁmn vmmwnzﬁm.
This wmmﬁw to me me, E@? than the ,,o,mﬁn way m,_,,szw@ ,M‘,mﬁmmmnﬁ that the
line of derivation Emww._dw«mwmc:m from (1) Eméﬁmmnmw of Doagm%aﬂommm mw.m
his people being summed up in mr,n Km,,.ﬁ_.mw_ to (2] mémwowm Emwrmrnmm wrg
original basis in the Abrahamic promises. In wmﬁ s mind the most obvious
link berween the Messiah and the people of Godiis the resurrection. Awom has
done mﬂ. Jesusm the middle of history—the .Mww.mm whao has been Q,sﬁmmw mw g,
messianic pretendert-——whar Paul Wmm_,ox@mmmma God o do ,m o all mmwmmw at the
St E,wxa&m Jo M Wedderburn, “Some Observations on mﬁ.%m Qmm ,ow the wmranu ,wmAOrw%%
and fwich Christ JONT 25(1985): 83-97. Sce Gen. pwnw‘;.wmaﬁwcm ; hm”wmm i him www.%mv
“icyour seed”; 26:4 (to Isaac), “in your seed”; 28:14 (te Jacob); “inyouand in your seed.
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end.” The demonstration at Easter that Jesus really was and is Messiah is thus
v:dc:m:mocm&\ the demonstration that he really was and is Israel in person. It
is this realization » Isuggest, that sparked Paul’s view of Jesus as both Messiah
and the incorporative representative of Israel. I would be happy to see indica-
tions of fluidity between king and people e anywhere in ancient Judaism, but with

such evidence either absent or controversial, I would settle for the hypothesis
that the resurrection irself generated this link in Paul’s mind. We should not
be afraid of postulating radical innovation s especially since belief in Jesus’s
messiahship is so clearly bound up with rnrnm in his resurrection, which itself
provided the unanticipated shock of 2 partially inaugurated eschatology, If
Israel’s God has done for Jesus what he was to have done for the people as a
SroF ﬁwm: ﬂ:mrﬁ ém: generate a new 5@335‘ of i Incorporative speech, with
a _cmmémsm@ analogy to Abraham and a more mmn%r m:&cmw to David. That
implicit narrative has 4 1ot going for it, not o:w in 1»& When, %S»mﬁ.ﬁ in
Galatians we meet at the same moment (1) a C x:\r:d, in and &:O:mv whom
God um @w,nwmﬁowo@n& mmmn::ﬁw purposes are effected and (2) a Christos in s&cg,
Oom s mmoEm mecoﬁmnm and are summed up, one who is the sperma Abr, dan,
in whom his people become - inheritors” of the promisé, we are n:ﬁlo& to
declare our own OmU Itis because Jesus is the anointed r:ﬁ of
m_Ev mm@mmmm:ﬁm and i Enoﬂuoﬁmﬁnm the single family om,>v§

[

is central, and theol logically load bearing, for the entire m:,m::,.w At
We are therefore in a position, on the basis of Galatians alon to mu:f,ﬁ\ﬁ,
the question @omma T% Ed Sanders :EE& :E end of Paul und Palestinian
Judaism > Paul’s ﬂvozmrﬂ rEmwm he says, on “participation in C hrist,” but
he has no the Iy to propose as to how this concept wor ks. The answer lies
@&i, in Paul’s ?mm& -shaped mranﬁcmomx partly in the incorporative mean-
ing that Paul gives to QS\ESA and wholly in the ¢ combination of the two. To
belong to the Messiah is to r&c:m to Israel, and vice versa. That is more or
less oxmnaw what Paul says in Galatians 3:29 :
All this would enable ¢ us, but for the constraints of space, to move back at
last to 2:15-21, where Paul states in a dense, allusive, but rhetorically ch harged
summary ﬁ&% has happened in and through the Messiah. If the Messiah rep-
resents Israel, to belong to this “Israc]” one must follow the Messiah, specifi-
cally in his pistis, which is the one and only badge of me embership in the single
family. Because the Messiah | has died and been raised. ro v&cm to awmwm&a one

52. On the “messianic” ch narge againstfesus, see;eig, Martin Hengel, Studies in Eaily Chris:
tology (Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1995), 41-38; gﬁrw \55 and the Victory of God, chap: 11;
idem, %?&3@&8: of the Son of God, 559-63.

53. E. P. Sanders; Paul and w&m&ga: Judaism: A Comparison of Pa atternsof Religion (Lot-
don: SCM, 1977), 52223,
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must die and rise with him. This incorporative death and resurrection mean
that the Messiah’s s people die to the “flesh,” where an:EQ&.o: isthe m.bm&.nnﬁ
and come “alive to God,” to the One Oog who desires the single family. The
continuous narrative from Abraham to the Messiah is anything but mﬁoo}mmdm
easy. It is marked, all through, by the cross.” But it is a narrative nonetheless
At the climax of chapter 2, however, Paul brings in two. mm@mnosﬂ? quite
different meanings, or at least implic cations, of Christos. First, nrw new life that
the believer possesses is not a return to the previous identity: “Nevertheless
I live; vet not L, but the \ﬁ&vs\\ lives in me.” This is not the same thing as
“being in the chﬁ > do vn inthe Kmomzr: wm a matter of status, of who
one is in God’s eyes. To have the Me: ﬁur living within one is a matter Mm
actual, personal, inner transformation.” The Galatian bélievers ,:m,m:wm y
aul’s argument. But he can still speak of
: not until they come

en Christo. That is the basis of P
himself as a mother being in labor with them once more, <
right into the Messiab, but until the Messiah is «:xeﬂ formed in them (4: 19).
mmrﬁﬁ&mg E:M says the same thing by S:Q:r of the m@:ﬁ, or wr mmu:: of

, “theosis,” i

Son of ?cg érc Nc?& Bm and gave ?Emam for Ba.x T , Hf as in 44, H.VQR
should be no doubt that “Son of God” means “Messiah.”” Equa :M Apain as
in4:4and WOBE,? 8:3, the Son is the one who, sent :A:d the Fadl r, embodies
and enacts the Father’s own love. ! Sometimes Paul can i«c&mq as ?L\r about
the Messiah’s love, and sometimes about ?c; s love expressed in the sending
and &c ath of ﬂrc _ﬁnmim o This :3_? scnse c:; with an :.:,E_oz but very

BN e S g . "
54.This is exactly ?:.:o out ?\ the equa _% r::_:r 2:3:2, E_n_ their Lﬁ?zzcr? Feontent

16 o .
in pasticular, in Gal. 5127 7 and 6:11- - . ‘
mum Along ling, rE:m grr ar least to Deissmana, P E\ 123 le ruy seen the CXpressions as

n
i Over: : apses “the into
interchangeables but this, in line with Deissmanits overall project, collapses ,nrmchomw

“religion.” -
56 See Beverly R. Gaventa, Owur Mother ,{3: Paul (1 9:55:7 /&ﬁfm:i hstor John Knox,
2007, 29-39.
i : : s Rom: 8:9-110
57 0n this fetrer; Galo4:6velsewherey e
58 Agatust ey Michael I.Gorman, TNFN\:::N the Criciforn God: Kenosis; \:m:\mﬁh&o:
58:Aga ;
and Theosisin Paul’s Narrative Soteriology (Grand W»@ET Eerdmians, 2009).
59.As in Ps. 2. and elsewhere. : . o -
60:This is central to the very similar-argument in Wosu.,m“mlm, esp- $:8:God-demonstra
his own love for us in that the Messiah died forus while we were still sinners.

3L AT G

61..CE. Rom.'8:31-32,.35,37,39:
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high Christology. It is nonsense to say that God loved people so much that
he sent someone else to do the difficult job.? None of this, in Galatians 2 or
elsewhere, is said simply for the sake of defining who Jesus really was and is,
vital though it is to get that clear. It is said in order to ground the new mes:
sianic reality—the Israel reality, the reality of Abraham’s single family—in
the action and the very life of Isracl’s God.®

Certain scholars have attempted to explain the rise of incarnational Christol-
ogy ,o:.mr,n, basis of sundry figures in Jewish Smmzmm who seem to have occupied
a suprahuman status: angels, other mediator figures, maybe even messiahs %
['do not find this r&w?_. The Jewish texts in question are not 5o clear. There
is no indication in the New Testament that anyone was saying, in effect, “Ah,
well, if Jesus was or is Messiah. then perhaps that means he is God incarnate.”

The evidence points in the other direction. The forgotten element in New

Testament Christology %m,ﬁuh,.mo@c,ﬂn.s. clement in fnoo:g ﬂ.EEn rfLSST
ogy: Isracl’s God himself had promised that he would come [
to deal with Israel’s exile and the world’s i :?EQQW The “second coming” of
Jesus borrows biblical z nd Jewish language about the coming of Israel’s God;
s0 too, I suggest, does the “first coming.” I do not see in pre-Christian Juda-
ism any indication that people were anticipating a divine Messiah. I see two
things: (1) a longing for Israel’s God to return in rescuing power and judgment;
and (2) a hope, expressed in some circles though not others, for a ?»,_ ssiah
who would, at the most. be the specially aceredited agent of this God at that
moment. Paul, I believe, creatively combined these two strands; the title “Son
of God,” up to this point indicating either Israel or the Messiah, is the place
where we can watch this combination happening. It is not a matter of earlier
figures who might conceivably stretch upward toward some kind of divinicy
It is a matter of Israel’s God’s “sending forth his Son,” reves ling—as part of
the shocking apocalypsel-—that messiahship, like image-bearing humanness
itself, was all along a category designed, as it were, for God’s own use. I see
no indication that anyone had thought like this in pre-Christian Judaism. [
see every sign that Paul grasped this point and wove it inito the st\ heart of
his highly charged and passionate letters. ;

Thus the multiple intetlocking meanings of Christos in Galatians, all held

within the basic meaning of messiahship in terms of bringing Israel’s narrative

back in pérson,

62. Asin Rom. 9-11, Jesus is Israel’s Messiah according to the flesh.and alsé “God over all,
blessed forever,” and in thar dual baestill totally messianic identity, he is'both the felos noinon
and the kyrios pantén: Rom. 9:5 {with echoes of 1:3-4); 10:4, 12.

63. Seeesp. Gal. 4:9: “now that you have come to know God, ot ratherbe kiowi by God.»

64. See particularly W. Horbury, Jeivish Messianism and the Cult of Christ (London: SCM;
1998).

23

Messiahship in Galatians?

to its God-ordained climax and summing up God’s people 5. E_ﬁmm_h ro_w
together what later theology would see as the cgn.on:a m:a w:ﬂmnc,\m@o_mm o
God’s saving action. Those categories, ﬂrocmwﬂ like am_::w:a\ m.:m human-
ity,” are far too abstract and bloodless to do justice to Paul’s wumm_,ommﬁm mm.oww
Once we recognize that throughout Galatians Paul Hm,m:% does mean Z.mmmﬂm.
when he calls Jesus Christos, and with that meaning he has specifically in mind
both the Messiah’s bringing of Istael’s long story to mnm_w?m:mﬁ REESDBNH.&
and indeed “apocalyptic” climax and his representative summing cm‘om W_m
people in himself, we see how a great many oﬂrnnéwn mzﬁ:z,m features of his
theology fit together in n\_:ﬂ:m:%,mzwmoﬁémmgmn» :

For that, however, we need a final concluding section.

Conclusion: Messiahship and Wmmw:wmgmo?m% -

Out of many possible concluding points, I here hi shlight CEM?S :
Lol : it -

there

those o

toget

Second Al Jesus rea
tion of Messiah in a p Galati
kyrios. But it does wa gainst “another gosy 1 (1:6). Th y “othe
mmﬂﬁmnr e have any evidence in the world of mwwmw_@:ﬂmww ».z:ﬁc:w was the
gospel of Caesar and Rome. Whether :”,@.u,mxfuoﬁ; P m:i >:2.o&~ ﬂ.rmw

ras the center of Paul’s “Galatia,” the ame of the most ,_,,mnmww w,u..nrmmo_ompnm
survey of Pisidian ?Ecnr saysitall: n@:z&:m aN mi Rome.”" Once <M~m rm<.m
“justification” and “participation” properly ﬁ&mﬂn&wcvmpwr other, perhaps it

se. Galatians does not emphasize Jesus as
7 (16 nly “other gospel”

e S
e :

: P 7o e ik
is time to ask once more about *gospel” and

65. Ko Gazdaand D Y. Ng, Building a New WQEM.. /ﬂ\uﬂ \ENME\N«LMMMNMVS.;* of Pisidian Antioch
= Arbor; Ml Kelsey Museum of Archagology; 2 - .
= %mh waMWoVMNWQM.WMM Wﬂﬂm.,:.&z“ Galatians axw:\u.m ::mmz.& Cult A‘E?Mmowﬁ Z&MWMWMMW“
2008); Brigitte Kahly Galatians Re-Imagined: %Q&Qw with the mvam of t e M:nﬁxa umo Mo
neapolis: Fortress; 2010); and an increasing number of oﬁrnnmu thotigh ,anuﬂ wit OM\H Mw ; wmmvnnwr
protests; e.g.; ] M: G: Barclay, Pauline Churches and .US%ES Jews A&; w:moawwv ks
2011); chap. 19 (discussed in Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God, chap. 12).




